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“READER, WHERE ARE YOU?”
AN INTRODUCTION!

Damiano Rebecchini, Raffaella Vassena

1. “Reader, where are you?”, wondered, in the mid-1880s, Mikhail
Saltykov-Shchedrin, one of the Russian writers that paid the most at-
tention to the readership of his time. His question arose from the dif-
ficulty he experienced in grasping the key features of the contemporary
reader, especially in the last decades of the 19" century. In that peri-
od, the Russian reading audience was characterised by great cultural
fragmentation, with few new books, a defective distribution network,
a small number of both public and private libraries spread over a huge
territory, with a reduced readership and incomplete collections.? None-
theless, in spite of the difficult spread of reading in Russia — compared
with the rest of Europe, the USA and Australia — the study of Russian
readers began precisely in that period. And this debut is as little known
as it was brilliant.

The history of reading in Russia has very bright origins (1880s-1920s),
a rather dark past (1930s-1960s), a lively recent history (starting from the
1970s) and, hopefully, a “shining future.”s We will attempt, in this introduc-
tion, to highlight some steps that we deem relevant in the shaping of a dis-
cipline that may seem recent but has, in fact, ancient origins.

As early as the 19™ century, important authors like Nikolai Karamzin,
Faddei Bulgarin, Ivan Goncharov and Mikhail Saltykov-Shchedrin left

' Pages 11-27 were written by Damiano Rebecchini, pages 277-31 by Raffaella Vassena.
> Rubakin 189s: 11-102.

3 On the 19™ century origins of the history of reading in Russia, see Bank 1969 and Kogan
1969. A short and incomplete review of some studies on reading in Russia between the 18"
and the 19" century is found in Stroev 1995: 181-196. For a more complete bibliography, see
Reitblat 1992b.
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| DAMIANO REBECCHINI, RAFFAELLA VASSENA |

us illuminating writings on the condition of readers in their age+. We
believe that the founding of a proper scientific discipline, though, can
be traced back to the late 19™ century, and is especially linked to one
specific name, Nikolai Rubakin’s, and one specific event, the “discov-
ery” of the popular readers. Ever since the 1880s, Rubakin had under-
stood that, in order to study this new phenomenon - the rapid spread
of reading among country people and factory workers after Alexander
II's reform of public education (1864) — the impressionist and amateur
methods used by many keen writers and teachers, from Lev Tolstoy to
Khristina Alchevskaia, were no longer viable. There was the need for
a certain critical distance guaranteed by a scientific method; indeed,
there was the need to employ the methods used in ethnology. The first
steps in the new discipline were precisely informed by ethnology and
anthropology, in the cultural discovery of the other, of the mysterious
‘popular reader’ (chitatel’ iz naroda). Yet Rubakin, differently from
many of his contemporaries like Semen Rappoport and Aleksandr Pru-
gavin, does not limit himself to studying the popular reader, but relies
on a wide range of human and social sciences, from statistics to psy-
chology, to investigate the evolution of reading in the entire Russian
society of the second half of the 19" century.® Between the late 1880s
and the early 1890s, he thus wrote a masterful book for its time: Etiudy
o russkoi chitaiushchei publike. Fakty, tsifry, nabliudeniia (Studies on the
Russian Readership. Facts, Figures, Observations, 1895). In Etiudy o
russkoi chitaiushchei publike, we can already spot a series of method-
ological problems relevant not only for the future development of the
discipline in Russia, but essential to this day in the history of reading
tout court.”

In his study, Rubakin first proves the need to relate any quantitative
analysis on reading (data on new titles published, circulation, reprints, the
number of bookshops per city, percentages of literacy and education among
the population, the attendance of libraries and reading halls, etc.) to quali-
tative close observations of readers. He always tends to check the data of
official statistics (e.g. those provided by the State Committee for the press,
by the local committees for literacy, by the managements of public libraries
and zemstvo, etc.) against information collected on the field: between 1889
and 1907, he came into direct contact with more than sioo readers, teachers,

4 See Karamzin 1964: 176-179; Bulgarin 1998: 45-55; Goncharov 1955: 170-182; Saltykov-
Shchedrin 1970: 7-35; Saltykov-Shchedrin 1974: 133-154.
5 In general, on Rubakin, see Simsova 1968, Senn 1977, and Rubakin A. 1979.

¢ See An-skii 1894 (a pseudonym of Rappoport), Prugavin 1895, An-skii 1913. One of the
rare works of that period that investigates what the Russian upper classes read is Lederle 189s.

7 See Darnton 1986: 5-30.
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| “READER, WHERE ARE YOU?” AN INTRODUCTION |

librarians.® Rubakin insists on the need to study readers in their homes, in
libraries and reading halls, in order to observe their behaviours, habits, au-
tomatisms. He observes, for example, how the books in private collections
do not always correspond to the owner’s readings, and how the books taken
out from libraries are returned with uncut pages, etc. In so doing, Ruba-
kin well describes the complex relationship linking the country’s social and
political life and the evolution of reading in Russia, between moments of
inertia and of acceleration (the activism of Russian readers in the 186o0s, the
fragmentation and the paralysis of the 188os, etc.).

But not only. Rubakin senses the need to categorize readers not so much
based on their social class, as to their different ways of reading and using the
written word.® From his very first investigation, he aims at going beyond all
rigid sociological categories and outlining a psychological typology of read-
ers based on the function they attribute to books.” In our view, the lively
close-up portrait he draws of different popular readers — the intellectual
reader, the practical-utilitarian reader, the scientist-reader, etc. — in the final
chapters of his work remains exemplary to this day.” And in the following
decades he would multiply his attempts at providing a scientific basis to a
new discipline, bibliopsychology, that focused precisely on the psychology of
readers. His massive research would thus result in the creation, first, of the
bibliopsychology section of the ].J. Rousseau Institute of Geneva in 1916 and,
in 1928, of the International Institute of Bibliological Psychology in the same
city. Based on research by German psychologists like Wilhelm Wundt and
Hermann Ebbinghaus, and on theories by scientists like Richard Semon and
Ivan Pavlov, in the 1920s Rubakin elaborated a series of relevant works on the
psychology of readers, from Introduction a la psychologie bibliologique (1922)
to Psikhologiia chitatelia i knigi (The psychology of the reader and books,
1928).”2 In these studies, Rubakin devises some concepts like “interverbal ex-
pectation” and “interverbal associations,” which seem today closer to the cat-
egories developed, some forty years later, by Roman Ingarden and Wolfgang
Iser in their phenomenology of reading.® Rubakin goes as far as describing

8 Rubakin 1895: 7-102. On collecting information from correspondences with readers, see
Rubakin 1975, vol. 1: 12 and collection N. 358 (N.A. Rubakin) of the Manuscript Section of the
Russian State Library.

9 Rubakin 1895: 20 and 155-191.

° The interest in a psychological typology of readers will return in the USSR thanks to,
among others, Shafir 192y, Val'dgard 1931 and Beliaeva 1977.

™ Rubakin 1895: 158-191.

2 See Rubakin 1968: 26-46. On the influence of various scientific disciplines on Rubakin’s
research on reading, see Sorokin 1968: 55-68.

3 See Rubakin 1968: 26-46. According to Evgeny Dobrenko, “Rubakin was the first to
formulate the basic ideas of the ‘aesthetics of reception’,” in Dobrenko 1997b: 10.
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| DAMIANO REBECCHINI, RAFFAELLA VASSENA |

the reading process in these terms: “Every reader builds up a projection of
every book he reads [...]. The ‘special method’ of bibliopsychology consists of
statistical evaluation of the excitations experienced by the reader during the
process of reading.”* These ideas seem to anticipate, on the one hand, those
of Reader-Response Criticism and, on the other, the more recent ones of
cognitive psychology and the “reading sciences.”s At the same time, though,
Rubakin does not consider reading a mechanicist and deterministic process,
but grants his reader some freedom. Starting from the vision of the linguist
Aleksandr Potebnja, Rubakin develops his own idea of “reader’s creativity”
corresponding to the “author’s creativity,” the former interacting with the
latter in a relationship that is both free from and dependent on the text.’
Potebnja had written: “We can understand a poetic work insofar as we par-
ticipate in its creation.”” For Rubakin, too, it is the reader who constructs,
combines, re-creates the text: “Itis the living being which creates, constructs
and combines; the book is no more than an instrument.”*® The text instructs,
the reader constructs. In his view, Rubakin seems to foresee not only the
structuralist interpretation of reading as construction, for example Tzvetan
Todorov’s, but also the more open and suggestive view of Michel De Certeau
of reading as a form of “poaching,” a tactic full of artifices, which leaves great
freedom to the reader to move within the text.”

Following the French critic Emile Hennequin and his La critique scien-
tifique (1887), Rubakin had also hinted, in his first research, to the complex
relationship between the study of reading and that of literary works. In the
introduction to Etiudy, he wrote: “The history of literature is not only the
history of authors and their works, through which some ideas reach so-
ciety, but is also the history of the readers of such works. (...) The study of
an author’s readers and admirers contributes to understanding the author
himself. (...) Between the reader and the writer, between the psychological
characteristics of the former and those of the latter, there is such a close and
complex connection that they indeed are a whole, one single entity.”> How-
ever, during the r910s and r920s, this aspect remained in the background in
his research. Motivated especially by a populist ethical imperative, Rubakin
mostly wrote to disseminate science among the new popular readership.
He assembled important bibliographic tools to help librarians and the new

4 Rubakin 1968: 26.

5 See e.g. Tompkins 1980: IX; Dehaene 2007.

© See Rubakin A. 1979: 151.

7 Potebnja 1894: 136.
Simsova 1968: 14.
1 See Todorov 1980: 67-82 and De Certeau 1990: 239-255.
2> Rubakin 1895: 1-2.
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| “READER, WHERE ARE YOU?” AN INTRODUCTION |

readers to find their way in the world of books (Sredi knig, Among books,
1905) and developed his scientific research on the psychology of individual
readers. It was precisely his focus on the psychology of individual readers,
the lack of a ‘class’ vision, that which will determine the ban on his works
during the following decades when Stalin ruled.

2. Between the late 1g10s and the 1920s, a group of linguists and literary
critics from St. Petersburg and Moscow would conduct a series of studies in
which the issue of the reader (and of the listener) is considered a relevant
moment in the construction of the literary text. We are thinking in particu-
lar of certain works by some Russian formalists like “Oda kak oratorskii
zhanr” (The ode as an oratorical genre, written in 1922) by Yurii Tynianov, or
“O kamernoi deklamatsii” (On chamber declamation, 1923) by Boris Eikhen-
baum.*" Here the problem of reading, not meant as reception but as oral
reproduction of a written text, is the starting point of a fruitful investiga-
tion which, stimulated by the reading performances of his main contem-
porary Russian poets (from Blok to Maiakovsky), and supported by parallel
German research on Ohrenphilologie (E. Sievers), will lead Eikhenbaum
and his colleagues, between the late 1910s and the early 1920s, to study the
fundamental melodic-syntactic elements informing poetic language (e.g. in
Melodika russkogo liricheskogo stikha, Melody of Russian Lyric Poetry, 1922).22

Generally speaking, in their main works, formalist critics seem to be
more interested in the mechanisms behind the production and operation
of the literary text than those linked to their reception. And, in particular,
the reader they refer to is not an empiric reader, but rather a totally abstract
and ideal entity, almost like a “model reader,” to use Umberto Eco’s term.>
Nonetheless, even formalists who, to react against impressionism and the
late 19 century psychologism, seemed to want to ban the empirical reader
from their analyses, cannot in fact do without him, especially when, in the
mid-1920s, they have to face the problem of literary evolution.># Some key
concepts they elaborated to explain evolution, like “effacement” or the “au-
tomatization” of certain literary elements (meter, plot structure, etc.) pre-
suppose first the reader’s reactions, and only later those of the author of the
text. The need to analyse the interaction between literary phenomena (like
genres) and popular and everyday linguistic phenomena, the byt (e.g. the
familiar letter, the drawing-room poetry album, the feuilleton, etc.) encour-

= Eikhenbaum 1969: s12-541; Tynianov 1977b: 227-252.

2> These studies will be developed in particular by scholars at Leningrad’s Institut Zhivogo
Slova and Institut Istorii Iskusstv, where Sergei Bernshtein will set up a lab for recording poets
and writers of the time reading poetic texts. See Vassena 2007.

% See Eco 1984: 7-8.
24 See Tynianov 1977c: 270-281.
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| DAMIANO REBECCHINI, RAFFAELLA VASSENA |

aged formalists to widen the subject of their historical-literary analyses sig-
nificantly.® Thus, especially in the late 1920s, formalists began to deal with
issues such as the role of publishers-booksellers, the situation of the book
market, the demand, the places where literature was consumed, the profes-
sionalization of literature-writing between the 18" and 19™ centuries, etc.2
Thus emerged a number of innovative works that shed light on the past
of Russian readers. Let us consider, for example, Viktor Shklovsky’s book
Matvei Komarov, zhitel’ goroda Moskvy (Matvei Komarov, Inhabitant of the
city of Moscow) (1929) on the “lackey literature” of a minor 18" century Rus-
sian writer and his readership.?” Another example is the work by three of
Eikhenbaum’s disciples, T. Grits, V. Trenin and M. Nikitin, Slovesnost’i kom-
mertsiia. Knizhnaia lavka A.F. Smirdina (Literature and trade. A.F. Smirdin’s
bookshop, 1929), on the trade of the great St. Petersburg bookseller Alek-
sandr Smirdin and the professionalization of literature-writing in Russia
from the 18" century to the 1830s.2® Yet another example is M. Aronson and
S. Reiser’s volume Literaturnye kruzhki i salony (Literary salons and groups,
1929), which reviews the main places of literary production and consump-
tion in the first half of the 19™ century, focusing on reading practices, forms
of circulation and the appropriation of texts.?

It was Aleksandr Beletskii, though, a critic far from the world of formal-
ism and a professor at the University of Khar’kiv, where Potebnja taught,
who, in our view, best develops the problem of the “reader as a participant
in the literary process” in those years.>® In a pioneering paper of 1922, ti-
tled “Ob odnoi iz ocherednykh zadach istoriko-literaturnoi nauki: Izuche-
nie istorii chitatelia” (On one of the immediate tasks of historical-literary
scholarship: the study of the history of the reader, 1922), Beletskii raises,
in particular, two key issues in the reader-author relationship: the problem
of the implicit reader, especially in poetry, and the question of the stratifi-
cation of literary tastes in society as an evolutionary factor in literary his-
tory. As happened with Rubakin, for Beletskii, too, Hennequin’s book, La
critique scientifique, has an important role in raising consciousness about
the complexity of the reader-author relationship. But it was especially an es-
say by the poet Osip Mandel’shtam, “O sobesednike” (On the interlocutor),

3 See Tynianov 1977a: 255-269; Eikhenbaum 2001: 61-70.

6 At the same time, in those years the magazine Lef, close to the formalists, elaborated the
concept of “social demand” (sotsialnyi zakaz), which sees the author as directly and unilaterally
depending on its reading audience, in a relationship similar to that between producer and
consumer. See Brik 1923: 214.

27 Shklovskii 1929.

28 Grits, Trenin, Nikitin 1929.

9 Aronson, Reiser 1929. Also see Literaturnye salony 1930.
3 Beletskii 1996: 37.
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published in the magazine Apollon in 1913, which helped him develop the
concept of “implicit reader” and its relevance in literary analysis.> Naturally,
neither Mandel’shtam nor Beletskii used the term “implicit reader” (coined
by Wolfgang Iser in 1972 and modelled on Wayne Booth’s “implicit author”).
They rather talk about an “imaginary interlocutor,” a “fictitious reader.”
Nonetheless, it is clear that they do not mean an empiric but a textual reality,
with which the author establishes a dialogic relationship and which influ-
ences the reactions of the real reader. Mandel’shtam had written: “There is
no poetry without dialogue,” and the poet’s dialogue is much purer, higher
and more poetic as the imaginary “interlocutor” is less known, concrete and
historically determined to him.>* And Beletskii had added: “The study of the
reader starts from the study of the imaginary reader. This may sometimes
coincide with the real reader. But it can also be one’s ‘secret and faraway
friend, ‘the educated posterity, the young son of Phoebus,” ‘the friend of the
sacred truth.” Or even a mean ignorant person and an idiot, a representa-
tive of that crowd that the poet flees to find the solitude in which he will be
able to converse with himself, with the posterity, with his muse. The idea
of an imaginary interlocutor also applies to the latter case: indeed, without
dialogue, not only poetry but any other form of creation is impossible.” An
example of this is the acute analysis he makes of the evolution of the im-
plicit reader in Nikolai Nekrasov’s poetic production.’* Beletskii concludes:
“We thus wanted to put forward the idea that the study of fictitious read-
ers, necessarily present in the poet’s conscience during the creative act, can
somehow shed light on the creative act itself.”s

Beletskii’s essay is especially interesting because the critic does not just
underline the importance of analysing the “fictitious reader” in an author’s
poetic production, but relates this analytic moment to a deeper reflection on
the reactions of real readers and on historical and literary evolution. Starting
from a famous paper by Gustav Lanson (“La méthode de I'histoire littéraire”,
1910), Beletskii agrees with the French critic that “without a history of the
Russian reader, the history of literature has no solid basis: it is mutilated;
its conclusions, as rigorous as they may be, are partial, and none of its peri-
ods can be seriously evaluated.”s® But he also wonders: what reader are we
talking about? In the case of 18" century Russia, for example, what reader

3 See Mandel’shtam 1987: 48-54.
32 Ibid.: s3.
3 Beletskii 1996: 4s.

34 Ibid.: 43-44. These observations were later developed by Beletskii in his 1938 article
“Nekrasov i ego sobesedniki.”

5 Beletskii 1996: 4.
3¢ Ibid.: 39. As regards Lanson’s article, see Lanson 1910: 385-413.
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| DAMIANO REBECCHINI, RAFFAELLA VASSENA |

is it? And he quickly and masterfully sketches how, in the same period, the
second half of the 18" century, and in the same Russian society, very differ-
ent literary tastes and orientations coexisted. From the sophisticated world
of the court to the uncultivated country gentry, from popular urban readers
to the sect of the Old Believers scattered in the Russian forests, the literary
tastes of the various communities of 18 century Russian readers were so
distant as to represent, synchronically, the entire evolution of Russian litera-
ture from its origins till the end of the 18" century. “Where is thus the real
Russian reader of the 18" century?”, wondered the critic, “at the Academy
or in an estate outside of Moscow? In a village of the Saratov governorate
or in a district town? In Northern Palmyra or in the Briansk forests? In all
of these places, at the same time. And there is no reason to focus on one
and discard the others. Choosing one over the others would confirm the
thesis according to which in every historical period there is a certain social
group that influences and promotes the general culture of that age. That is
unquestionable. Yet, the history of literature, perhaps even more than the
history of the other arts, also draws from underground rivers (emotions, the
power of tradition, etc.), which flow invisibly only to emerge unexpectedly in
the following age.””” Beletskii seems to want to accomplish Lanson’s dream
of a Histoire provinciale de la vie littéraire de la France (1903), a “history of the
culture and deeds of the obscure reading crowd.”® From this perspective,
states Beletskii, the study of readers’ tastes in different social contexts and
classes is no less relevant than the evolution of genres and literary forms:
“the time has come to admit that a work is or isn't literary, is first or second
class, judging from the awareness that readers have of it.”® And the same
applies to the following periods. At the end of the 19™ century, while in some
St. Petersburg or Moscow contexts they read the symbolist poets, in the re-
motest country estates they loved the classics from Pushkin’s age, while the
peasant readers still read authors and texts from the early 18 century: “In
Russia, space materialises time,” correctly wrote Aleksandr Stroev.+°

3. There has always been a close relationship between the flourishing of
sociological studies on the contemporary reader and the development of the
history of reading. As seen, between the 1880s and the 1920s, the emergence
on the cultural scene of a new figure, the popular and mass reader, and the
numerous studies on this phenomenon, also greatly stimulated diachronic
and historical investigations. During the 1920s the studies on the new Soviet

7 Beletskii 1996: 42.

3¢ See Lanson 1930: 8.

39 Beletskii 1996: 40.

4° Stroev 1996: 26. On this matter, also see Rubakin 1895: 17-18.
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readers, conducted through questionnaires and surveys “on the field,” were
many and directed at identifying uses, tastes and preferences of real readers
in different contexts (e.g. Red Army soldiers, Leningrad metal workers, Sibe-
rian peasants from the Altai region, etc.).# In the 1930s, on the contrary, the
interest in contemporary readers tended to be rapidly set aside. Increasingly,
in the press and in the specialised literature, real readers were replaced by
generic concepts like “the Soviet reader”, “the mass reader” (massovyi chi-
tatel’), “mass reading public” (massovaia chitaiushchaia publika), in order to
cover a reality that was still too diverse, in the eye of those in power, for a so-
cialist society.#* This is the time when the myth of the “Soviet reader” is con-
structed, when the foundations of the legend of the Russians as “the most
reading people in the world” (samyi chitaiushchii narod v mire) are laid, when
the potential of reading is exalted only as a tool for ideological and politi-
cal instruction, while stigmatizing its entertaining and escapist functions.
Thus, the lively constructivist covers disappear from bookshops, the 1g®
century popular genres are banned (folk tales too, in the beginning!), and
ideologically undesirable books are expurgated from libraries, relegated into
collections not accessible to the ordinary reader (spetskhrany). At the same
time, the studies on the history of reading in Russia also tend to decrease
and disappear. And, simultaneously, the investigations on the history of the
book, which had greatly flourished in the 1920s, promoted for example by
Mikhail Kufaev and Mikhail Muratov, tend to become scarce in the 1930s.43
The ‘rediscovery’ of the Russian reader and his history only occurs in the
late 1960s, resulting from a series of favourable political and cultural condi-
tions. On the one hand, it is linked to the ‘rehabilitation’ of sociology, which
had been banned during Stalin’s years, but had been reaccepted by the 20t
congress of the Communist Party in 1956 and officially recognised as an
autonomous discipline by the 23" congress of 1966.# This circumstance,
for instance, allowed a group of Moscow sociologists, based at Moscow’s
“Lenin” State Library, to restart investigating contemporary Soviet readers,
showing in various studies how the Soviet readership was much more com-
plex and diverse as shown in previous decades. On the other hand, the
‘rediscovery’ of the reader is connected to the Soviet literary critics’ renewed
attention for the theories of reception. This newly found interest is testified

4 Khlebtsevich 1923; Kleinbort 1925, Smushkova 1926; Bek, Toom 1927; Slukhovskii 1928;
Toporov 1930.

4 See Lovell 2000: 29-35.
# See e.g. Kufaev 1927; Muratov 1931.
44 Weinberg 1974 and Firsov 2012.

4 See, e.g., Sovetskii chitatel’: Opyt konkretno-sotsiologicheskogo issledovaniia 1968; Kniga
i chtenie v zhizni nebol’shikh gorodov 1973; Kniga i chtenie v zhizni sovetskogo sela 1978. On
this matter, also see Lovell 2000: 45-50.
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to by a series of theoretical interventions by authoritative Soviet scholars,
like the philosopher Valentin Asmus and the critics Mikhail Khrapchenko,
Boris Meilakh and Vladimir Kantorovich, who encouraged a significant
renovation of literary studies in the Soviet Union.4® Partly also stimulated
by western studies, like Robert Escarpit’s Sociologié de la literature (1968), the
new investigations definitely went beyond the strict interpretative catego-
ries of sociology as identified by V.F. Pereverzev in the 1920s, significantly
widening the discipline and methods of literary reception.+ Papers like, for
instance, Liudmila Beliaeva’s “Tipy vospriiatiia khudozhestvennoi literatury
(psikhologicheskii analiz)” (Types of reception of literature. A psychological
analysis, 1977), which provides an articulated typology of different aesthetic
reactions to some Soviet literary texts — from the highly competent reader to
that with a fragmentary, incomplete understanding of texts — represent an
important evolution compared to previous Soviet studies.#

Finally, a further contribution to the consolidation of the history
of reading in Russia arrived in the 1970s, on the one hand, with the re-
discovery of Rubakin’s heritage and, on the other, with the new wave of
studies on the history of the book. A relevant input for the development
of this discipline came from scholars like Iosif Barenbaum of the Lenin-
gradskii Gosudarstvennyi Institut kul’'tury, a tireless promoter of initia-
tives in favour of research on the history of the book and reading, and the
author of significant works on book reading and circulation in mid-19™
century radical contexts and, in general, on bookselling in Petersburg.+
Another contributor was the historian Sergei Luppov of Leningrad’s Acad-
emy of Sciences, an expert in book production and circulation in 17" and
18" century Russia.’® A third important figure was Arlen Blium of Len-
ingrad University, an acute observer of the history of censorship in Rus-
sia and the USSR and of publishing in 19® century Russian provinces.s
Barenbaum, for instance, stimulated by the research done by western and
Polish historiographers, in particular by Richard D. Altick (The English

46 See Asmus 1961; Khrapcenko 1968; Meilakh 1971; Kantorovich, Koz'menko 1977; Blagoi
1978.

47 See e.g. Kantorovich 1969 and Meilakh 1971. On this, see Todd 1987: 327-347. Starting
from the early 1980s, Soviet scholars could enjoy quite a wide bibliography of western works
on the sociology of literature, see Dubin, Gudkov, Reitblat 1982 and Napravleniia i tendentsii v
sovremennom zarubezhnom literaturovedenii i literaturnoi kritike 1983.

4 See Beliaeva 1977: 370-388. See Todd 1987: 342 on the subject.

49 See, among others, Barenbaum 1961 and Barenbaum 2003.

5¢ See Luppov 1970; Luppov 1973; Luppov 1976; Luppov 1986.

5t See Blium 1966; Blium 1979; Blium 1981. Apart from Moscow and Leningrad, other cities
like Irkutsk and Novosibirsk gave rise to studies on the history of the book and reading in Siberia.
See Kungurov 1965; Russkaia kniga v dorevoliutsionnoi Sibiri 1984-1996; Rasprostranenie knigi
v Sibiri 1990; Izdanie i rasprostranenie knigi 1993.
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common reader. A social history of the mass reading public 1800-1900, 1957)
and Karol Glombiowski (Problemy historii czytelnictwa, Problems in the
history of reading, 1966), as early as 1970 perceived the possibility of find-
ing new room for research on the history of reading in Russia, for example
in series like Kniga. Issledovaniia i materialy and in the Trudy published by
the Leningrad’s State Institute of Culture.’* With the convergence of so-
ciology, literary theory and the history of the book, in the 1970s, the history
of reading in the Soviet Union consolidated and became increasingly in-
stitutionalised.3 One of its most evident manifestation, apart from a series
of conferences in the early 1970s, was the publishing of the first volume
of the series Istoriia russkogo chitatelia (History of the Russian reader, 1973-
2010),5 on the initiative of Barenbaum, in 1973. The name of the series is
not accidental, as it deals not so much with the history of reading as with
the history of the Russian reader. Many of the works in this series, indeed,
still show some attachment to categories and concepts typical of the most
rigorous Marxist criticism. The reader is often represented according to
class connotations (raznochino-demokraticheskii chitatel’, chitatel-rabochii,
etc.) that were not fully representative of the Russian ages taken into con-
sideration. At the same time, though, in Barenbaum’s studies there seems
to emerge, although with some ideological limits, a certain attention to
reading practices and modalities (kruzhkovoe chtenie, massovoe chtenie, etc.)
that takes into consideration their influence on the reception of works and
ideas within different communities of readers.’

4. As we have underlined, the 19605’ renewed interest in studying the histo-
ry of reading in the USSR was linked mostly to official figures and initiatives
promoted from within large Soviet institutions, like Moscow’s State Library,
Leningrad’s Academy of Sciences, Leningrad’s State Institute of Culture.
Their more peripheral geographic position allowed a group of scholars from
the University of Tartu (Estonia), like Yury Lotman, to conduct highly in-
novative research in the field of semiotics that also closely dealt with the
role of the reader. The semiotic perspective, in particular, allowed them to
go beyond the rigid methodological dichotomy that had until then informed
studies on reading, characterised by an irreversible tension between his-
torical-sociological research and theoretical-literary reflection. Considering
culture as a set of primary and secondary sign systems (primary and second-

52 See Barenbaum 1970: 14. On Barenbaum as a historian of reading, see Samarin 2010:
167-186.

53 Slukhovskii 1976: 33-43.
54 Istoriia russkogo chitatelia 1973-2010.
55 See Barenbaum 1973: 77-92; Barenbaum 1982: 17.
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ary modelling systems) and the reader’s behaviour as a text, Tartu’s semiotic
school dropped the hiatus between the literary work and its reader’s his-
torically and socially determined reactions. From this perspective, reading
appeared a process of translation from the author’s artistic language to the
reader’s often not less artistic language.

A first brilliant example is a short essay by Lotman from 1966, “Ob
odnom chitatel’skom vospriiatii ‘Bednoi Lizy’ N.M. Karamzina (K struk-
ture massovogo soznaniia XVIII v.)” (A reader’s reaction to ‘Poor Liza’ by
N. M. Karamzin (On the structure of the conscience of mass readers in
the 18" century)).’® The author begins with some interesting theoretical
considerations: “A writer addresses his readership using the ‘language’ of a
specific artistic system. This language may or may not suit the language of
his readers. If it does not suit it, what may happen is that either the reader
totally appropriates the language of the artistic structure created by the au-
thor, or a ‘translation’ occurs (often unconsciously) into the language of the
reader’s artistic thought. Studying the latter phenomenon is interesting for
two reasons: on the one hand, it allows reconstructing the structure of the
thought of those assimilating the text; on the other, it allows highlighting
certain elements of the author’s artistic system, which manifest themselves
more clearly during the process of translation into a different system of
‘codification’.”s” To illustrate this translation process in practice, i.e. the se-
lection of the elements that the reader considers the most significant in a
text and their re-codification in his language, Lotman reports a very interest-
ing case. He analyses the transcription made by an 18" century writer of a
conversation occurred near Moscow at the end of the 18" century between
an artisan, who was gilding the ikonostas of the Simonov monastery and a
“muzhik,” about a classic of Russian sentimentalism, Nikolai Karamzin’s
Poor Liza (1792). The artisan tells the peasant the story of poor Liza: he tells
him about how he had learnt, read, understood and interpreted it. Lotman
describes which elements of Karamzin’s refined literary text are grasped by
the artisan in his ‘translation’ and which are ignored. He especially points
out not only the aesthetic and genre norms through which the artisan filters
the story (the folklore oral genres, the adventure fiction plots, etc.) but also
some of the aspects of the mentality of the mass reader of the time (the typi-
cal popular understanding of love, guilt, fate, etc.). Finally, Lotman briefly
mentions an aspect that will later become central in his reflection on the
reader, i.e. how the text is not only deformed by the reader’s aesthetic and
ethical norms, but in turn contributes to modify those very norms.s8

5¢ Lotman 1997.
57 1bid., 617.
58 Ibid., 620.
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This is the subject of a short theoretical paper titled “Tekst i struktura
auditorii” (The text and the structure of its audience, 1977), which focuses
on how the reader is transformed by the text he is reading. Writes Lotman:
“Any text (and especially a literary one) contains in itself what we should
like to term the image of the audience (...) this image actively affects the real
audience by becoming for it a kind of normative code. This is imposed on
the consciousness of the readership and becomes the norm according to
which it imagines itself, and thus moves from the text into the sphere of
real human behaviour.”® Lotman, furthermore, underlines how between
the text and the reader there occurs a sort of a dialogue whose communica-
tive efficacy is based on a shared “common memory,” a concept that seems
close to that of “horizon of expectation,” elaborated by Hans Robert Jauss.

Lotman shows, for example, how an allusion contained in some lines of
Pushkin’s Eugene Onegin could, on the one hand, be fully understood only
by a circle of the poet’s intimate friends. On the other hand, its obvious allu-
siveness would encourage even the provincial reader to consider himself as
intimate with the author, to feel like one of his friends — thus widening the
horizon of the reader’s “common memory” — and “to recall what his memory
did not know.”%°

Lotman’s theoretical observations are supported by a series of brilliant
historical-literary contributions dedicated in particular to Russia’s 18" and
early 19" century.” In these, he proves with many examples how literary
and dramatic texts entered the lives of the Russian readers of the period,
influencing their behaviour. Lotman shows how Russia’s cultural isolation
in the early 18" century contributed to making books, for Russian readers,
an ethical as well as an aesthetic model, with an acquired normative value,
much more universal and binding than in the West.®> From the translations
of western literature and from the theatre scene, the 18" century Russian
public draws models on how to feel and behave in social situations unfa-
miliar to it. Lotman describes, for instance, the different effect on Russian
readers of different literary genres: “with novels and elegies, they learn to
feel, with tragedies and odes they learn to think.”% He observes the relation-
ship between the literary models of classicist literature and sentimental-
ist models, and underlines the strong influence that the works by authors
like Rousseau and Karamzin had on the Russian “fabrication of romantic

59 Lotman 1982: 81.
¢ Ibid., 86.

o Lotman 1973: 337-355; Lotman 1975: 25-74; Lotman 1977: 65-69; Lotman 1996: 106-123.
The English translations of some of these papers on the semiotics of behaviour are found in
Shukman 1984 and in Nakhimovsky, Stone 198s.

2 Lotman 1996: 108-111.
% Ibid., 7.
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sensitivity.”® “La Nouvelle Héloise shall be my code de morale in everything,
in love, virtue, public and private duties,” writes Andrei Turgenev, an admir-
ing reader of Rousseau, in 1801.% It is perhaps his associating a semiotics of
readers’ behaviours to the semiotics of literary texts what seems today to be
Lotman’s greatest contribution to the history of reading in Russia.

5. Starting from the 1980s, western scholars began to offer important con-
tributions to the development of this discipline, not only in their different
use of sources, but also in their methodological contribution to the general
interpretation of the reading phenomenon. Their studies are the result of
a trend that had been going on in the West since at least the 1960s: the at-
tempt to interpret reading by drawing from other disciplines. Among these,
Pierre Bourdieu’s and Jiirgen Habermas’s sociology; bibliography as in the
works of Donald Mckenzie; the history of publishing as in Roger Chartier’s
research; Clifford Geertz’s anthropology in Robert Darnton’s most recent
works, to quote just some of the best known names in western reading
historiography.®® It is perhaps not by chance that two of the most important
contributions of the 1980s, shedding new light on the past of Russian read-
ers — Gary Marker’s Publishing, printing and the origins of intellectual life in
Russia, 1700-1800 (1985), and Jeffrey Brooks’s When Russia learned to read. Lit-
eracy and popular literature, 1861-1917 (1985) — deal with issues that were fun-
damental in the history of western reading, like the spread of books in the
Age of Enlightment and popular literature.”” In the accurate study made by
Gary Marker of Russia’s first private publishers and booksellers, in the 18"
century, the influence of Darnton’s first works may be felt.®® And in Jeffrey
Brooks’s ground-breaking work — which reflects many of the issues on the
relationship between literacy, reading and the popular mentality discussed
in France by historians like Frangois Furet and Robert Mandrou - there
are traces of the reflections on American popular culture made by Henry
Nash Smith and John G. Cawelty.® To Marker’s and Brooks’s works, it is
worth adding Louise McReynolds’s important study on mass printing in
the second half of the 19" century, The news under Russia’s Old Regime. The
development of a mass circulation press (1991), where she investigates the birth
and spread, in Russia, of a commercial newspaper industry between 18s;

64 Lotman 1967: 208-281.

% Quoted in Mil’china 1983: 130.

¢6 For a wider overview on the development of studies on the history of reading in the West,
see Histoires de la lecture 1995.

&7 Marker 1985 and Brooks 1985. See also Marker 1982, Marker 1986 and Brooks 1978.

8 See Marker 1985: 13.

% Brooks 198s: 372.
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and 1917. The author highlights the impact that this had on Russian read-
ers, and identifies this period as the moment when a public opinion began
to form, according to Habermas’s conceptual model. However, it must be
said that, in general, for these scholars, the chance to establish a relation-
ship between reading in Russia and in other western countries in the same
period represented an important cognitive tool, often not available to their
Soviet colleagues.

Marker’s works were later followed by other relevant contributions on
reading in 18" century Russia. Among them, Andrei Zorin’s and Andrei
Nemzer’s essay “Paradoksy chuvstvitelnosti (N.M. Karamzin ‘Bednaia
Liza’)” (1989), which investigates the transformation of the myth of Poor
Liza among Russian readers from various social contexts, and its echo
in different editorial contexts (from the first Moscow travel guides to the
great novels of the second half of the 1g™ century).” Some of Natalia Ko-
chetkova’s studies are also dedicated to the Russian sentimentalist reader,
focusing not only on how sentimentalist literary works, both Russian and
foreign, shaped the Russian readers’ sensitivity, but also on the most com-
mon reading practices of the period, which had been little studied before,
and the representation of the reader in the literature of the period.” Finally,
A.Tu. Samarin’s studies focus on an important type of source for the his-
tory of reading in the 18" century: the lists of subscribers to books and
magazines. Nevertheless, these, as has been often pointed out, represented
a limited part of the reading audience: the richest and most interested in
luxury editions.”>

In the 1980s, studies on 19™ century Russian readers and their reading
habits increased greatly, especially thanks to scholars based in the Soviet
Union. A first stimulus for an in-depth analysis is represented by an essay by
Vera Mil'china, “Pechatnyi vsiakii list im kazhetsia sviatym...” (“Every printed
sheet seems sacred to them...,” 1983), in which she observes the “very pas-
sionate” relationship that some groups of Russian readers had with books
between 1800 and 1830.7 But perhaps the scholar that most contributed to the
studies on reading in 19" century Russia was Abram Reitblat, a sociologist
who had begun by researching “reading dynamics” in Soviet libraries, and
then, in the mid-1980s, went on to analyse reading dynamics in the 19™ cen-
tury. Reitblat’s achievement was that he widely and exhaustively investigated,

7° Zorin, Nemzer 1989. Also see the recent and refined essay by Andrei Zorin on the
influence of sentimentalist literary models on Andrei Turgenev’s behaviour and fate, in Zorin
2013.

7t Kochetkova 1983; Kochetkova 1994: 156-188.

72 Samarin 2o000. On subscribers’ lists as sources for the history of reading, see Darnton
1986: 1I.

7 Mil'china 1983: 91-97.
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in two relevant collections of essays — Ot Bovy k Bal'montu. Ocherki po istorii
chteniia v Rossii vo vtoroi polovine XIX veka (From Bova to Bal’'mont. Essays on
the history of reading in Russia in the second half of the 19™ century, 1991)
and Kak Pushkin vyshel v genii. Istoriko-sotsiologicheskie ocherki (How Push-
kin managed to become a genius. Historical-sociological essays, 2001) — the
whole system of literary consumption in Russia in the 19™ century, from cen-
sorship to criticism, from the educated to the popular reader. In his essays,
he remarked on the editorial formats dominating the various ages and social
contexts (almanacs, thick journals, popular dailies, illustrated weekly maga-
zines, chapbooks);7 the places where literature was consumed (city reading
halls, public, private and peasant villages libraries, etc.);7s the creation of au-
thors’ reputations and of a literary canon among the 19" century Russian
readership.”® His detached sociological approach allowed him to produce
an accurate description of literature’s function as a social institution, within
which various factors closely interact (authors, censors, publishers, book-
sellers, readers, critics, teachers). Finally, Reitblat had an important role in
stimulating the studies on the history of reading in the 19" century by editing
collective volumes on the subject’”” and forgotten best-sellers from the past,”®
and by compiling bibliographies on reading.”

The 1990s, lastly, saw the publication of significant research on the phe-
nomenon of reading in the Soviet Union. Apart from a collection of pa-
pers edited by Barenbaum, Sovetskii chitatel’ (1920-1980) (The Soviet reader,
1992), in our view, two were the key studies that mostly influenced criti-
cism: Evgeny Dobrenko’s book Formovka sovetskogo chitatelia. Sotsialnye i
esteticheskie predposylki retseptsii sovetskoi literatury (1997) (eng. trans. The
making of the state reader. Social and aesthetic contexts of the reception of Soviet
literature), and Thomas Lahusen’s How life writes the book: Real Socialism
and Socialist Realism in Stalin’s Russia.®° The two volumes integrate each
other, in a sense. Dobrenko’s carefully observes the multiple factors that
contributed to the creation of the “Soviet reader”: libraries, schools, reading
circles, public readings, etc. All these institutions collectively shaped the
features of a Soviet reader that was ideal rather than real. Dobrenko’s main
and innovative idea is that the aesthetics of socialist realism was not only a
top-down imposition, it also resulted from a collective effort to which the

7 Reitblat 1991a: 32-47, 97-128, 143-165; Reitblat 2001: 70-81.

75 Reitblat 19g1a: 48-66 and 166-184; Reitblat 2001: 36-50.
6

~

Reitblat 19g1a: 67-96, 185-199 and Reitblat 2001: 51-69, 98-107, 191-202.

77 Reitblat 1991b and Reitblat 1995, Reitblat 1999.
8

~

Reitblat 1990; Rasnolistov, Mashkirov 1991-1993; Reitblat 1992a; Reitblat 1994; Reitblat
2005.

79 Dubin, Gudkov, Reitblat 1982; Frolova, Reitblat 1987; Reitblat 1992b.
° Sovetskii chitatel’ 1992; Dobrenko 1997; Lahusen 1997.

%
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Soviet readers themselves actively contributed, consciously or unconscious-
ly. Thomas Lahusen’s book, focusing on a great classic of Soviet literature,
Vasilii Azhaev’s Daleko ot Moskvy (Far from Moscow, 1948), the 1949 Stalin
Prize, seems to confirm Dobrenko’s hypothesis. Lahusen attentively inves-
tigates the novel’s complex creative process, shaped not only by its author’s
tragic vicissitudes but — though differently — by critics, censors, readers, in a
sort of collective writing practice. This study, based on a wide and precious
collection of testimonies given by Soviet readers — from public statements,
transcribed in shorthand during the numerous encounters with the author,
to their private letters — shows how socialist life actually influenced not
only his books but also his readers and their reactions.®* A noticeable work
completing Dobrenko’s and Lahusen’s books is Stephen Lovell, The Russian
reading revolution: Print culture in the Soviet and Post-Soviet eras (2000). This
volume, besides providing a short overview of the main steps in the creation
of the Soviet reader in the USSR’s first decades, also focuses at length on
the transformation of reading in the post-Stalin years and up to the radical
changes of Gorbachev’s perestroika and Eltsin’s Russia.®

6. The essays in the present volume are deeply rooted, both methodologi-
cally and conceptually, in the research context illustrated thus far. Some of
the contributions better expand and contextualise certain concepts — like
“the fictional interlocutor,” “the audience’s image,” “the reader’s common
memory” — in different ages and literary circumstances, from Russian 18"
century Classicism to Vissarion Belinsky’s 1830s criticism, from Dosto-
evsky’s novel to the symbolist and mass journalism of the beginning of the
20™ century. Other papers start from elements of the Russian sociological
tradition and expand the research on manuscripts, investigating their func-
tion within different reading communities. Other scholars focus on reading
practices to investigate their effects on both individuals like Alexander II
and collective entities like the Russian audience of the 1860s. Other papers
employ tools from the history of the book to observe how certain editorial
formats and types of mise en page of poetic texts influenced and shaped the
reactions of the symbolist reader. Others, finally, offer precious insights into
the reactions of real readers before masterpieces of Russian literature like
Anna Karenina.

Through the analysis of some texts by two great 18" century Russian
critics — Sumarokov and Kheraskov — Rodolphe Baudin sheds new light on
the classicist debate on the novel, moving away from literary poetics and
towards textual pragmatics and the phenomenology of reading. According

” o«

8 Lahusen 1997: 151-178.
8 Lovell 2000.
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to Baudin, the Russian criticism of the European novel as a genre did not
originate simply from a literary-taxonomic preoccupation but from fear of
the new reading practices implied by this genre, which threatened the liter-
ary semiosphere of Russian Classicism. Apart from underlining the con-
nection between genre and reception, Baudin’s paper also invites a reflec-
tion on the link between reading practices and the evolution of the social
function of reading in Russia: with the burst on the scene of the novel, read-
ing ceases to be exclusively a “normative” activity and becomes a pastime, a
means to escape towards imaginary worlds.

The issue of the construction of a model-reader is the subject of Anne
Lounsbery’s paper, which investigates the normative function of the term
“provincial” in some of Belinsky’s articles from the 1830s. Lounsbery shows
how Belinsky, with the term “provincial,” did not mean a mere geographi-
cal location, but rather a lack of critical sense typical of the Russian reader.
In contrast with this type of reader, Belinsky constructs, in his articles, the
image of a model-reader with an aesthetic sensitivity that can raise him
above a mediocre “localness,” and allows him to scan and evaluate reality
according to western standards that seem universal to him.

Damiano Rebecchini’s paper reviews the reading methodologies and
practices employed by the romantic poet Vasilii Zhukovsky in educating
the young Alexander II. Rebecchini discusses how the didactic tools used
by Zhukovsky, such as tables, maps, prints and commonplace-books, could
shape his pupil’s historical and political vision, favouring a contextualising
and historicising type of reading.

Laura Rossi deals with the representation of children’s literature in the
Russian autobiographic discourse of various authors between the 18" and
19" century (I. Dmitriev, S. Aksakov, A. Grigor’ev, A. Herzen, M. Gorky, 1.
Bunin, etc.). Reporting a wide variety of examples, Rossi identifies some key
elements in their reading experiences (e.g. the “first book” motive, the dis-
tinction between religious and secular readings), underlining their impor-
tance in constructing an individual’s identity and illustrating their various
modalities of representation.

Robin Feuer Miller contributes a paper on the representation of read-
ing in F.M. Dostoevsky’s epistolary novel Poor People (1846). Miller shows
how reading here acquires the double role of learning about (and misun-
derstanding) the self and the other: in an exasperated attempt to “read” and
“have themselves read,” the two protagonists entrust the construction of
their identity to words, their own or someone else’s. The concept coined by
M. Bakhtin of “another’s speech” is embodied here in read speech, which
informs the protagonist Makar Devushkin so much as to determine the
expression of his self-conscience. Miller’s paper also provides a precious
input to make us reflect on the relevance of Dostoevsky’s text in this era of
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e-mails, Twitter and other social media, in which we are witnessing a deep
change in interpersonal relationships, and where the boundary between
real and virtual communication is increasingly disappearing.

Abram Reitblat’s contribution offers a detailed analysis of the circulation
and reception of manuscript literature in Russia in the first half of the 19
century. As opposed to what happened in the 20" century, when manuscript
literary texts (for instance the samizdat) were seen as a “deviation from the
norm,” only familiar to a few, between the 18" and the 19" century manu-
script literature acquired a “non-official” communicative function that is
far from marginal. Particularly valuable is not only Rejtblat’s classification
of the different manuscript genres that circulated in Russia in those years
(political, erotic, heretic, memorial, amateur literary texts, etc.) but also his
data on the various “categories” of readers that enjoyed those texts.

Literature’s social function is also at the centre of Raffaella Vassena’s pa-
per on public literary readings, a phenomenon typical of the 1860s. Analys-
ing the communicative short circuit generated by these readings, at times
grossly misunderstood by the audience, Vassena highlights how certain col-
lective reading practices, in a moment of great political awareness, consid-
erably increased the chances of distorting the literary message.

William Mills Todd 111, in his paper, reports a precious testimony: the
reactions of a real reader, Prince V.N. Golitsyn (1847-1932), to L.N. Tolstoy’s
novel Anna Karenina (published in instalments in the magazine Russkii
Vestnik between January 1875 and April 1877). Todd’s study proves not only
the influence of serial reading in constructing the meaning of a text (thus
emphasising the sensationalist component in the plot), but also shows in
practice — in a unique analysis — which of the semantic, ethical and aesthetic
potentials of the text are grasped by readers close to the culture and the so-
cial environment described in the novel. This paper strikes us for both the
aesthetic evaluations of this educated and liberal reader (his “false realism”
and “disgusting realism” accusations) and for the literary associations that
Tolstoy’s masterpiece evokes (the importance of an author like Octave Feuil-
let). The horizon of expectation, here, is no abstract critical concept, but a
visible network of intertextual relationships activated by reading the work.

Similar testimonies of real readers’ reactions to a literary work represent
a precious resource when studying the history of reading. Another such ex-
ample is brought to us by Edyta M. Bojanowska, who centres her paper on
the relationship between the real reader and the creation of the literary text.
Using N.V. Gogol and L.S. Turgenev as case-studies, Bojanowska describes
to what extent the reactions of readers to whom authors showed their work
in progress affected the texts, leading them to change the plot, eliminate
or add scenes and characters and, in some cases, even destroy the manu-
scripts. Her analysis allows Bojanowska to go beyond some rigid aspects of
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reception theories, calling for the need to study the reader not only as the ad-
dressee of the finished product — whose creativity is only required to decode
the message and construct a meaning — but as a co-author of the text itself,
able to inspire and shape the writer’s own creative process.

Jeftfrey Brooks focuses instead on the role that a writer’s readings can
play in his creative conscience, analysing some “low” literary models in the
works of Anton Chekhov. Brooks shows first to what extent popular litera-
ture, especially the serialised feuilleton genre, influenced Chekhov’s writing
both as regards the themes and the poetics of the narration. He then inves-
tigates how Chekhov managed to re-elaborate these influences, conferring
literary dignity to them and simultaneously enriching them with a universal
ethical dimension.

Jon Stone’s paper deals with the poetry volume Collected verses by the
symbolist poet Aleksandr Dobroliubov, edited by Valerii Briusov for the
symbolist publisher Skorpion. Stone thoroughly investigates how the edi-
torial and mise en page strategies elaborated by Briusov aimed at creating
a specific code of communication with the elitist modernist audience and
thus at shaping the new symbolist reader.

Oleg Lekmanov’s paper is also dedicated to the modalities of interac-
tion between the text and the reader and to the strategies to shape one’s
own audience. In particular, it analyses linguistic and stylistic registers
in three Russian magazines from the 1910s: the symbolist Novyi put’, the
children’s magazine Tropinka, and the mass periodical Sinii zhurnal. Le-
kmanov poses a series of relevant questions, partly unexplored, on the
role of the reader in the editorial policies of early 20" century Russian
magazines.

The final paper in this volume is Evgeny Dobrenko’s essay, attributing
the reader a key-role in 20" century Soviet literature. Dobrenko illustrates
the parable of the role of the reader, from the Soviet literature of the 1920s,
to the socialist realism of the 1930s, up to the sots-art of the 1970s. If, in the
19208, some literary characters are modelled on the features of the mass
reader, in Stalin’s years it was precisely the mass reader who represented
the majority of the Soviet writers. Finally, in the 1970s, Moscow’s conceptual
artists ironically attribute, in their works, artistic value to the aesthetic expe-
rience of the mass Soviet citizen.

The richness of the materials, the different approaches and the various
methodologies adopted by the contributors to this volume represent a pre-
cious resource for the study of the history of reading in Russia. Among
the many roads that may be taken in the future, the one combining textual
analysis and empirical research seems worth of special attention. The em-
pirical reader has often been emarginated by literary criticism, reluctant to
consider him an active element in constructing the meaning of a literary
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work, and rather keen on seeing him as one of the functions of the text.
An analysis of texts that also included a meticulous and systematic search
for primary sources testifying to “real” readers’ reactions (correspondences,
diaries, memoirs, censors’ reports, etc.) may well shed new light on “how”
and “why” people read in Russia.
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HOPMATHUBHAA KPUTUKA 1 POMAHHOE
YTEHUME B POCCHU CEPEJIMHBI XVIII BEKA'

Pononsd boman
UNIVERSITE DE STRASBOURG

Kputnueckoe Bocnpustue esponeiickoro pomana B Poccun cepeaunsr XVIII
BEKa CTaJ0 NPEAMETOM MHOTOYHMCIEHHBIX KOMMeHTapueB. CTaTbu O pOMaH-
HOM J>KaHpe, HalMCaHHble HauboJiee BIUSTEIbHBIMU PYCCKHMHU KPUTHKaMHU
1750-1760 T0710B — JIoMOHOCOBBIM, CyMapoKOBBIM U XEpacKOBBIM, — OBLTH
npoa”anu3upoBansl B ToM uncie u 1.3. Cepmanom. B cBoeii 3ameuarensHoO#
CTaTbe 1959 I'0/la BHIJAIOIIUNICS CIEIUATIUCT 110 UCTOPUU PYCCKOM JINTEpaTy-
pe1 XVIII Beka UCTOJIKOBAJ BOCHPHUATHE POMaHa TPEMsI KPUTHUKAMU CJICTYIO-
muM 00paszom:

N3 storo BuaHO, uyTo JIOMOHOCOB HE NMPUHUMAET COBPEMEHHOIO
(paHIy3cKOrO poMaHa, T. €. poMaHoB IIpeBo B mepByio odepesns,
KOTOpBIE JIMIIEHBI, C €0 TOYKH 3PCHUS, “IPHMEPOB U yUCHHH O
noOpeIx HpaBax.” HoBerilf poman mHempuemiem uist JlomoHocoBa
TeM, 4TO, H300pakasl )KU3Hb B e¢ OBITOBOH, CIIydaifHOHN H, cieno-
BaTeNbHO, “HepasyMHOW (opMme,” BBIIBHTAN TEMaTHKy YaCTHOH
JKU3HU KaK PaBHOIPABHYIO C TOCYAapCTBEHHO-MOJIUTUYECKOM. |...]
IIpeBo B cBOMX poMaHax coequHMIT OOpHOY cTpacTeit ¢ 60prOoit 3a
CYIICCTBOBAHUE, HAJCIMI CBOMX OCTHBIX, “MEIKOTPaBYATHIX Te-
POEB CIIOXKHOM TyIIEeBHOH >kn3HBbI0. OH COETUHII aBaHTIOPHOCTH
CIOXKETa C ele 0osee CIOKHBIM M PAaCUJIEHEHHBIM H300paskeHHeM
cTpacTeil, 1 mpekJe BCEero JI0OBHU, BBICTYMAIOIIEH y HETO KaK po-

' JlaHHBII TEKCT SBISICTCS OOpPaOOTAHHBIM BapHAHTOM CTAThH, BIEPBBIC OMYOIMKOBaHHOI
Ha (DPaHILy3CKOM SI3bIKE B MAPIKCKOM KypHane Slovo B 2000 romy (Ne 24/25, Ne. 279-296). Ha
PYCCKOM ITyONHUKyeTcst ¢ paspenreHus xypHana. Ha pycckuii s3bik nepeBenu SlHunHa Konsiea u
Oubra biHOBa B COTPYAHUYECTBE C aBTOPOM.

1391



| POSIOJIB® BOJOH |

KOBOE, (haTalbHOE YyBCTBO, KOTOPOMY HE B CHJIAX HPOTUBOCTOSATH
HM BOJISI, HU pa3yM 4esioBeka. He yIuBHTENBHO, YTO BCKOpE MOCIe
BBIXOJIa B PYCCKOM IiepeBojie poMaH IIpeBo [lpukiiouenus mapkusa
I, wiu JKusnv 61a20po0H020 Henosekd, 0Cmasusie2o ceem BbI3Ball
THEBHYIO oTroBenb CymapokoBa [...]. MeHee pesko mo ¢opme, HO
MPHACPKUBASCH 110 CYIIECTBY TEX K€ B3MNISJIOB HAa POMaH, BBICTY-
i1 XepackoB B MPOTPaMMHOIL cTaThe IepBoro Homepa /lonesnoco
veecenenus “O uTeHUU KHUL.” B Heil ocy)KaaeTcs YTeHHEe pOMaHOB.

IIpaBuibHO OTMedas ocyxaeHue npuBepkeHnamu Kiaccunmusma Hepa3yMHOTO
M300pakeHus1 JIIOOBU, CBOWCTBEHHOTO MHOTUM (DpaHIly3CKUM poMaHaMm XVII u
Hauaja XVIII Beka, 1.3. CepmaH, BUIUMO, TI01araj, 9T0 MPUUMHBI JJIs1 HETPHs-
tust pomana y Cymapokosa 1 XepackoBa ObliIM Takue ke, Kak 1y JJomoHocoBa.
B 3TOM CyXaeHnH, KaKk MHE KaXeTCsl, U3 BH/LY yITyCKaeTCs JOCTAaTOYHO 3HAUH-
Mast IeTab, TMOSIBISTIONIAsACS Y)ke B 3araBusix crareit CymapokoBa U Xepacko-
Ba, B KOTOPBIX Mpo0OiIeMa KPpUTHIECKON OIIEHKH POMaHa yCTYIIaeT MECTO Ipo-
6neme ymenusi pomanoB. Tekct CyMapokoBa, OIyOIIMKOBaHHBIN M3HAYAIBLHO B
1759 rony B Tpyooniobusou nuene, o3ariaasieH “IIucsMo o uTeHUN poMaHoB,” a
cTaThsi XepacKkoBa, MosiBUBLIAsICS B [lone3nom yeecenenuu 3a r760 Toll, HOCUT
Ha3BaHue “O urteHuu kHur.” Ilocnennee ormerms W.3. Cepman, HO He pa3BUI
uzaer0. JTa BaXKHas JeTajdb HaBOAUT Ha MBICIb O BO3MOXXHOCTH MEPEMECTUTh
npoOJieMaTHKy MCCIIeIOBaHHs M3 00JIACTH MOATHYECKOro aHaiu3a B 00lacTh
HparMaTiKy TEKCTa, WK Jaxe B chepy HeHOMEHOIOTUH YTEHHMSI.

IToaToMy maHHas CTaThsl ABIACTCS MPUTTIALICHUEM AETATbHO MPOAHATH3H-
pOBaTh AUCKYPC O YTEHUH POMAHOB, COAEPIKALIUICS B YIIOMSHYTHIX BBIIIE TEK-
crax CymapokoBa u XepackoBa. UTOObI COKpaTUTh U 0€3 TOTO 3HAYUTENbHBIN
00BEM HCCIIEyEMOTo MaTepHaa, s OCTaBIio B cTOpoHe Pumopuxy JlomoHoCO-
Ba, OTPAHNYMBAsICh JIMIIb €€ YITOMHUHAHUAMHU. HO 3TO HE 03HaYaeT, 4To TEKCT
JloMoHOCOBa HE 3aTparuBacT NPOOIEMBI, CBAI3aHHBIE C YTCHHEM poMaHoB. OHM
yKe OIIyTUMBI B Pumopuxe, Kak B U3JaHUH 1748, TaK U B MU3JaHUH 1759 TOJa,
HO 3aHMMAIOT TaM BTOPOCTENEHHYIO POJlb, B OTINYUE OT TekcToB CyMapoKoBa
u Xepackosa. [IpuunHa sTOro 3aKirodaeTcs X0oTsi Obl YK€ B TOM, UYTO MOITHKA
MHTEPECYeTCsl UCKIIOYMTENIFHO COJIepKaHNEeM TEKCTOB M/WIM UX HAaITUCAHUEM,
a He UX MmoTpelsIeHHeM, B TO BpeMs Kak HOBOOOPA30BaBILEECs MPOCTPAHCTBO
HEePHOJIUKH, B KOTOPOM ObLIM OIyOarKoBaHbI TekcThl CyMapokoBa 1 Xepacko-
Ba, CyILECTBYIOIIEE Onaroyapsi U JUis YuTaTesel, ropasno 0ojee CKIOHHO 3a-
HHMATbCS BOIIPOCAMHM YHIaCTHs MOCJIEAHUX B IUTEPATypPHOM IIPOLIECCE.

IMockonbky TekeT CyMapoKoBa JOCTaTOYHO OOBEMEH, ST PA3/AEIIO €TO Ha He-
CKOJIBKO OTPBIBKOB, KOTOPbIE MPOKOMMEHTHPYIO OUH 3a ApyruM. Mmerommit
Gosiee CKPOMHBIE pa3Mephl TEKCT XepacKoBa s MPEACTABIIO EANHBIM OJIOKOM.

2 CepmaH 1959: 85-86.
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I. TExcT CYMAPOKOBA

“ITcbMO O YTEHHH POMAHOB”

POMaHOB CTOJIBKO YMHOXMJIOCH, YTO M3 HUX MOXKHO COCTABHTb I10-
JIOBMHY OMOJIHOTEKH Le1aro cBeta. I1oyb3bl OT HUX Malo, a Bpena
MHOT0. [OBOPAT 0 HUX, YTO OHU YMEPSIIOT CKyKY M COKpAIIAIoT Bpe-
MsI, TO €CTh: BEK Halll, KOTOPBIA 1 6e3 Toro kparok. Urenne poma-
HOB HE MOXKET Ha3BaThCs NMPEHPOBOXKICHHEM BPEMEHH; OHO €CTh
noryGieHne BpeMeHu.?

3aronoBok ctatei CymMapokoBa, 0€3yCI0BHO, MPOTPAMMHBINA: OH yKa3bIBaeT Ha
TO, YTO TIPOOIEMATUIHBIM SBIISETCS HE COAEPKAHUE POMAHOB, a UX YTCHHUE, KaK
npakmuxa. OOpaTUM BHUMaHHE TaKXKe Ha TO, YTO OKOHYATEIBHOE OCYKACHHE
skanpa (“Tlomp3s! OT HEX Mallo, a BpeAa MHOTO ), KOTOpPOe, KaK IPEICTaBIseTCs,
OTHOCHTCSI K cOOepoicanilo POMaHOB, B CTAThe HUKAK HE apryMEHTHPOBAHO, YTO
TOXKE YKa3bIBAaeT HAa CMEIICHNE MPOOJIEMaTHKH B CTOPOHY BOCIPHSATHS POMaHa.

[TepBoe 3ameuanne TekcTa moseMuaHo. Ha camom Jiernte, gaxe eciti yuecThb
OOIIENPUHATOE MpEyBEeIMUCHNE ACHCTBUTEIBHOCTH, IIPOU3BOANMOE TIPH I10-
MOIIY TUNEPOOIIbI, 3TO YTBEPIKCHUE, BBICKA3aHHOE B BUJIE SIBHO KOMHYECKOTO
obopota (“TosoBHHY OMOIMOTEKH IeIaro cBera’”), ¢ TPYIOM CKPBhIBAeT HETOY-
HOCTb (haKTa, KOTOPBI OHO OCyXk/aeT. BHUMaTeapHOE U3yueHHe CIICKa poMa-
HOB, OMMyOIMKOBaHHBIX B Poccum XVIII Beka, MOKa3bIBAET, YTO UX KOIMUECTBO
OBIIO OrpaHUYCHHBIM 00 1759* roa, To ecTh 10 myonukanuu crarbr Cymapo-
koBa. KoHeuHo, MHOTO pOMaHOB Ha MHOCTPAHHBIX S3bIKaX BBO3MWIOCH B Poccuto
B 50—bIX rojax XVIII Beka.’ U Bce-Taku qymaercs, 4to yreepkaenue Cymapo-
KOBa MPEYBEINIEHO — AaXe IPH MCIONIb30BaHNN Tunepoonsl. [IpeyBennaenne
3TO OOBSICHSIETCS, BEPOSITHO, €T0 MHTEPTEKCTYaJIbHBIM IPONUCXOXKACHHEM. Taxk,
s CKJIOHEH TI0JIarath, 4To nepsasi (pasa JaHHOTO ITHCHbMa JIOCTATOYHO TOYHO
nepenaet Hauaso “BerynuTensHoro cioBa (K Hukecnenyromiemy Jluanory),”
KOTOPOE CIIYXKHT MPEIUCIOBUEM K (OQHIHATLHOMY ) U3IAaHHIO 1713 TOJla KHUTH
Byano /Juanoe eepoes pomana. llepBas ppaza “BeTynurenbHOro ciioBa...” 3By-
quT crepyromnM oopasom: “Le Dialogue, quon donne icy au Public, a esté
composé a ['occasion de cette prodigieuse multitude de Romans, qui parurent
vers le milieu du Siécle precedent, et dont voicy en peu de mots 1’origine.”
(“Inamor, KOTOpBIH MBI MpemiaraeM Ha cyn IlyOnuku, HamucaH no ciyuaro

3 CyMapoKoB 1787: 350-351.
4 Peus nzer 06 yxe ynomsHyToM crmcke B.B. Cunosckoro. Cm. CumnoBckuii 19o3: 1—158.

5 YToObBI HMETh NPEACTABICHHE O 3HAYUTEILHOM HPHCYTCTBUE HHOCTPAHHBIX ((PaHITy3CKHUX)
pomaHoB B opuruHaie B Poccum cepexunbl XVIII Beka, CM. CIIMCOK KHHMIOTOPrOBLIA,
omy0OnmikoBaHHEI B Konmanes 1986: 59—-172.

¢ Boileau 1966: 443.
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mo2o neobwiualino2o mnodcecmea Pomanos, KOTOpoe TOSIBUIOCH K CEPEUHE
nporwioro Beka, 1 BOT, B HECKOIBKHX CJIOBaX, €T0 UCTOKH ).

B o0oux caydasx, TPUBOIMMBIA apryMEHT CYyIIECTBOBAHHS OOJBIIIO-
TO KOJIMYECTBA POMAHOB CIY)KUT OOOCHOBaHHMEM — HEOOXOANMBIM, COITIACHO
MpaBUIaM PUTOPUKH — JAJISl HAIlUCaHMs TEKCTa, KOTOPBIA OH ImpensapseT. Bo
(hpaHITy3CKOM KOHTEKCTE 70—bIX rofoB XVII Beka — Jara Hamucanus /Juaioea
Byaio — maHHBIA apryMeHT Onupalicsl Ha pealibHbIH (akT: B 3TO BpeMs poMa-
Hbl BO DpaHimy ObLIIM MHOTOYMCIICHHBI M MX YTEHHE IPOYHO BOLLIO B IPH-
BBIUKY. Takoe 3HaYeHUE apryMEHTa KaK OTCBUIKM K JECHCTBUTEIBHOCTH Jaxe
HOMYEPKHYTO (TICEB/10)OOBEKTUBHOCTBIO aBTOPA, KOTOPBIA — KOHEYHO K€ HE
U3 0O0BEKTUBHOCTH, a 110 PUTOPHUECKIM COOOPaKEHHUSIM — OOBSIBIISIET, YTO ITO
SIBJICHHUE TPUHAUICKHUT Tponutomy (“vers le milieu du Siécle precedent”), To
ecTh 1640—-1650 TOIaM, 03HAMEHOBABIIUMCS ITOCJICOBATEIBHON Ty OIMKaIien
npousBeneHnii ['omGepBmmsa, Mmaamyasens ne Ckronepu u Jla Kamsmpenena.
Takum 00pa3om, BOHA pOMaHOB, KOTOPYIO byaso HamepeBaeTcs BBHICMESTS,
JBaKIbl ITOMEIIEHA B IPOLUIOE: CHAYaja, [0 OTHOIIEHHI0O K MOMEHTY Ha-
nucaHus nepBod Bepcun Juanoza (1666—1671) U, 3aTeM, IO OTHOIICHUIO KO
BPEMEHU COCTABIICHUS IPETUCIIOBHS I €r0 U3JaHus B 1713 roxy. OnHako uc-
10JIb30BaHUE THIIEPOOIIBI, CIIy’Kalllel 000CHOBAaHHMEM [UISi HAIIMCAHMS TEKCTa,
ocraercst 00s13aTeIbHBIM M COPOK JIET IT0CJIE BBILIEYTOMSIHYTOH BoHbI! CTOHT
JIM TOBOPUTbH, HACKOJIBKO OHO JIOJDKHO OBLIO MOKazarhesi HeoOXoauMbiM Cyma-
POKOBY, KOTOPBIN H300JMYaET SIBICHUS (110 UJiee) HEMOCPEACTBEHHO COBPEMEH-
Hble. Takoe nosnokeHue Bellei 00bsICHIET Ype3MEPHOE pa3iyBaHKie Tpora pu
ero nepexojie 3 Tekcra byano B “Tlucemo...” Cymapokosa.

Her nudero ynusurensHoOro, B ToM, 4ro CyMapoKoB 3aUMCTBYeT y byaio.
JBHKUMBIN CTpEeMJIEHMEM CTaThb HENPEKJIOHHBbIM 3akoHonaresneM IlapHacca
(Takoe cTpemileHHe 0 TpaIWuInH, OepyIiei cBoe Hadano B XVII Beke, MpH-
nuceiBaiy byano), CymapokoB 9acTo npuOerall K MpU3HaHHBIM (hPAHITy3CKHM
aBropuTeTaM (TakuM Kak byano m, koHeuHO ke, Bonbrep, KoToporo oH naxe
B35UJI B CyZIbH B CBOEM criope ¢ JIyKHHBIM TI0 TIOBOJLY Apambl).

ITockonbky apryMeHT SIBISIETCSI IO CYyTU PUTOPUYECKUM U MHTEPTEKCTyallb-
HbIM, CyMapOKOB HE OCTaHABJIMBACTCS HA HEM U MEPEXOAUT K Hacmosuell po-
Oneme, koTtopasi Bo3HHKIAa B Poccuu Ha CThIKE ABYX JECATHICTHIL: mpolieme
YTCHUSA POMAHOB. ABTOp JHAJIOTHYCCKHU BKJIOYACT B CBOM TEKCT PEBHOCTHBIX
MoOOPHHUKOB POMaHOB (“TOBOPAT O HUX, YTO OHH YMEPSIOT CKyKYy M COKpAIaroT
Bpems”). Kak MOXXHO 3aMeTHTb, €AMHCTBEHHBIN 3aKOH, KOTOPOMY ITOJUHHSACTCS
pOMaH U, CIEA0BATENBHO, KOTOPBI ONPaBABIBAET €TO CYIIECTBOBAHHE — 3TO €I0
CyOBEKTHBHAsI OLIEHKA YMTATENIEM, CyASIIIM O HEM 0 Ka4eCTBY BbIMBICHA. Takum
00pa3oM, eIMHCTBEHHOE OINPaBJaHNE pPOMaHa — B €TO MOTPEOJICHUH, TOUHEE, B
pEaIbHOMN MPOAOIDKUTENBEHOCTH ero ToTpednenus. M mMeHHo To, 9To JinTeparypa
CTQHOBHTCSI CAMOLIEIIBIO, A HE (COLIMO)K)IbMYpPHbIM SBIICHUEM, BITMCHIBAIOILIIMCS
B MEPAPXHUIO, IPUIEPKUBAIOLINMCS ITUKETA, 1 HEBBIHOCUMO U1l CyMapoKoBa.
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Paccyxnenns CymapokoBa Takue e, Kak u B Pumopuxe JIoMoOHOCOBa, KO-
TOpasi TOKE OMYyeT HOBBIN JKaHP M MOJUEPKUBAET, YTO COUMHEHHE POMAHOB
— 9TO TOTEPS BPEMEHH:

DpaHIy3CKUX CKa30K, KOTOPbIE Y HUX POMaHAMH HAa3bIBAIOTCS, B
YHCIIE CHUX BBIMBICIIOB TIOJIOKUTH HE JIOJDKHO, MO0 OHU HUKAKO-
ro HpaBOy4YCHHUS B ce0e He 3aKIIFOYalOT U OT POCCHUCKHX CKa30K,
KakoBa 0 boBe cocrapieHa, WHOTIA TOJIBKO YKPAIICHAEM IITHIIS
Pa3HATCS, @ B CAaMOW BEIM TaKast K€ ITyCTOIllb, BHIMBIIIJIEHHAS OT
JIFOZICH, BPEMSI CBOE TILETHO MPEHPOBAXKIAOLINX, H CIYHKAT TOJIBKO
K Pa3BpAILCHUIO HPABOB YEJOBEUECKUX U K BSAIIEMY 3aKOCHEHHIO B

POCKOIIH U MIIOTCKHUX CTPACTSIX.’

B sTom oTpsIBKE JIOMOHOCOB OCY’KAa€eT HE TOJIBKO H300payKeHNE CIIUIIIKOM HH3-
KO peanbHOCTH, TIJIOX0 COTNIACYIONIEeCs C KIIACCHIECKUMHU MPEICTaBICHUSIMA
0 BKyCE U MOpaJi, O YeM HAaBOAWT Ha MbIcib aHanu3 1.3. Cepmana, HO Takxke
U BIMSHUE POMaHa Ha TMOBeJeHUE ynuTaresns. PoMaH MOXXET HOATONKHYTh I10-
CJIC/THETO K IPa3THOCTH, KOTOPast KpaiHe MPOTUBOPEUUT ETPOBCKUM HeaTaM
TIOBE/ICHHSI YE€JIOBEKA, MOCBSIIAIOIIETO CBOM TPY/ M CBOM CHJIbI OOIIIECTBEHHON
JKM3HU M IOCTPOCHUIO rOCY1apCTBa.

®pa3za “Taxas ke MyCTOIIb, BEIMBIIICHHAS OT JIFOJICH, BPEMsI CBOE TIIETHO
MPENpPOBOXKIAIONINX~ BBIIAET CTpax Iepei rnorepeil BpeMeHu. B crpane, rie
MPEJICTOUT CO3/1aTh NPECTHIKHYIO KYJIBTYpY, IOCTOMHYIO IIJIAHOB COBPEMEH-
HOTO TOCyaapcTBa, 3aBemtanHoro Ilerpom Bemmkum, 6bu10 OBI Kallb TPAaTHTh
SHEPTHI0 00pa30BaHHON IMyOINKH HAa BTOPOCTEIICHHBIE 3aHATHA. TOT e apry-
MEHT HaXouM 1 B TekcTe CyMapoKoBa, ISl KOTO JINTEPATypa A0JKHA CITyKHUTh
MIOCTPOEHUIO COLIMAIBLHOM CTPYKTYphl, HEOTBEMJIEMON YacCThIO KOTOPOM OHa
cama siBisieTca. Ho B To Bpems kak y JIoMOHOCOBa 31aHHE, KOTOPOE HY’KHO
BO3BECTH, — ATO TOCYAAPCTBO B METPOBCKOM CMbICIE ciloBa, y CyMapokoBa —
9TO TPAXKIAHCKOE apUCTOKPATHUECKOE OOIIEeCTBO, KOTOPOE JOJKHO CITYKHTb
MIPOTUBOBECOM T'OCY/IapCTBEHHOM BiacTH. [ToMrMO yKka3aHHOTO pa3iuyus, OT-
Ka3 000MX aBTOPOB OT POMAHHOTO JKaHpa 0a3nupyeTcst Ha OJTHOM U TOM K€ THIIe
mckypea. K tomy ke, 00a OHU CIEYIOT JIOTMKE CONPOTHBIICHHSI, HAIlpaBJICH-
HOM NPOTHB YKJIOHEHUsI TEKCTa OT c(hepbl MOTPEOICHUs, KOTOPasi peryJIupyeTcs
OMPECACIICHHBIM 3TUKETOM U MMOAYUHACTCA 06H.[eCTBeHH0171, I/II[COHOFI/I'—I@CKOﬁ u
TOJIUTHYECKOM 11EJIH, €T0 MTPEBOCXOSIICH.

Taxwum 06pa3oM, BpeMs TOTpeOIIeHHS JINTepaTypHOTO IPpou3BeneHus (“Tipe-
MIPOBOXK/ICHIE BpeMeHH '), TT0 MHeHHI0 CyMapoKOBa, JOIDKHO OBITH BKITFOUEHO
B BBICIIYIO BPEMEHHYIO CTPYKTYpY, K KOTOPOH OTHOCHUTCS Psi/i KYJIBTYPHBIX U
COLIMATIBHBIX MPAKTHK, COCTABIISIOIINX KU3Hb UesioBeka (“‘BEeK Halll, KOTOPBIH 1

7 JIOMOHOCOB 1952: 223.
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6e3 Toro kpatok”). IloTpebinerne TeKCTOB y4acTBYeT Jake M B CO3MAHUH YeIl0-
BEKa, B TOM CMBbICJIE, YTO OHO (DOPMHUPYET €ro KyJIbTypy M BCELENO HaXOAUTCS
B €r0 BJACTH, TAK K€ KaK M BO BJIACTH TOW BBICHICH CTPYKTYPHI, JJIEMCHTOM
KOTOPOI1 TaHHBIH YeoBeK sBisieTcst. Yurarelb TOJDKEH BIaCTBOBATh Hal TEK-
croM. OH Bceraa JOJDKeH ObITh CIIOCOOHBIM YCTAHOBHUTH CBSI3b MEXK/Y Pa3HbI-
MU TEKCTaMH, MEXIY TEKCTaMH U OOIIECTBOM, MY TEKCTaMH, OOILIECTBOM H
CBOCH COOCTBEHHOW JTMYHOCTHIO. HanpoTuB, 4TeHHE POMaHOB — 3TO YTCHUE TO-
TanpHOE (Iaxe momanumaproe). OHO MOTPYKAET YNTATENS B BBIMBIIUICHHBIH
MHD U BBOAUT B KOHQIMKTHYIO CHTYaIlHIO, MIPU KOTOPOW BPEMS BBIMBIIILICH-
HOM HUCTOPUH IPOTHUBOIIOCTABIIACTCA BPEMEHU, HeO6XOI[HMOMy JJI IPOYTCHUA
Tekcra. UTeHne poMaHOB — 3TO, B IIOJIHOM CMBICIIE CJIOBA, aHTUKPUTHYECKOE
YTCHUC, TUIl HAUBHO20 YTCHHUA, BBIBO}IHIHI/Iﬁ yeJ0BeKa U3 BBICIIEH BpeMCHHOﬁ
CTPYKTYPBI, KaKUM SBJISCTCS YCTAHOBJICHHBIH PAaCHOPSANOK €ro COLUaIbHON
nesitenpHOCTH. Kak 3amerun bapt, “B Mope OOBIICHHBIX YEIOBEYECKUX OTHO-
LICHHUH TEKCT — 3TO CBOETO POjia OCTPOBOK, OH YTBEPKIAeT aCONUAIBHYIO IIPH-
POIY YAOBOJIBCTBHSA (COIMAIICH TOIBKO 0CyT).””

OrtpbiBasi 4eNIOBEKa Ha BPEMSI YTCHUS OT €ro 00IECTBEHHBIX 00s3aHHOCTEIA,
TEKCT-UCIMOUHUK YOOBOIbCMEUS — €CITU CICA0BATh IUXOTOMHH, YCTaHOBJICHHOM
BapToM, — KakuM SIBIISICTCSI POMaH, OTPHLACT CaMO CYLICCTBOBAaHHUE BBICIICH
BPEMEHHOU CTPYKTYPBI, YACThIO KOTOPOil OH M3HAYAIBHO JJOJKEH ObLIT CTATh.

XapakTepHO, 4TO MPEAYyBCTBUE YIPO3bI, KOTOPYIO MPEACTABISET POMaH
JUIsl COLMAIILHOTO TOPsIAKA U JUIsl EMY COOTBETCTBYIOLICH KYJIBTYPHOU CTPYK-
Typbl, 3aMETHO yxe B [uanoze byano, NOCIyKUBLIEM, II0 MOEMY MHEHHUIO,
oopasiiom CymapokoBy. /Juanoe nzodpaxkaet nepcorax Cado, B3AThINA U3 po-
MaHa Apmamen, unu Beruxuti Kup, B KOTOpOM To3Tecca Obliia BOIUIOIMIEHUEM
camoii Maasnen ne Cxronepu (HET HIUETO YIUBUTEIBLHOTO B TOM, 9TO (hopMmy-
JHMPOBKa HanOoJee CTPAIIHOH ONMAacHOCTH, KOTOPOW MOXET MOABEPIHYTh PO-
MaH CBOETO YUTATeJIsl, HCXOHUT U3 YCT NEPCOHAXKA, SABISIOIIETOCS IBOHHUKOM
HanOoJee M3BECTHOM NpeACTaBUTENbHUIBI kaHpa). Y Byano Cado Tak 00-
pamaercs x [lmyrony: “De grace, oubliés donc pour quelque temps le soin de
vostre personne et de vostre Estat et au lieu de cela songés a me bien définir
ce que c’est que cceur tendre, tendresse d’amitié, tendresse d’amour, tendresse
d’inclination et tendresse de passion.” Ha uto IlmytoH oTBeuaer: “Mais
regardés cette impertinente. C’est bien le temps de résoudre des questions

8 BapT 1994: 473. CM. Take 494: “AcOUMANbHBI XapakTep HacnaxieHus. Bo3Hukas B
pe3ynbTaTe pe3Kod yTpaThl COLMAIbHOCTU, HACIAXKICHHUE, OJHAKO, HE HPEIINoNaraeT HUKaKoTo
BO3BpATa K CyOBEKTY (K CyOBEKTHBHOCTH), K JITYHOCTH, K OJTAHOYECTBY: 37I€Ch YTPAauNBacTCs BCE,
yTpauuBaeTcs MONHOCTHIO, KaK 9TO OBIBACT HA CaMOM JHE IOIMONbS HIH B TEMHOTE KHHO3aa.”

9 “Tloxanyiicta, 3a0y/bTe Ha BpeMsi 0 ce0e M CBOEM TOCyJapcTBE M BMECTO 3TOTO MOIyManTe
XOPOIIEHBKO, KaK ONPEeEINTb, YTO TAKOE HEIKHOE CepJIIle, HeKHOCTD APYXKOBI, HSKHOCTD JIIOOBH,
HE)KHOCTB CKJIOHHOCTH H HEKHOCTB cTpactn” (Boileau 1966: 471).
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d’amour que le jour d’une révolte.”'* MoxHO 11 HaiiTH G0JTee HATISAAHBIN TIPH-
Mep, 4eM 3ToT oTpbIBok? Ilepconak pomana moOysxaaet [lmyToHa, mosenuTe-
JIs1 TOJ3€MHOTO [IapCTBa, IPECTABUTENS BIACTH, IPUHSBIIETO Ha cebst Opems
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, 3a0bITh Ha @peMs CBOETO TOTPYKEHHS B MHP POMaHa, TO
€CTh Ha BPeMsl, OTJAHHOE YTEHHIO POMaHa, U O CBOEM JINYHOM Joire (“‘vostre
personne”), M 0 JOJTE YEJIOBEKa COIHAIBHOTO, 3aHUMAIOIIETO OIPEACICHHOE
MECTO B TOCyAapcTBEHHOH cTpykType (“vostre Estat”). [Torpy>keHHBII B BbI-
MBICEJI YU TATEIb 320bIBACT O MOPSI/IKE BEIIEH MUpa PeabHOI0 U IpUoOIaeTcs
K TIOPSIIKY Belled MHUpa BBIMBIIUICHHOTO (B JJAHHOM ClIyd4ae, pOMaHHOIO, B
KOTOPOM TJIaBHBIM BOIIPOCOM OCTAeTCs BOMPOC ONpeAeaeHus 1yBcTBa). OTBeT
[TmyTOoHA BOCCTaHABIMBAET MPUBBIYHBINA MOPAIOK Bemiel (IogaBUTh OyHT —
JIeNI0 MOJUTHYECKOE — HAMHOTO BakHEe, YeM pa30upaThCs B UyBCTBAX, OTHO-
csamuxes kK cepe mmunoro). Kak npaBunsHo otmeuan M.3. Cepman: “[pomaH]
BBIJIBUTAJI TEMaTHKy YAaCTHOW JKU3HHM KaK PaBHOIPABHYIO C TOCYIapCTBEHHO-
HOIUTHIECKOH.”!!

Taknm 00pazoM, BpeMs MOTPeOICHUS] pOMaHa — 3TO HE MPOCTO M HE TOJIBKO
notepst BpemeHu (nanee CyMapoKOB IUIIET “dTEHHEM OHAro OOJbIIe yIoTpe-
OuTCsl BpeMeHH Ha Oe3IoJie3HOe, HEeXKENM Ha IoJIe3HOe™), KOTopasi Moriia Obl
OBITH BIIMCAHA B PACIIOPSIJIOK JHS, 9TO €T0 UCUe3HOGeHUe, ETO 3a06eHue U TaXKe
ero yHuumodicerue (“OHO €CThb no2yonexue BpeMeHn”).

Pa3bupaembrit oTpeiBok “TInchMa...” CONEPKHUT OCHOBHBIC ITYHKTBHI, 3a
koTopsle CyMapoKOB OCY)KJaeT pOMaHBbI, a TAK)Ke BCE, YTO COCTABIIAET CaMO-
OBITHOCTH €r0 TEKCTa B mejoM. To, 4To cieayeT 3a NMpPUBEAECHHOW IHUTATOMH,
MpECTaBIsIeT cO00M psa Gonee TPaAUIIMOHHBIX apryMEHTOB, 000CHOBBIBAIO-
KX PE3KOCTh — BBI3BAHHYIO, HA JIEJI€, CTPAXOM IEpe]] TEM PUCKOM, KOTOPBIN
MPE/ICTABISIET IPAKTHKA YTCHUSI POMAHOB ISl (DOPMUPOBAHUS YETOBEKA IMOXU
Kraccnnmama — KpUTHYECKHX BBINAI0B B a/IpEC 3apOXK/IAIOIIETOCs JKaHpa:

PoMaHbI MMCaHHBISA HEBEKAMU YUTATENCH HaydaroT TIPUTBOPHOMY
n 6e300pa3sHOMY CKIady, H OTBOAAT OT €CTECBEHHAro, KOTOPBIH
€IIMH TOJILKO BaXKEH W MpusiTeH. Mbl He XyJauM POMaHUYECKUM, HO
IPY TIPOCBEIIEHNUH HAILIEM €CTECTBEHHBIM CKJIAJI0M, CKOTCKHS U30-
OpakeHus MPEBOCXOAMM. XOPOIIUS POMAaHBI XOTS M COJIEPKAT He-
4TO J0CTOIHOE B cebe; 01Hako u3 POMaHOB B Iy BECOM, CIIUPTY
OIHOTO (pyHTa HE BBLINJIET, U YUTEHHEM OHATO GOJIBIIE YIIOTPEOUTCS
BpEMEHH Ha Oe3M0JIE3HOE, HEXKEHM Ha T0JIE3HOE. 2

© “Bpl TOJNIBKO MOCMOTPUTE Ha ee Jiep3ocTh! Bo Bpemsi OyHTa OHa mpeaiaraeT MHE peliarh
Bonpocs! o6Bu!” Tam xe.

™ CepmaH 1959: 86.
2 CyMapoKoB 1787: 350—351.
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OTOT BTOPOI OTPBIBOK CYAHUT O POMAHE C TOYKH 3pEHUs BKyca (“‘HaydaroT MpH-
TBOpHOMY U 6e300pa3sHOMY ck/1ad)’’) B €CTECTBEHHOCTH, COIO3HHUITHI BKyca (“H
OTBOZAT OT ecmecgennazo”). Brmaasl, KOTOPBIM MOABEPTaeTCsl POMaH, MOYTH
HE TOJKPEIUICHbI aHATM30M, CBOASIINMCS K OOIIETPHHATHIM CyXIeHUAM. Tpu
TEPMHHA, TEM HE MEHEE, IPUBJIEKAIOT BHUMAHUE: “IPUTBOPHBIN,” “€CTECTBEH-
HOe” M TepMuH “‘n300pakenus.” IIpoTuBoNOCTaBICHUE ABYX MEPBLIX W TPH-
CYTCTBHE TPETHErO TEPMUHA MOAYCPKUBACT JI0 KAKOH CTEIIEHH pOMaHHas Ipo-
3a BOCIIPMHHMMAETCS KaK JUCKYPC BBIMBICIIA, KOTOPBIN u300pasicaen JOXKHBINA
(cnuBaromuiicst, Ha caMOM JieJle, C BBIMBIINICHHBIM ), TAaK KaK MPOTUBOpPEYAINH
“EcrectBennoctH,” “ckian.”

Ortor auckypc Bxyca, omuparommiics Ha uaeu npocsewennozo Pasyma
(“mpu mpocBemeHnn Hamiem”),'* Bo uMsi KoTtoporo BbicTymaeT CymapoKoB,
HpEIoNaraeT, Co CTOPOHBI YUTATEIsl, 00TaaHue ONPENEICHHBIMI KOMIIETCH-
IUsIMA (BElb UIMETDH BKYC — 03HAYAET UMETh KOMIIETCHIINHN). YIIOMSHYTBIE KOM-
TIETEHIINN — KaK TO: BJIaJICHUE CBOJIOM MPaBHJI (KYJIBTYPHBIX CCBUIOK) M YMEHHE
YCTaHaBJIMBAaTh CBSA3M MEXIY NPOM3BEIACHUSIMU C TEM, YTOOBI ONPEACIUTh UX
MECTO B KYJIFTYPHOM JICKYpPCE — XapaKTepU3YIOT OTHOLIEHHUE K YTCHHUIO, CyIIle-
cTByIoliee B KoHTekcTe Kitaccunmsma, 1/ WM OTHOIICHHE K CEPhe3HOMY IpO-
W3BE/ICHUIO WM K HAyYHOMY TPyAy. UTOOBI OBITH MPABHJIBHO NPOYUTAHHBIM,
MOCJIEAHUI 4YacTo TpeOyeT OT CBOEro (PyccKoro) uutareisi oOydeHUs] MHO-
CTPaHHOMY $I3bIKY WJIM SI3BIKY JIPEBHEMY M KYJIBTYPHOH TapagurMaTH4ecKon
OCBEJIOMJICHHOCTH, YK€ TIOTOMY, YTO HEPEKO MpHOEraeT K HUTHPOBAHUIO.

Komnereniuu uutarens, yrnopsa0o4MBaIONINe TEKCT M HE IMO3BOJISIOIINE
TEKCTY UMH PacropsiKaThCsl, HE MOTYT ITOCTPaAaTh OT OECCOAePKATEIbHOCTH
POMaHOB, O3TOMY IPOMAXH POMAHHOTO >KaHPa, CKOJIBKO OBl CEPbE3HBIMU OHU
HU OBUIH, TOCTOWHBI, B JTy4IIEM CIIydae, JIUIIb npe3penus durarensd. Bot mo-
gemy CyMapOKOB HACTaWBAeT Ha CBOCH CHHCXOIWTEIBHOCTH K poMaHy (“MsI
He XynuM PomanndeckuM [...]. Xopommst poMaHbl XOTS U COZEpKaT HEUTO J0-
cToiiHoe B cebe”). BeposTHO, 4TOOBI OCTaThCs B paMKax MpaBHJl, yCTAaHOBIICH-
HBIX CAaTHPUYECKHUM >KaHpOM cTaTbi, CyMapoKoB, Hrpast Ha HapyIICHUH JIOTH-
YECKUX CBfA3eH, 3akaHuMBaeT B MaHepe [lucapesa: “ognaxo u3 PomanoB B myn
BECOM, CIIUPTY OIHOTO (DyHTa He BHIHAET.”

B cnenyromem oTpeIBKe, KOTOPBIM HccneaoBareny, 3a uckioueHuem T.E.
ABtyxoBuY,'* yacto 06xo/s1T, CyMapokoB, kak 1 JIOMOHOCOB /10 HEro, COCTaB-
JSIET CIUCOK MCKJIIOYEHHH, N30€TIINX OTHO3HAYHOTO OCYXKJIeHus xanpa. Jlo-
MOHOCOB BBIJICIISUT B 1759 TOAY Apeenudy bapknas u [puxmiouenus Tenemara,"”

3 B Jluanore repoes pomana byaiio Pa3ym Takxe siBiseTcss HOPMOM, BO MMSI KOTOPOI OCYkK/IEH
poman. Ciymas B30anmorunyto peus [oparms Kokieca, repost pomana ne Cxronepu Krenus, uiu
Pumckas ucmopus, Tlyton tepsier tepnenue u Bockiuuaet: “Le fou! Le fou! Ne viendra-t-il point
a la fin une personne raisonnable?” (kypcus moii — P. B.), cm. Boileau 1966: 462.

4 ABTyXOBHUY 1995: 66.

5 JIOMOHOCOB 1952: 222! Kpamxoe pykosodcmeo k kpacrnopeuuio, usoauue 1759 T. K aTum 1sym
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JIBa MPOM3BEACHHS OJMHAKOBBIC IO TeMaTHWKe (00a MOIUTHYECKHE POMAaHBI,
HIeanu3upyomne abcomoTu3m' ). CTpaHHBIM 06pa30M B CIIMCKE MCKITFOUESHHIH
CymapokoBa npousBezicHue @enenona (Gpurypupyer B CONpOBOXICHHU [[oH
Kuxoma:

S uckimouaro Tenemaka, JIOHKHIIIOTA U €IlIe CaAMO€ Majioe€ YHUCIIO
nocroitubix Pomanos. Tenemaka npuuncisuin k Enuueckum rmo-
9Mam, 4TO B IPEAUCIOBUU €BO M HAle4aTaHoO; @ MHOTHUSI CHIO KHUTY
kak Unuany u Enenny, oopasuem Enmyeckoii [To3MbI TOCTaBISIOT;
HO YTO CEeBO cMelHsie? kpoMe pacrionoxkenus, Tenemak He [Toama;
HeT HU Ennveckoit mosmel, HU ofibl, B [Ipose. A lonkumor Carupa

na Pomansr.”

bonee, uem cyxnenue o Teremaxe, Hallle BHUMaHHUE ITPUBIIEYET 3/1€Ch OLICHKA
Llon Kuxoma, Tak Kak OHa OCBENIAET OYEHb HHTEPECHOE SBICHUE, CBA3aHHOE C
MpakTUKON uTeHus B XVIII Beke. CyMapoKoB BUIUT B Tipon3BeaeHn CepBaH-
teca “caruply] Ha pomansl.” Eciau miaBHbIM aprymenToM JJon Kuxoma siBisieT-
Cs1 caTUpa Ha POMAaHbI, TO HAIIPABJIEHA OHA TOJIBKO HA MOABUJL pblYapCKO20 PO-
MmaHa, 1 CyMapoKoB oIu0aeTcsi — HECOMHEHHO, HAMEPEHHO, — paclipoCTpaHsis
BbICKa3biBaHKsl CepBaHTeca HA BCe POMaHbI (B TOM 4HUCIIE, U, MIPEXK/E BCETO,
Ha pOMaHbI, HallMCaHHbIE No3AHee X VI Beka, Tak Kak, o Bceif BUAUMOCTH, OH
He ObUT 3HaKOM ¢ npyrumu). Ho camoe BakHOE, 4TO 3Ta “‘carupa Ha POMaHbI"
CepBaHnTeca npeacTaBisier co00il poMan! DTOT SIBHBINA MapaioKC, €CTECTBEH-
HBId, kak orMmeTwa B.E. Barno, mns penenuun Jon Kuxoma B XVIII Beke,'
CBUJETENBCTBYET O CYIECTBOBAHUM IBYX NPOMUBONONIONCHBIX TUIIOB YTCHHS
B Poccum cepemunnt XVIII Beka: 9TeHHE ‘HOPMATHBHOE, KOTZA B IIpO3amde-
CKHX TEKCTaX MPEeX/Ie BCETO MITYT HHPOPMATHBHOE COIEPKAHUE — ITO UTCHHE
cBoiictBeHHOe Kiaccuumsmy, JIoMOHOCOBY, M 371€Ch, BO BCAkoM cirydae, Cyma-
POKOBY — 1 uyTeHHe OoJiee CBOOOIHOE, CBI3aHHOE OOJIBIIEH YaCThIO C OBICTPHIM
pa3BUTHEM POMaHa, TO €CTh, KaK MBI BUJEIH, YTEHUE MEHEE KPUTHUYECKOE,
LIEJIbI0 KOTOPOTO OBIT HE CHHTE3 MH(MOPMAIMH, & CAMO 4MmeHUe, Nnpoyecc e2o
COOCMEEHHO20 PA36ePMbIBAHUsL 60 6DEMEHU.

Exxenu xto CKaXXET, 4YTO pOMaHbI CIIyXKaT K YTCHICHUIO HCYYCHHbBIM
JIFOASIM, IJIs1 TOTO YTO APYI'vsl KHUTU UM HE ITOHATHBI: €TO HEIIpaBAa,

100 U camoi BeIcouaiieii MaremMarnku OCHOBaHUsI, MOHSITHO, Ha-

MIPOU3BE/ICHUSM ClIeI0BaIIO ObI T0OaBHTH eliie TekeT [konarana Ceudra [Tymewecmeus I vinueepa
(1726, pycckuii mepeBoj 1772-1773 IT.), IPUBEICHHBIM KaK IIPUMEP JJIMHHOTO XY/10)KECTBEHHOTO
MIPOU3BENICHUS B IIPO3€ B U3IaHUU Pumopuku 1748 roja.

© JleBuH 1995: 86.
7 CyMapoKoB 1787: 350—35L.
8 Baro 2009: 15.
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carh yA00HO; XOTS TO U IOAJIMHHO, YTO KHHUT TAKOBBIX MAJIO BUJI-
Ho. OHAaKO MHOTO elie KHUT U 0e3 PoMaHOB ocTanocs, KOTOphIsA
Bpa3yMHUTEIbHBI U CAMUM HEY4eHHBIM JIFOAM. JIOBOJIBHO TOTO, 4eM
U TIPOCBEIIASCS MOYKHO MPETPOBOKAATH BPEMsL, XOTsI Obl MBI H 110

THICSAYE JIET HA CBETE JKUIH."”

B xonue cBoero tekcra CyMapoKoB BO3BpamiaeTcs emie oosee sSIBHO K 00Cyxk-
JICHUIO BOIIPOCOB, CBSI3aHHBIX C YTEHHEM M BOCIPHATHEM POMaHOB. BHOBb
npuberasi K Jauaioruueckomy mpuemy, CymMapokoB NpeJBOCXHMINAECT BO3pa-
JKCHHS CBOUX OIIIIOHCHTOB, 1[361)1 Jydia€ UM NpOTUBOCTOATH, U ONPOBEPracTt
HX aprymMeHT O TOM, YTO pOMaH HaXOAWUT CBOEC OIIpaBAaHUEC B CYIICCTBOBAHHUU
MaJI000pa30BaHHBIX YUTaTEIeH. Peub 31eCh HAET O TOM JK€ CaMOM COITPOTHBIIC-
HHH, YTO U BBIIIE, @ UMEHHO: O CONMPOTUBICHNN KHUTaM, KOTOPbIE HE TPeOyoT
CO CTOPOHBI YHTATEEH YCHIIMI 10 MPUOOPETEHUIO 0CO00M dnyurioneduu,”
Ha KOTOPYIO CCBITAETCS MPOM3BENEHHE. TepMHUH “OCHOBaHMSA,” TTOHUMAEMBIN
371€Ch KaK “IpaBuia,” OTCHUIAET HAC HEMOCPEICTBEHHO K 3TOMY CBOJLY IPABHII,
KOTOPBIN crenyeT npuodpectr. CrpanHbsiM 00pa3zom CyMapOKOB OTpHIAET Cy-
[IECTBOBAHNWE OYCHb CIIOKHBIX JUIST YTCHUSI KHUT, HACTauBasi HA TOM, YTO BCE
KHUTH TIPEJIOCTABIISIIOT CBOMM YMTATEINSIM CBOJ TIPABIII JJISl pacuIn(poBKH co-
Jieprkalneiicss B Hux nHpopmanuu. B atom oOHapyKMBaeTcs HEKOTOPOTo poja
3a6UcHb ¥ O4€BUJIHAS TIOTBITKA IPUMEHHUTH KO BCEM TEKCTaM TO, UTO SBJISETCS
NpUBWIETHEH EMHCTBEHHO POMAaHHOTO TEKCTa: IOJIHAs HE3aBUCHUMOCTH €ro
OHYUKIONeOuu, CO3AAIONIEHCS M0 Mepe CO3aHNs BBIMBIIIUIEHHOTO MUPa, KOTO-
pblﬁ OHa IMpU3BaHa CACIaTb TOCTYIIHBIM JJIsI IOHUMAaHUA, 1 KOTOpBIﬁ OHa UMe-
€T TOJIHYI0 CBOOOIY BBIBECTH 3a PaMKH, HaBSI3aHHBIC MUMETHYECKUMH IIpa-
Bwiamu. Eme Gonee ynuBuTensHBIM 00pazoM CyMapoKOB TYT K€ OTCTYIACT,
MIPU3HABAs, YTO TAKHE KHUTH PEIKH (HAa CaMOM JieJie, KaK 51 TONBKO YTO CKasall,
OHH HE cywecmayiom BHE c(epbl [pPOMaHHOTO | BEIMBICIIA).

Iocmennuit obpamraronuii Ha ceds BHUMaHHEe MOMEHT Tekcta Cymapo-
KOBa — 3TO TO, YTO aBTOP B KOHIIC KOHIIOB NPHCOEAMHSIETCS K MHEHHIO, CO-
IJIaCHO KOTOPOMY UTCHHE KHHUT MOXKET OBITh BPEMSIIIPEIIPOBOXKACHIEM, HA UTO
YKa3bIBaeT BBIPAKEHHE M3 3aKIIOUYMTEILHON (pa3bl “NpenpoBOXkIarh Bpems.”
Ho, npumeuaresnie ToT (axT, 4TO MBI, K&XKETCsl, CTAHOBUMCS 3/1€Ch CBUJICTEIS-
MU IlepeocMbIciieHHst TpeboBaHus [oparus (IPUATHOE C MOJIE3HBIM JIOJKHBI
OBITH COBMEIIIEHBI) B [10J1b3Y MPUSATHOTO: MOCIE/HsIs (ppa3a BbIAAET U3MEHEHNE
B3IVIsSJa HA KHUTY M Ha € COLMAIbHYI0 (DYyHKIIUIO, COIIAaCHO KOTOPO# KHUTa
Bce Ooutbllie U OOJbIIIE BOCIPUHUMAETCSI KaKk OOBEKT MOTpeOIeHus, a He TIPO-
CTO KaK IMOCPEIAHUK B TIepenade 3HaHui (“J{0BOIBHO TOTO, YeM U MPOCBEIIasICs
MOYKHO TIPETIPOBOXKIATH BpeMs ).

9 CyMapoKoB 1787: 350—351.
20 DTOT TEPMUH NPUHAIIESKHUT riepy YmoOepTo Dko. CM. Eco 1985: 16.
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Haxkonern, nmocneaHee BbICKa3bIBAHUE, OJHOBPEMEHHO C TEM, YTO OHO IOJ-
TBEPKAAET OKOHYATEIIbHOE YKOPEHEHHNE MPOOIEMbl POMaHHOTO KaHpa B MPO-
OmemMe 0 BpeMEeHH MOTPEOICHHUST POMAHHBIX TEKCTOB (“XOTSI OBI MBI U 110 THI-
cside JIET Ha CBETE JKWJIN ), BBIJACT CYIIECTBOBAHHUE €€ OAHOW MpOOIEMBI,
Ha/l KOTOpo# pa3mbIisl CyMapoKkoB, U, OBITH MOXET, 10 Hero JIOMOHOCOB.
N3-3a ycnexa HeZaBHO TMOSIBUBIIETOCS XaHpa UM 000WM, 3a00TSIUMCS O
MPOCBEIEHUH AIIUTHI POCCUICKOTO 00IIECTBa, NPUIIJIOCH BRIOMPATh MEXKIY
JKT'YYUM JKEJIaHHEM BHUIETh CBOMX COOTEUECTBEHHUKOB UUTAIOUIMMM U He-
0J100peHreM TOro, 4YTo OHW 4HTalOT. B pazoupaemom orpeiBke CyMapoKoB
MBITAE€TCA BHYIIUTH UJICIO, UYTO CYLIECTBYET AOCTATOYHO KHUT, YTOOB! YUTATh
B TE€UCHHE “THICAY[M]| JIET,” MOBTOPSAS CKa3aHHOE BbIME (“MHOTO €Ie KHUT
n 6e3 PomaHOB ocTanocs™), HO OKa3bIBAETCS MPHU ATOM HECTIOCOOHBIM TIPO-
WIIIOCTPUPOBATH CBOE 3asIBICHUE HAa KOHKPETHBIX NMpHMepax. TOuHO Tak ke,
BO BpeMms nepBoi myOmukanmu Pumopuxu B 1748 Tomy JIOMOHOCOB OKazacs
OBl B 3aTpyJHECHUH, YIUTHIBAsI KpailHe HU3KUH YPOBEHb Pa3BUTHS KHIDKHOTO
pbiHKa B Poccuy Toro BpeMeHH, Ha3BaTh MIPOU3BE/ICHUS, KOTOpPBIE ObI OH MOT
MIOPEKOMEHI0BATh YUTATEIISIM BMECTO IOCTBITHBIX POMAHOB. XOTSI CUTyanus
M3MEHMIIACH C 1748 MO 1759 TOJ M YMTaTedb Tekcra CymMapokoBa numen Ooree
oOMmMpPHBIA BEIOOp MPOU3BEICHNH, YeM JECSATh JeT Ha3ajl, B OCHOBE CBOCH,
npodieMa ocranach ToM ke, yTo u Memaer CyMapoKoBy Ha3BaTh KHUTH, KO-
TOpBIE OJJHOBPEMEHHO OBLIM ObI MOHSTHBI JUIs JII00OH MmyONuKu (‘“KOTOpBIS
BPa3yMHTEJIbHBI U CAMUM HEYUYSHHBIM JIIOISIM™) M IPEACTaBIIsLIN Obl HEOCIIO-
PUMBII JUJAKTUYECKUI HHTEPEC: TAKUX IIPOU3BEACHUN HET, U IOTOMY OHU HE
MOTYT OBbITh Ha3BaHBbI.

Taxum obpa3om, TexcT CyMapoKoBa OKa3bIBaeTCS OYCHb OOTaThIM W IIIy-
60okuM. B Hem pedb naer He CTONBKO 00 OIHO3HAYHOM OCYXKIAECHHH POMaHa,
CKOJIBKO O PEaKIMH TEPE BBI3BIBAIOIINM 03a009E€HHOCTD SIBICHUEM: ITTOSIBIIC-
HHUE HOBBIX YCI06Ull 60CHpUsAMUSA JINTEPATYPHOTO Tpou3BencHus. JlelicTBu-
TesibHO, CyMapoKoB HE OTBEpPraeT poMaH I10 IPUYMHAM, CBSI3aHHBIM C ITO3TH-
Koi. XOTh M JBMXMMBIN XKEeJTaHUEM cTaTh 3akoHomareneM [lapnacca, oH He
OCYy’K/1aeT Ha HeOBbITHE BCE, YTO HE MOXKET OBITh OTHECEHO K OJJHOH M3 JIuTepa-
TYPHBIX TPaJHLUH, Y3aKOHEHHBIX NO3THKON Kiaccuumsma. YMecTHbIM Oyner
3/1eCh BCIIOMHHTB, 4T0 CyMapOoKOB OITyOJIMKOBAII TIEpeBOIbI (hPAHITY3CKHUX ITPO-
W3BENICHNUH, OTHOCSIIMXCS K aHpy ((uiocodcekoit) nosectu: “Muxpomerac”
u miaBy u3 “Benmzaps.”?! Kak ynomuuaer T.E. ABTyxX0BHY, OH Hadasl TaKkkKe
paborty Hajx pomanoM HMcmenuti u Mcemena.** 10 T0Ka3bIBACT, YTO OH HE OTBEP-
raeT BBIMBICEN B IIPO3€ (IIpaBaa, OrpaHUYIMBAsICh TEMAaTHIECKN HPABOYUUTEIb-

2 CymapokoB 1787, T. IX, “Pa3Hbls npo3anyecKkus COYMHEHUs M TepeBoabl’”: [Ipuuiecmsue,
Ha Hawty 3emuio, u npebvieanue na nett Muxpomezaca uz couunenuil . Bonomepa (258—274) u M3
benusaps, tnasa 11 (303-314).

22 ABTYX0BHUY 1995: 167. O0 3TOM pomane CymapokoBa cM. ETyHOB 1963.
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HOW WJTM MOJIMTHYECKON ateropueii). OqHako nepeBeieHHbINA TeKCT Bosrepa
— 3TO KOPOTKUH pacckas, a nepeBoa u3 MapMOHTEINsl OrpaHUYMBAETCSl OQHOU
TJIaBOH: IBE “KOPOTKHE (hOPMBI,” KOTOPHIC €/1Ba MPEBHIIIAIOT IIATHAALATH CTpa-
Hutl. [To3ToMy MHE KaXeTcsl, UYTO OCY)KICHHE pOMaHa, IPOMCXOAAIIEe Yepes
OCYJK/IEHHE €T0 UTCHHS, SIBISIETCSI U OCYXK/IEHHEM €ro diuHsl. B moHMMaHnn
CyMapokoBa, JIMHA POMAHOB — 9TO BpeMs, HOTPAYEHHOE HA UX YTEHHUE, KOTO-
poe, fenasi BO3MOXKHBIM HO2PYIICeHUe 8 GblMblCeNl, XapaKTEPHOE Il POMAHOB,
MPOBOLIMPYET Iyraroliee 3a0BeHNEe peabHOTO MHPA.

To, uero Gosuicst CymMapoKoB, 3TO MOSBJICHHE YeJI0BeKa, orucanHoro Poia-
HOM bapTom B cieayronux cTpokax:

Boob6pa3um cebe mHauBuzaa [...], yHHUTOXKHBIIEro B cebe Bce
BHYTPEHHHE Hperpajbl, Bce KIacCH(HKALMOHHBIC KAaTCrOpHH, a
3a0/THO M BCE MCKJIIOYECHHS U3 HUX — IIPUYEM HE U3 IMOTPEOHOCTH
B CHHKpETH3ME, a JIMIIb M3 JKENaHUs HM30aBUTHCS OT JPEBHEr0
HpHU3paKa, Ybe UMS — J102UHeCKOe NPOMmueopeyue; Takoil HHIUBUIL
nepemenan Obl Bce BO3MOXKHBIC SI3BIKH, JaXe TE, YTO CUHTAFOTCS
B3aMMOMCKITIOUAIOIINMHI; OH OE3MOJIBHO cTepresl Obl JFo0bIe
OOBHHEHUSI B aJIOTH3ME, B HEINOCIEHOBATEIEHOCTH, COXPAHUB
HEBO3MYTHUMOCTH KaK IIepeJl JINIIOM COKPAaTHISCKON HPOHHUH [...] TaK
U TIepe]] JIMIOM ycTpamniaromiero 3akona [...]. [lomoOHbIi yenoBek
B HalleM oOLIecTBE CTal Obl OJNUIETBOPEHUEM HPABCTBEHHOTO
MaJeHus: B Cylax, B IIKOJIE, B JIOME YMAaJHMIICHHBIX, B Oecene ¢
JIPY3bsIMH OH CTaJl Obl uy)kakoM. U BrpaBy, KTO e CIIOCOOCH He
CTBIAACH CO3HATBCS, YTO OH IMPOTUBOPEUUT camomy cebe? Tem He
MEHEee TaKOH KOHTPIepoii CyIecTBYeT; 3TO YUTATEIb TEKCTa — B TOT
caMblif MOMEHT, KOT/Ia OH TIOJy9aeT OT Hero yAOBOIBbCTBHE. >

CyMapOKOB, TaK K€ KaK 1 .HOMOHOCOB, BUACI, KaK HCIPCOAOJIUMO IMPUTATUBAIT
poMaH ‘H/IT&TGJ’IGI‘/’I, 1 HaBCPHO OCO3HAI N0 KaKo#i cTernmeHHu ObLIO OeCIToJIe3HO
60pOTI)C$I MPOTUB 3apOXKAAOMICTOCA KaHpPa. OH Taxke IMMOYYyBCTBOBAJI HOBBIN U
HC HOﬂHaIOHIPIﬁCH KOHTPOJIIO XapaKTepP, KAKUM 06naz[am/1 YCJI0BUs BOCIIPpUATHSA
TCKCTOB TAaKOI'0 poJa.

Twmecuc Oyay4n HCTOYHHUKOM U CHMBOJIOM BCSKOTO YIOBOJIBCTBHS
[...] mpotuBomocTapsi[er] TO, YTO Ba)XXHO, U TO, YTO HEBAKHO
JUISl PACKPBITHsI CIOXKETHOW 3araJKi; Takoil 3a30p UMeeT Cyryoo
(GYyHKIHOHATIBHOE IPOUCXOXKICHNE; OH HE IPHHA/UICIKUT CTPYKTYPE
caMuX ITOBECTBOBATEIbHBIX TEKCTOB, & POYKIACTCSI yKe B TIpOIiecce
UX MoTpebIIeHus ; aBTOP HE CIIOCOOCH Mpeayraarh BOSHUKHOBEHNE

» BapT 1994: 462.
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HO,HOGHLIX 3a30pOB, ITOCKOJIBKY BOBCE HE JKEJIa€T IUCaTh TO, Yeco

He cmanym uumams.**

Xepackos, Bcien 3a CyMapoKOBBIM, ¢(hOpMYIHPOBAJ JaHHYIO IPOOJIeMy U T10-
TBITAIICS. KOOUGUYUPOBams HOBBIM THIT YTCHUS, J1eJ1asi JOTIOIHUTEIBHBIA 1ar
OT TIparMaTHKy K (PeHOMEHOJIOTHH. BO BTOpOM aHaIM3MpyeMOM MHOIO TEKCTE,
XepackoB NPU3BIBAET K AHAIIUTHUECKOMY UYTECHHIO U PUCYET NMOPTPET Uieallb-
HOTO 4MTaTessl, IPOTUBOIOJIOKHOTO TOMY ‘KOHTPIepolo,” KaKOBBIM SBISETCA
YUTaTe]h POMaHOB.

II. TEkCT XEPACKOBA:

“O yTeHUH KHUT”

UTeHne KHUT €CTh BEJIUKasl MONIb3a POy YETOBEIECKOMY, U TOPA3I0
OombIasi, HEKEIM BCE BpPaueBaHbU HEMCKYCHBIX MeAMKoB. O ceM
MOKHO CyMHEBAaThCSI TOMY, KTO KHUT HE YUTHIBAIT; OJHAKO BEIIMKAs
Pa3HOCTh YUTATh U OBITH UnTareneM. HecMbliceHHON moxbsdei ¢
OXOTOI YMTaeT KHUTH, KOTOPBISI MUCAHbI 0€3 MBICIIEH, KyIell YHuB-
JISIeTCs, TI0 WX HApedHIo, BUPIIAM, COYMHCHHBIM TaKHM K€ HEBe-
JKEI0, KAKOB OH CaM; OJJHAKO OHHU HE YUTATENH. |...]

Exenu s1 crany uurtarh, 4yToO IOJB3Y MOJYYUTH OT BBIOPAHHOM
MHOIO KHUTH, TO s TIPEXK/ie BCero Oy/y JyMaTbh: 4TO 3a KHHUTY S YH-
TaTh Oepych? Kak 4uTaTh ee Oymy? BCSKYIO-IM MaTePHIO TOJIKOBATb,
WM CKOpee KHHUTY KOHYMTh? HO YTO HE MOXBAJbHO JUIs KHHUT XO-
pomaro copep:kaHus. PomMaHbl IJIs1 TOTO YHTAIOT, YTOO HCKyCHEE
TOOUTHCS M 9aCTO OTMEUAIOT KPACHBIMHU 3HAKaMU HEXKHBIST CAMBIS
peun; a dunocodust, HpaBOyUSHUH, KHUTH A0 HayK U XYZOXKECTB
Kacalomusics, © TOMy MOMOOHBIS, — HE POMAaHbI, U UX UHTAIOT HE
JUISL JTIOOOBHBIX M3PEUECHUI; ISl CeT0 TOJDKHO MHE, BHUKHYB B CO-
JiepKaHue KHUTH, pa3o0paTh aBTOpa MOETO, COJEPKaHUe €r0 KHUTH
M JJOCTOMHCTBO OHAro.”

XepackoB pa3iMyaeT JiBa TUIA MOTPEOUTEIIs: mom, kmo yumaen (MOYXKHO CKa-
3aTh, “TOT, KTO yMEET YNTaTh’ WU “KOMY CIIydaeTcs 4uTath’) u Yumamens
(““omHako BenuKas Pa3HOCTh YUTATh M OBITH UnTaTeneM”’). TeKCT XapaKkTepusy-
€T MEePBbIN TUII TIOCPEICTBOM TOTO, YMO OH Yumadaent, a BTOPOil — MOCPEICTBOM
MEXHUKU YmeHUsl, TO €CTh TOTO, KAK OH Yumaen.

24 Tam xe: 469.

= [lonesnoe ygecenenue, 1, 1760. Llutupyercs B.B. CunoBckum. Cm. CUIIOBCKHIT 1903: 234.
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OcHoBHas ujaes mepBoro adzara MOXKET OBITh CBEIEHA K JBYM ITYHKTaM:
TIEPBBII TUT TTOTPEOUTENS OTIUIACTCS NOCPEOCMBEHHBIMU KOMNEMeHYUAMU,
TEM, YTO €T0 IBUTATEIIEM SIBIISICTCS YOO0BOIbCMBUE.

CyxaeHne 0 KOMIICTCHITUAX He Pa3bsCHIETCS, HO JaHO B BBIOOpE mpodec-
CHi{, CBOWCTBCHHBIX 3TOMY THUITY YUTATENA (TIONBIINE U KYIIIBl YMCIOT YATATh,
HO OHHM MajiooOpa3oBaHHBI). UTO KacaeTcsi BOIpoca yI0BOIbCTBUS, TO OH ITPO-
SBJISIETCSI B BBIOOPE MOAAIM3MPYIONIMX TEPMUHOB, OITMCHIBAIOIINX CaM IIPO-
LECC UTCHUS: MOJbIYNI YNTAET “‘C OXOTOMU,” KyTell “yauBIsercs.”

[lepBeIii ab3all 3akaHUYMBACTCS CIIOBAMH, KOTOpBIE JIMINAIOT THX JIIOJCH
3BaHUS yumamensv: “OIHAKO OHU He unTarenu.” TakuMm oOpa3oMm, HEOCTATOU-
HO YMETb YHMTaTh, HY)KHO €llle 3HaTh, Kak (0oiblile, 4eM umo) unrtarh. [lonsTrue
YAOBOJILCTBUA TAKKE HE BXOAUT B OIIPEACIICHUE TOIO, YTO XepaCKOB IIOHUMACT
MOJT CJIOBOM YHTAaTelb. YJOBOJBCTBHE CBS3aHO C CaMUM TporieccoM (“B MO-
MEHT, KOTJla [duTarenb| HacHaxKaaeTcss — mucan bapT), ¢ MOMEHTOM YTEHUS,
a HE C YTEHHEM, KaK CBEPIIMBIIUMCS (aKTOM, TephopMaIineii KOMIECTEHITHA.
Ha sToM ocHOBaHWH, IPOTHBOIIOCTABIICHAE, KOTOPOE BBOAUT XEPAaCKOB MEKIY
HeOIpeeIeHHON (OpMOI Tiarojia HECOBEPIICHHOTO BHIA “‘UUTATh’ M TJa-
TOJILHOM CHHTAarMoi “ObITh YMTaTENeM,” SIBISIETCS TOKa3aTeIbHBIM. B mepBoM
cilydyae, pedb HJIET O COBEPIICHUU JIEHCTBHS YTCHUS, O MpoIecce, BO BTOPOM
— O COCTOSIHHH, ITOJY4YEHHOM B XOJI€ NIPUOOPETEHHsI KOMIIETCHIMH, O YHCTOM
MOTEHIMaje, KOTOPBIH MOXKHO HCIIONIb30BaTh, HO KOTOPBIH HEOOs3aTeIbHO HC-
none3yercs. J{00aBiro, 4TO ATO MpEANIOYTEHHE, OTAAHHOE COCTOSIHUIO, a He
JICWCTBHIO B CBOEGM Pa3BHUTHH, MOJUEPKUBACT KOHCEPBATUBHYIO apUCTOKPATH-
YECKYIO UICOJIOTHIO BCErO TEKCTA, KOTOpast BIPAXKAETCs JIOBOJILHO PE3KO, 0CO-
OeHHO B yOTpeOIeHUHN OCKOPOUTETHFHOTO TepMUHA “HEBEXK[H].”

MecTonMeHnio “oHH,” TIOA KOTOPBIM MOAPA3yMEBAIOTCS KYIIIBI U TOIBSI-
4He, a TaKkkKe aBTOPHI, MUIIYIIHE ISl HAX, BCEM 3THM “HeBek[am|,” XepackoB
MIPOTHBOIIOCTABIISIET “” M3 BTOpOTO abd3a1a, KOTOPEIi, mepexons B 001acTsb ¢e-
HOMEHOJIOTHH, COCTABIISICT HHCTPYKIIHIO TPUEMIIEMOTO THITA YTCHHS.

Kak Tonbko cyenan BEIOOp KHUTH — Pajivl TIOJIB3bI, KOTOPYIO OHA HECET YH-
taremo (“dTob 1MoJIb3Y MOTYYUTh OT BBIOPAHHON MHOIO KHUTH ) — uumamerns, B
JTAaHHOM Clly4ae ‘s’ TeKCTa, OTChIIAIoNIee K TaiHOMY CrOBOPY MEKIy aBTOPOM
TekcTa [lone3noeo ysecenenus U €ro aJpecaToM U OJHOBPEMEHHO BBOASIIEE
HOHATHE 00Pa3LOBOr0 YUTATENSI — JAOJDKEH Nped8apumenbHo 3a1aThCsl PsIioM
BOMPOCOB (“s1 npexcoe 6ceco Oymy aymars”). MbICIIb O TOM, YTO CHAEIaTh 3TO
HY)XXHO 71pedsapumenvHo, BaKHA. ATIPUOPHBIC PAa3MBIILICHUS HAJl TEKCTOM,
Jake 0 HaJdasa YTEeHHs, JAI0T BOSMOXHOCTE KAACCUDUUUPOBAND U PAYUOHA-
JIU3UPOBAMb TEKCT, BIIUCHIBAS €T0 TEM CaMBIM B 00JIACTh HEKOETO 3HAHHS, HEKOH
KynsTyphl. Kak 310 mogpa3zymeBasiocs B Tekcte CyMapoKoBa, YATATEh JOIDKCH
BCEI/Ia YMETh OINPEACIUTh MECTOMOIOKEHIE JAHHOTO TEKCTa MO OTHOIICHUIO
K IPyTMM TEKCTaM U 110 OTHOIICHHUIO K caMoMy cebe. ToT ke caMblIil TIOAXO0. K
YTEHUIO KOAM(PHUIMPOBAH U MPEUIOKEH YUTATENIO B TEKCTE XEpacKoBa.
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B 3aBucumocTu OT npupodsi Texcra (“4To 3a KHHTY S 4UTaTh Oepych’)
CyIIecTByeT JBa Thma uTeHHs (“Kak 4uTaTh ee Oymy”): UdTCHHE aHATUTHYe-
CKOoe, KpUTHIecKoe (“BCAKYIO JIM MAaTEPHIO TOJIKOBATh ) WIM YTCHHE OBICTpOE,
yCTpeMIIEHHOE Ha KOHeI[ TeKCTa (‘“‘CKopee KHHWTY KOHYHTBH’), Ha €ro IoTpe-
Onerne. BTopoii THIT YTEHHS, STO YTCHHE BHIMBIIUICHHBIX HCTOPHHA, KOTOPOE,
“omyck[ast] menble KycKH, NEpenpbIruBasi 4epe3 Te U3 HUX, KOTOPBIC KaXyTCs
“ckyuHbIMH,” [...] HOCKOpee oO[upaeTcs] 10 HanboIIee 3aXBaThIBAFOIINX MECT
(BcAKMI pa3 OKa3bIBAIOIINXCS Y3JIOBBIMH CIOOKETHBIMHU TOYKaMH, ITPUOIHIKAIO-
IIAMH HAC K Pa3TaJike Ybei-TO TalHBI WK CY60bI)"* 1 KOTOpOE OECIPECTaHHO
TMOATOHACT YHUTATEJIA BICPCI, BOBJICKAA €TI0 B TCHCHUE BCCI'O IMOBECTBOBAHUA B
MOCTOSIHHO@ Pa3yBaHUE CBOEr0 COOCTBEHHOIO CBOJA MPABWII, 1 UMEHHO 3TO
pa3ayBaHUC ABJIACTCA CAWMHCTBCHHBIM OITpaBAaHUCM ape(bepeHIlI/IaJ'[I)HOCTI/I
JIAHHOTO ITPOM3BeAeHuUS.

EnBa onucas 3TOT BTOPOM TUIT YTEHUSI, XEPACKOB CPa3y JKE€ €ro OCYKAAET,
KaK He TOAXOIAIINN TS IPOU3BEICHH, TOCTOMHBIX BHUMAHUA (“9TO HE IT0-
XBaJIGHO JUTA KHUT XOPOIIAro coiep:kaHus’), GUIOCOQCKUX I MOyIUTEIhb-
HBIX, HAYYHBIX WM 3aTParuBaloNINX IPOOIIEMBI 3CTeTHKU TpymoB (“dmioco-
(s, HpaBOYYCHUH, KHUATH JI0 HAYK U XYIOXKECTB KACAIOIIHACS ).

Kak MOXXHO 3aMETHTb, KaK W umo B3aUMOCBS3aHbL: OTBET Ha BOIPOC Y/mMo
YumMame YTOUHSIET OTBET Ha BOIPOC KAK YUMAMb, TIOCIEAHUH e B CBOIO Ove-
pelb TO3BOJISIET CYIUTh O TOM Ymo uumams. VIHBIMH CJIOBaMu, BCsIKas KHUTa
MIPEAMUCHIBAET CBOM THUIT YTeHUs (BcIOMHUM, CyMapOKOB yBepsUI, UTO KaXKaas
KHUTA JaeT KII0Y K CBOEMY IMOHMMAHHIO) M MPAaBUIBHOE C TOYKHU 3peHHS Xe-
packoBa M y3aKOHEHHOE UM YTECHHUE JIOJDKHO, TI0 Mepe BOZMOKHOCTH €TI0 NpH-
MEHEHHS, TI03BOJIUTH PACIIO3HATH KHUTY, KOTOPYIO CTOUT WJIM HE CTOUT YHTATh.
[TombITKa TIPUMEHUTH 3apaHee YCTAHOBICHHYIO MOJETb YTEHHS K IPOU3BEIe-
HUIO TTO3BOJISIET CYIUTh O TOMHOCTH TaHHOTO MPOM3BeAeHuUs (“pa3odparh aBTO-
pa Moero, coiepyKaHue ero KHUTH U IOCTOMHCTBO OHAro”).

[IpenocynurenbHOE YTCHHUE, CHHTAarMaTHIEeCKOE 110 CBOCH CYTH, — 3TO UTe-
HHC POMAaHOB, IIeTh €r0 IKCTPATEKCTyalbHa 1 Oe3HpaBcTBeHHA (“‘PoMaHbl s
TOTO YMTAIOT, YTOO MCKycHee JIoOnuThes ). besHpaBcTBeHHa, Tak Kak CBs3aHa

26

Bapr 1994: 469.

2700 3THX JBYX IIPOTHBOIOIOKHBIX APYT APYTY THIAX 4TeHHs cM. bapT 1994: 470: “OTciona
— JBa crioco0a YTEHHMS: INEPBBII HANPSIMHUK BeJET MEHS 4epe3 KyJIbMHUHALMOHHBIE MOMEHTbI
MHTPUTH; 3TOT CNOCOO YYHTHIBACT JIMINb MPOTSIKEHHOCTh TeKcTa [...] (ecam s umtaro JKroms
Bepna, T0 neno uaer cnopo; mpu4yMHa B TOM, YTO, XOTS MHTEPEC K JIUCKYpPCY Y MEHS MOTEpsSH
TIOJIHOCTBIO, 51 HU B KOG Mepe HE 3aBOPOKEH UYBCTBOM SI3bIKOBOW 10MEPSHHOCTH — B TOM CMBICIIE,
KaKO# 9TO CIIOBO MOXKET MMETh B CIIEJICONIOTHH); TIPH BTOPOM K€ CIIOCO0E YTEHHS 51 HE TIPOITyCKalo
HHYEro; TaKOe YTCHHE MOOYKAAeT CMAKOBATh KAXKI0C CIIOBO, KaK ObI JTbHYTh, IPUHHUKATH K TEKCTY;
OHO W BIIpaB/ly TpeOyeT NpHJIekKaHHs, YBICYCHHOCTH; B JFOOOH TOYKE TEKCTAa OHO MOAMEYaeT
ACHMHJIETOH, PACCEKAIOIINIT OTHIO/b HE MHTPHTY, & CAMO IIPOCTPAHCTBO S3bIKOB: ITPU TAKOM YTCHUH
MBI TUICHSIEMCSI Y’KEe He 0OBEMOM (B JIOTHYECKOM CMBICIIE CJIOBA) TEKCTA, PACCIAaMBAIONIErOCs Ha
MHOKECTBO HCTHH, a CIIONCTOCTBIO CAMOTO aKTa, O3HaYnBaHus (signifiance).”
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¢ M000BbBIO, HO TAKXKE U ITOTOMY, YTO IKCTPATEKCTyalbHA: TAKOE YTCHUE HABO-
JIUT MOCTBI MEKAY TEKCTOM M KOHKPETHOM, (PU3HUECKOH KU3HBIO, UTO, C OTHOM
CTOPOHBI, YHUUM)KAET TEKCT (TPU3BAHHBIN TTOJIEPKUBATH CBSA3M JIMIIH C PaB-
HBIMH ce0e MTPOM3BEACHUSIMHU, TO €CTh ITOAJCP)KUBAThH CBSI3U MapajurMariye-
CKHE), & C JIpyTroil CTOPOHBI, ypaBHUBAET KU3Hb M TEKCT, COOOIIAs MOCIEAHEMY
(B 1TaHHOM clTy4yae, poOMaHy) BECKOCTb, YTO OTBJICKAET YUTATEIS OT €ro poJid B
CTPYKType O0IIeCTRa.

Haxower, noyio0Hoe uTeHne, ¥ 3TO 3aMeyaTelIbHbIii MOMEHT B TEKCTE, COOT-
HECeHO XepacKOBBIM C MPAKTUKON IIUTUPOBAHMA: “4acTO OTMEYarOT KPacHBI-
MU 3HAKaMHU HEXHBIS caMblsl pedn.” Pedb 37iech HE UIEeT O IUTHPOBAaHUM Kak
MPAKTUKE NUCbMA, XaPAKTEPHOU /ISl HAYYHOT'O TEKCTa U SIBJISIFOLIEHCS TIIaBHBIM
MOCPETHUKOM B TOJBKO YTO YIOMSHYTBIX MapaJuTMaTHYECKUX OTHOIICHHUSIX
MEKIy JaHHBIM TEKCTOM U €My PaBHBIMH IPOU3BEICHUSMH, HO O LIUTHPOBA-
HUH Kak IpakTuke ymenus. OTHAKO, IMEHHO TaKO€ INTHPOBAHUE, SIBIISIOIIEE-
Csl OCHOBOTIONIATAIOIINM 3JIEMEHTOM YO080.I6CMEUs, TIOTYIaeMOTO OT YTEHHS,
MOABEPTacT HEMCUYNCIUMBIM OTIACHOCTSIM CaM TEKCT, a TAK)KE €T0 LIEIOCTHOCTD,
MIPUNHICHIBAEMYIO MY KJIACCHYECKUM THCKYPCOM.

Kak nosicusin Autyan KomnanboH, IUTHPOBaHUE, “pajoCTh, KOTOPYIO MBI
M0JIy4aeM OT TOTrO, YTO MAacCTE€PHUM UTO-TO CBOMMHU pyKaMmy, [...] HOCTanbruue-
CKO€ YJIOBOJILCTBHE OT JETCKOH WIphl,” MpearnonaraeT ‘‘He MOHOTOHHOE [uTe-
HHeE], ¥ He 0OIHO0OPa3HOE, HO TaKOe, KOTOPOE B3PBIBACT TEKCT, [ ...| pa3beAnHsIET
€ro Ha KyCKH, [...] pacmbuiset ero.”?® MoyKHO JIn mepe/I JTUIIOM TaKOTO MOAX0/1a
K YTEHHIO €Il[¢ MEUTaTh O pealn3allii CHHTEe3a TeKCTa, KaK TOro TpeOyeT MH-
(hopmMaTUBHOE YTEHHE, O pealn3aI[ii CHUHTE3a CMBICIA, KAKOBBIM BBICTYIAeT
cepre3Hoe uTeHue anoxu Kiaceuiusma, 4TeHHe CyMMUPYIOIIEe, IIEHTPOCTpe-
MHUTEIbHOE?

[A]xT uuTHpoBaHuA |...] pa3pyIIaeT TEKCT U BBIPHIBACT LIUTATy W3
KoHTekcTa. [[{uTHpoBaHue — He| MPOCTOE JIU 3TO MPU3HAHUE TOTO,
YTO B KHUTE €CTh (ppa3bl, KOTOPBIC 51 YUTAIO, H T€, KOTOPHIE 5l BOBCE
HE 3aMeYalo, U COOTHOIICHUE MEKITy HUMHU MEHSETCS B 3aBUCHMO-
CTH OT KHHT, U B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT BpeMeHn?%

Yro MOXKeET euie CHIbHEe HPOTHBOCTOSTH CHIPO20 KOOUDUYUPOBAHHOMY
YTEHUIO, PEKOMEH/I0BAHHOMY BbIIIe XEPaCKOBBIM, YeM ITO U3OUpamenbHoe
YTCHUEC, IPHU3HAK CBO6OJIBI qyuTareiisgd, CMHMBOJI Cy6'[>eKTI/IBHOCTI/I €Tro BOCIpu-
satusi? Uto MokeT ObITh OoJiee OMacHBIM, Ye€M ATO MPHU3HAIOIICECS B CBOESH
BBIOOPOYHOCTH YTEHHE, JUIS KIIACCHYECKOTO CTPEMIICHHUS K MTOJHOMN SICHOCTH
TEKCTa, TO €CTh K MPaBHIbHOU mepenaue nHpopMaiuu, KOTOPYIo OH B cede

8 Compagnon 1979: 17, 18.
9 Tam xe: 18.
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3aKJII0YAeT, ¥ K YBEPECHHOCTH B BEPHOM €ro pacuIu(ppoBKEe COOTBETCTBYIO-
muM gurareinrem??’

DTO noyumamnoe umenue — B TIOJTHOM CMBICTIE CJIOBa (CBOOOJHOE) UTCHHE
B TIPOTHBOIIOJIOKHOCTh YCTHOH Iepenadye KIacCHIeCcKOTO MPOU3BEICHHUS — OT
MAJIbIX JKaHPOB B CTHXAX JI0 OJbI, — KOTOPOE YHUTAIOT TP IBOPE WK ‘B cBeTe,”
WJIM B POTHUBOIOJIOXKHOCTb BOCIPHUSTHIO TEKCTA BO BPEMSI TE€aTPaIbHOTO Mpei-
CTaBJICHUSI (CTOJIEKO MECT, Tlie 32 MOEH pacmmdpoBKOU CICAST JAPYTHE, B TO
BpeMsi Kak, KOTjia s YNTAK0 POMaH, KaK MUIIET bapT, HUKTO MeHs He BUAUT®').
“UreHre CBOOOMHO U HE 00sI3aHO CIICIOBATH PUTMY, HABSI3aHHOMY OPaTOPOM.
B 110001 MOMEHT MOXKHO BEpHYTBCS Ha3all, JIMOO JAJIsl TOTO, YTOOBI IPOYUTATh
BHUMATEJIbHEE OTPBIBOK, JINOO JJIsl TOTO, YTOOBI JIyUIlIe €ro 3allOMHUTb,” — ITH-
can Keunrtumuan. I Antyan KoMmaHbOH KOMMEHTHpYET: “HepeduTarh, 3a-
MIOMHUTH (repetere, B TekcTe KBUHTMIIMAHA) — 3TO 3HAYUT PACUICHUTH TEKCT,
H3MEHUTH €T0 OpTaHU3aInI0.” >

OTMedaTs KpacHBIM IIBETOM, KaK 3TO JETAeT aHmuzepoll Xepackona, “¢dpa-
361 HanOoJee HEeXKHBIE” — ITO 3HAYMT 3aTeM MOBpenuTh TeKCT. “Tlomuepku-
BaHUEM |[...] s OCTaBJISIO CBOW COOCTBEHHBIN CIIEJ, TIEpETrpyKas TeM CaMbIM
TEKCT. S MPOHUKAI0 MEX CTPOK, BOOPYKEHHBIH KIMHOM, KOCTBUILHON Jarnoi
WM LIWIOM, U CTPaHMLA pa3pbIBaeTcs; [...| s Maukaro U MOpUy Bellb: s €€
npucBanBa.”? TIOpTUTH TEKCT, MPUCBAKUBAS €r0, BO BCEX CMbICIAX CJIOBA, 3a-
BJIa/IEBasi UM, BBIPBIBAs €r0 U3 €ro €IMHCTBEHHOTO Juajora ¢ (TeKCTyaabHON)
TpamuIKel, 4TOObl 0CBOOOIUTH TEKCTHI, MPUHAIICIKAIINC K OIHON U TOH XkKe
napajurme, oT CyJACHCKUX 00sI3aHHOCTEH, C LIEJIbIO 3aXBATUTh 3TH O0SI3aHHOCTH
JUIsl ce0s1 caMoro: IMEHHO 9TO JIeJIaeT YnuTaTellb POMAHOB, ONMMCAaHHBIN Xepa-
ckoBbIM. OH TIpoBO3IIamaeT ce0s Cynbeil MPON3BEACHUH, OH, HeKOMNnemenm-
Hblll 9UTaTeNhb, B TO BpeMs KakK, HA000pOT HE OH, a MPOU3BEICHUS TOJKHEI OBI
OBLTH CYOWTH U TIPUTOBOPUTH €0 K OBJAICHUIO CBOAOM IPaBUII, HEOOXOANMBIM
JUTs X TIoHnMaHus.>* OH CHHKAET TEKCT JI0 YPOBHS CBOETO COOCTBEHHOTO TI0-
HUMaHUs, OTPHUIIAS er0 HH()OPMATHBHYIO IIEIOCTHOCTD M CBOIS €r0 K CBOEMY

3¢ “Hambonee Kiaccuueckue MOBECTBOBAHUS [...] COAepiKaT B cebe CBOETo pojia 0caabneHHbIH
TMECHC: Belb OTHIOJb HE BCE MOAPSI B HX IPONU3BEACHUSIX MbI YHUTAEM C OTHAKOBBIM BHUMaHHEM;
HAIPOTUB, BO3HUKACT HEKHI CBOOOAHBIH PHTM UTCHHS, MAJIO MEKYIIUHCS O IEIOCTHOCTH TeKCTa.”
(bapt 1994: 468).

3" “MBI coBeplIeHHO Oe3HaKa3aHHO (BEIb HUKTO 3a HAMU HE CIIEJUT) NEPECKaKWBaeM depes
BCEBO3MOJKHBIC OMHCAHMSA, OTCTYIUICHHUS, pa3bsicHeHus, paccyxaenus.” (Tam xe: 469).

3> Compagnon 1979: 18; Te e BBIXOAHbIC JaHHbIC 1711 IUTaThl KBUHTHINAHA.

33 Compagnon 1979: 20.

3 “Ecnm sl pelmiics CyJMTh O TEKCTE B COOTBETCTBHH C KPUTEPHEM YIOBOJBCTBHSA, TO MHE

’Ke He JaHO 3asIBUTB: 3TOT TEKCT XOPOLI, a 3TOT AypeH. HUKakuxX HarpagHbIX CIHCKOB, HUKAKOH
: H

KPUTUKH; Be/lb KPUTUKA BCETJA MPE/IOoIaraeT HeKylo TaKTHYECKYIO 11e/lb, COLHANbHYIO 3anady.”
(bapt 1994: 471). Kak MOXHO 3aMETHTh, PHCK BENHK INO3BOJINTh HEKOMIIETEHTHOMY UYHTATEIO
3aMEHHTb CBOJ IpaBUIl CyOBeKTHBHOH HOPMOM, CTaBslleldl BO IVaBy yIia HAcTaKAEHUE: 3TO
COOTBETCTBYET OTKa3y OT “CcoLHabH[0H] 3a1a4[u],” TO €CTh OT KJIACCHYECKOro (CBOMCTBEHHOIO B
ToM yncyie u Poccnm) BusieHHs TEKCTa Kak (Ky/IbTYpPHOTO) 00BbEKTa HepapXudecKOi TIOCTPOHKH.
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€IMHCTBCHHOMY CyOBEKTHBHOMY MOHMMaHHIO. “[71aBHOE B YTEHHH — 3TO TO,
YTO g BBIPE3aI0 U3 TEKCTA, TO, UTO S BBI3BIBAIO; €20 UCHUHA — IMO MO, YUMo MHe
HPABUMCSL, U MO, YMO MeHs npusiexaem.”

Hutupyronuii 9uTaTenb, YUTATENb, OCTAHABINBAIOIINNCS BO BpPEeMs UTe-
HUS, 3aMEUISTFOIINI pa3BUTHE TEKCTA U MIPUTIOTHOCUMOTO TEKCTOM ypOKa, — 3TO
YUTATEIb, KOTOPBIA HAXOIUTCS 68 Npoyecce UmeHus, Wi TOT, KTO BEYHO ITPOJIIe-
BacT MOCPEACTBOM 8036pama K NPOYUmMAanHomy Win nogmopenus (18e Gopmbl
JIMYHOTO TOTPEOICHNS LINTATHI) CBOIO JIESITEIBHOCTB, CBOJISL €€ K Ipolieccy 0e3
KOHIIa, HE J1aBast ei cTaTh MPUOOPETEHUEM U JIe3aKTHBUPOBAHHBIM 3HAHHEM, TO
€CThb KynbTypoil. Takoif untaresnb OTIIMYaeTCsl CBOeH no3uyueti, TeM, 9YTO OH Ha-
XOIIUTCS 8 npoyecce YTCHUSA, a HE TOTOBUTCA K uTeHHIO. [IoAr0TOBKA K UTECHHIO
OblIa, 110 MHEHUIO XepacKoBa, HEOOXOANMBIM MPEIBAPUTEIILHBIM yCIOBHEM,
MPEAONPEACTIIONNM BO3MOXHOCTh CTAaHOBICHUS (HACTOAIIETO) uumamerns.
Hanpotus, unTarento poMaHOB, KaK MBI BUJIEITH, TPEIBAPUTEIHHBIC 3HAHNS HE
HYKHBI, TIOCKOJIBKY poMaH He TpeOyeT HHYero KpoMe, Kak MPUCTYIUTh K €To
YTEHUIO, TIOCJIe Yero, OH caM OepeT Ha ceds 00sS3aHHOCTh OOBSCHHUTH U 000-
CHOBAaTh BCE TPOUCXOJISIIEE.

Wrak, Teker XepackoBa 3HaMEHYeT CO00I OKOHYATEeIIbHOE YKOPECHEHHE PO-
MaHHOTO JXaHpa B JIMTeparypHoil cdepe oT nosTuku 1o penomenonoruu. O
JlaeT MaJlo CBEJIEHUI O COAEp KaHUM OCYKIaeMbIX PoU3BeJeHUN. B HeM Moxk-
HO HallTW NUIIb MOATBEP:KICHHE TOTO, YTO YUTATENIN 3HAIN yXKe JaBHO — IO
MeHbIIEH Mepe, co BpeMeH Pumopuku JIoMOHOCOBA, €Clii He C OIMyOINKOBaH-
HOTO B 1730 rojty TpenuakoBCKuM mepeBojia £30ul 6 ocmpog 066u, pennos-
HoOTO poMaHa ab6ara Ilonsa Tamnemana, — a UMEHHO: YTO POMaH IOBECTBYET (B
OCHOBHOM) 0 JTIOOBH, HCHONB3YS I 3TOTO HEXKHBIE peun. bonee Toro, Texcrt
XepackoBa yTBEPIKIAET, YTO POMaH PACCKA3BIBACT M10/1bKO O TFOOBH, IOCKOIBKY
OH TIPOTHUBOIIOCTABIISCT OJFH THIT H3JIOKCHUS (POMaH) IIEPEUHCICHATO (TIOYTH)
BCEX JIPYTUX THIIOB JHCKYPCOB, OOBIYHO MIEpEIaBaeMbIX B MUCHMEHHON opMe:
“a ¢mrocodus, HpaBOyUYCHUH, KHUTH JI0 HAYK M XYIOXKECTB KaCalOUIHeCs, U
TOMY TOJIOOHBIS, — HE POMaHBL.”

OTcyTcTBHE ONMMCAHUS OCYKAAEMbIX INPOU3BEICHUN MOXHO OOBSCHHTH
M0-pa3HoMy. Bo3M0OXHO 3TO nposiBlIeHHE NPUCTPACTHUS, PACIPOCTPAHEHHOTO B
KPUTUYECKUX TEKCTaX TOTO BPEMEHHU, SIBISIOMIUXCS CKOpee MOJIEeMUYECKUMH,
HEXKEJH aHATUTHYECKUMH (TaK, 1 OTMETII1, 4T0 CyMapoKOB HE CYUTA HYKHBIM
TeMaTH4eCKl OOOCHOBBIBATH CBOM BBINAJbl NPOTHB POMaHOB). OTCyTCTBHE
OIMCAaHUsI SIBIISIETCS, TNIABHBIM 00pa3oM, JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBOM TOTO, 4TO Mpodiiema,
KOTOPYIO IOAHUMAET POMaH KPOETCS HE B €ro COIEpKaHMH, a, KaK s CMOT, Ha-
JIETIOCh, TIOKA3aTh, IIPOAHAIN3UPOBAB TEKCTH CyMapokoBa W XepacKoBa, B €T0
BOCHPHUATHH W, B OCOOCHHOCTH, B €r0 umeHuu. Emie onuH TeKcT XepacKkoBa,
OITyONMKOBAaHHBIN B TOM k€ HOMepe [one3H020 yseceneHtiis, KOTOPBIX sl He CUelt

35 Compagnon 1979: 28.
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HY’KHBIM LIUTHPOBATH, HACTOIBKO OH MOBTOPSIET TO, YTO OBIIO yKE CKa3aHO, CO-
JIEP>KUT clietyromiee oOparieHre K poMaHaM: “BbI €CTb HU YTO CaMu c00O0I0, HO
TO, 9TO OT BaC IIPOUCXOIMT, €CTH BPE, MIIH JIy4Ille CKa3aTh, TIOCMESHUE BCEMY
poxy uenoBedeckomy.”*® Kak BHAHO M3 IPUBEACHHOTO BBICKA3bIBaHUS, POMaH
— HUYmMo, 9TO O3HAYAET B IIPSIMOM CMBICIIE CJIOBA, YTO OH JOCTOMH IIPE3PEHU,
HO TaKXe, IIPU CMBICTIOBOM CMEIIEHNH, DTO O3HAYAET, YTO POMAH He Cyujecmey-
em Kak npeomem. VIMEHHO 1TO3TOMY OIMCAHNE €r0 HEBO3MOXKHO. J{iist pycckux
KPHUTHKOB 50-60-bIX Toj1oB XVIII Beka U, B ocodeHHocTH, Uit CymapokoBa u
XepackoBa pOMaH CyIIECTBYET TOJIBKO KaK IPAKTHKA, KaK (heHOMeH pOMAHHO20
ymenusi. A 3TOT (PEHOMEH TIPEJICTABIISET YIPO3y JUIsl INTepaTypHOit cemuocde-
PHI, BBICTpOeHHOM Kitaccuim3MoM: BO-IIEPBBIX, IOTOMY YTO POMAaHHOE UTEHHUE
ocnabisieT COnnaNbHbBI KOHTPOIb, O KOTOPBIM MOTPEOIsIach IUTEpaTypa B
pamkax Kiaccuiusma; BO-BTOPBIX, TIOTOMY YTO OHO OCBOOOKAAET YUTATENS OT
00s13aHHOCTH OBJIAJETh HAMJICKAIIMMHU KyJIbTYPHBIMH KOMIIETCHIIUAMH IIEpeN
TEM, KaK TPECTYIUTh K YTCHMIO, U TIOATOMY CO3/1aeT 00pa3 HeoOpa30BaHHOTO
yyuTaTells, JANEKU OT uaeanbHoro untarensa Kilaccunnsma; B-TpeTbHX, IOTO-
My 4YTO OHO IIPOrpaMMHUPYET YTEHHE, OCHOBAHHOE HA IIOMCKAaX yAOBOJILCTBHS,
a He MH(OPMAIMH, U TIOATOMY CIIOCOOCTBYET BOSHUKHOBEHUIO 00pa3a acoru-
aJIbHOT'O YEJIOBEKA, HECOBMECTHUMOIO C HE€AJIOM HOBOI'O PYCCKOIO ABOPSHUHA,
MOJHOCTBIO NMPEJaHHOI0 TOCTPOEHUIO HOBOM neTpoBckoil Poccuu.
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KHUI'M UYTEHUE B ABTOBMOI'PAONYECKUX
IIOBECTBOBAHMSX O JIETCTBE PYCCKMX ITMCATEJIEN
XVIII-XIX BB.: OIIBIT [TIPOYTEHHMA

Jlaypa Poccu
UNIVERSITA DEGLI STUDI DI MILANO

B nawane mmaBsl “KommccapkeBckas” aBroOmorpaduueckoit kaurn Ocwura
Mannensmrama [lym spemenu (1925-1928, A€TCKUE TOABL 1891-1903) aBTOP
oIIpeiersieT 3aMbICEI CBOETO IPOU3BEICHUS, OTMEKEBBIBAACH OT NPEABLIYIIINX
(niceB10)! aBroOHMOrpaduii PyCCKUX MUCATEIIEH:

MHe XoueTcsi FOBOPHUTH He 0 cebe, a CIISIUTh 3a BEKOM, 3a IIyMOM H
npopacTtanueM BpeMeHu. [lamMsaTh Most BpakieOHa BceMy JTHIHOMY.
[...] Hukorna st He Mor mouATh ToncThix 1 AKCakoBbIX, barpoBbIx-
BHYKOB, BIIIOOJICHHBIX B CEMEHCTBEHHbBIE apXUBbBI C IMUYECKHUMHU
JOMAITHUMH BOCIIOMHUHAHKSMH. [...] Pa3HouMHIy He Hy)XHA ma-
MSITh, €My JOCTaTOYHO PACCKa3aTh O KHUTAX, KOTOPhIE OH MPOYel,
— u Guorpadus rotosa.?

OpHaxo, BOMPEKU MOJIEMUYECKOMY TOHY, KHUTA 1103Ta SIBJISIETCS JIMIIb 3BEHOM
B IICTIOYKE aBTOOMOrpa)MUCCKUX MOBECTEH W MEMYyapoB O JECTCTBE PYCCKUX
nucareneH, rje TeMa YTeHus, “KHUT, KOTOpbIe OH Mpoues,” BCerja urpajia Bax-
HYIO poJsib.> MaJio TOro, HEKOTOPbIE JETalld, Ka3aaoch Obl, IPSAMO YKa3bIBAIOT
Ha 3Ty TPaJHIIHIO.

* O niceBno-aBroOHorpadun Kak o crennpuuecku pycckom xanpe cm. Wachtel 1990: 3, 15-36.
2 MaHJenpITaM 1993, 2: 384.

3 Bmecre ¢ TeM, o muenuio JI. Kanuca “onucanne ManienbiraMoM OTIOBCKOTO KHHYKHOTO
mkada npencrapiseT coboil XapakTepHEHIIHIA TpUMep TOTO0OHOTO OITHCAHNS U3 PYCCKO-EBPEHCKON
mmTtepatypsl” (Kamuc 2002: 168).
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Bo-nepBrix, 3armaBue uyerBepTod mIaBbl [llyma epemenu, “KHWKHBINA
mIkar,”™ B CHITy TIPUMEHEHHsST CEMEHHOT0,” CTapOMOIHOTO CJIOBa “‘IITKaI,” He-
BOJIFHO HAIIOMHHAET “KENTHIN IIKam,” yHACJIeHOBaHHEIA oT Marepu JleoHOM,
repoeM aprodmorpadpuueckorr moBectn H.M. Kapamsmua “Primaps Hamiero
BpemeHu” (1802—1803, AETCKUE TOABL 1766-1779).° BO-BTOPBIX, MOCIEAHIOI
(pasy npuBeIEHHON THUPA/IBl MOXXHO PUMEHHTSH K “JIumepamypruim ¥ HpaB-
CTBEHHBIM CKHMTaJIb4€CTBaM’ I03Ta U KPUTHUKA PA3HOUMHCKOTO MPOUCXOXKIE-
HUs AnosioHa ['puropreBa (1862—-1864, AeTckue rojsl: 1822—1835), rae uTe-
HHUE 3aMEHseT KU3Hb M MPOYUTAaHHAs WU MPOCIylIaHHAs KHUTa 3HAMEHYeT
co0oil omnpeeneHHy0 HCTOPHYECKYIO 30Xy WM JTall )KU3HEHHOTro IyTH. B
CaMoM JieJie CJIOBA 1103Ta, MOXKET OBbITh HE CIIyYailHO, OYeHb HAIIOMUHAIOT €r0
JKe CIIOBA MEPBOIl TIIABBI O TOM, YTO OH ‘‘HaMepeH MHCcaTh He aBTOOHOrpaduIo,
HO MCTOPHIO CBOMX BITEUATIICHUH; [OepeT] ceOst kak 00beKTa, KaK JIMIIO COBEP-
IIEHHO TIOCTOPOHHEE, CMOTP[UT]| Ha ce0s Kak Ha OAHOTO W3 CHIHOB M3BECTHOM
snoxu.”” Tlpu 3TOM, yKe B mpeaucioBuu, odpameHaoM k M.M. JloctoeBcko-
MY, Pa3JIM4HbIC ‘“SMOXHU JUTEPaTypHbIE” XapaKTEPU3YIOTCS YBEmMom 00L0IHCKU
JUTEPATyPHBIX JKYPHAIOB “C KaJHOCTBHIO YHTAEMBIX, JIOTJIA JOYNTHIBAEMBIX
MOJIOACKBI0.”® B-TpeThuX, U NIaBHOE, B [Jemckux codax baeposa-eényka Cepres
AkxcaxoBa (1858, nerckue rojpl: 1791-1803), KHATE, HAITUCAHHOH /ISl IETCKOTO
YTeHHUs,™ YTEHUIO KHUT OTBEICHO LIEHTPAIbHOE MECTO B XapaKTEPHCTHKE Te-
pos HE Kak NMOTOMKa ONPEAETICHHOIO poja, a KaKk OTJAeIIbHOW — TBOPUYECKOM, B
MEePCHEeKTUBE MHCATENBCKON — INYHOCTH.

B Hacrosiieli crarbe Mbl Oy/1eM OuepYrBaTh KpyT po0OiieM, CBS3aHHbIX C TPaK-
TOBKOI TEMBI YTCHHUS B aBTOOMOTpadHsX U “JeTCTBAX ’ PYCCKHX IMHCaTeNel KOHIa
XVIII-koHma XIX BB. Peun 6yzLeT HUATH O NPOU3BEACHUSX, TI€ YaCTO DJIEMEHT BbI-
MbICJIa B TOM WJIM HHOW Mepe NEPEMEILNBAETCS ¢ PEAJIbHOCTBIO, OT JKusnu u npu-
Kmouenui Anopes bonomosa, onucannvix camum um 01 c6OUX NOMOMKo8 (1789—
1816, IeTCKUE TOIBI: 1738—1751) 10 KusHu Apcenvesa V. bynnna (1930; 1952, . T
1873-1880). [lapamokcanbHO, HO BBINAIAIOT U3 Kajpa Takue (pyHIaMEeHTaIbHbIC
TIpe/ICTaBUTENH KaHpa, Kak [emcmeso J1. Toncroro u Komux Jlemaeg (a Taxxe
Kpewenviii kumaey) A. beyoro, rjie TOIBKO yIIOMUHACTCS WITH MOJIPAa3yMeBaeTCsI
YTEHUE, 0COOEHHO B3POCIIBIMU, HO OHO MTPAET BTOPOCTEIEHHYIO POJTb.

Hamra pabota cTouT Ha NepeKpecTKe HeCKOJIIbKUX HayYHBIX HAIpaBICHUH,
HOILYJISIPHBIX B HACTOsIEE BpeMs Kak Ha 3anaje, Tak u B Poccun — ¢ onHOM

4 Mangensmram 1993, 2: 384.

5 Cp. Ilucemo oty D.B. Manpensiuramy, 12 JIek. 1936 r.. “Tak xo4y O4yTHTBCS B TBOEH
KOMHATe C 3€JI€HbIM JIMBAHOM M HAIIMM MIKamuukoM” (MaHIeNbIITaM 1993, 4: I73).

¢ Cwm. I1. VI: Yenexu B yueHbH, 0OpasoBanuy yma 1 1yBctBa (Kapamsut 1963, 1: 763—764).
7 I'puropbes 1980: 10.

8 Tam xe: 5.

9 AkcakoB 1966: 586.
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CTOPOHBI HM3y4Y€HHsl aBTOOMOTpaMUECKHX MOBECTBOBAHUM, B TOM HUHCIIE O
nercTBe,'’ ¢ Apyroi, KHUTOBEICHHS W MCTOPHU UTCHUS U uyutaress.!! Tem He
MeHee, OHa, 10 MOAXOAY M MO BPEMEHHOMY IHANa30Hy, KaKeTCs, OTIHYaeTCs
OT MPEIIECTBYIONINX UCCIEI0BAHNN, U, XOT HE IPETEHAYET Ha CUCTEMAaTHY-
HOCTbh 1 Ha MCYEPIIAaHHOCTh, CHOCOOHA MPOJINUTH CBET Ha HEKOTOPbIE 0COOCH-
HOCTHU MAHOPaMbl POCCUICKON KYJIBTYPBI.

ITocrapaeMcst cHayasa yTOYHUTB, KaK 4acTO BCTPEUAETCA T€Ma YTEHHS B
1osIo0HBIX TEKCTaxX eBpoIleiickol nureparypsl. Ilepen Hamu cKyaHble M J10-
BOJILHO MPOTHUBOpEUUBBIE CyxkJeHHs. C OTHON CTOPOHBI, YCTAHOBIEHO, YTO
Jlaxe B To BpeMs (XVI-Hadano XVIII BB., YCIOBHO TOBOPS — 10 OCHOBOIIOJIA-
ratomieit cnoseou Pycco), xorjga 1eTCTBO 3aHUMAJIO OY€Hb CKPOMHOE MECTO
B aBTOOMOrpauYecKuX MOBECTBOBAHHSX, HEPEAKO aBTOPhI CYMTAIIN HY)KHBIM
BKJIFOYHUTh KaKyl0-TO HH(POPMALUIO O Hayasle y4eObl U O MEPBBIX OMBITAX UTe-
Hus.'? B gacTHOCTH, Ha OCHOBE OOMIBIIOrO (PAKTHIECKOTO MaTepHalia yTBepKIaa-
JIOCh, YTO KOT/Ia peyb MJET O METCTBE “M03Ta,” KHHUTra OepeT BepX HaJ UrpyIi-
KOHM: 10 MHEHHIO aMEPUKaHCKOTO McciieioBaress, Oy ymuil nucarenb KUBET
B MHpE TO JI HETIOCPEJICTBEHHOH AEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH, TO JIM (paHTa3um, Kyna
€ro CONPOBOXKJIAET KHHUra, U OH HE HY)KJAE€TCS B MCKyCCTBEHHBIX 3aMEHUTE-
JsIX COOCTBEHHOro BOOOpaxkeHHs1 — Urpyiikax.'> Ha camom nene jpeTanbHbIH
aHanu3 HMcnogeou Pycco mokasan CTpyKTYPHYIO POJIb POMAHOB M BBIMBIIIICH-
HBIX UCTOPUI B MOBECTBOBAHUH, IPETEHIYIOIIEM Ha MOJHYI0 UCKPEHHOCTh U
npaBauBOCTh. 'Y BMecTe ¢ TeM, COBPEMEHHBINH HTAJbSHCKUI HCCIIENOBATEb,
OIPEACIMBLINN COCTABHBIE 3JIEMEHTHI MOP(OJIOrHH EBPOIIEHCKOro pacckasa o
JIETCTBE, BKIIIOYAeT YTCHUE (3aNpenieHHOI) KHUTH B pa3aes “mpecTyIuieHui,”
HO HE BBIICIISICT €r0 B KAYECTBE CAMOCTOSTEIFHOIO BA)KHOTO KOMIOHEHTA. '

Bmpouewm, u pabotsr 00 aBToOMOrpaduueckoii mpose B Poccun He yaenstor
0c000ro BHUMaHMS TeMe ITeHHs. ¢ JIpyroe Aeno — MCCiIeI0BaHuMs, OCBSIICH-
HBIC NCTOPUH YNTATEIS, W/HITH CHIEHU(PUIECCKUM 3110XaM PyCCKOM KyJIbTyphl. B
cTaTbe O JeTcKoM uTeHuu B Poccuu B XVIII cToneTuu “mo Memyapam COBpe-
MeHHHKOB” ucTopuK A.FO. CamapuH 0TMEUaeT, 4To “TeMa KHUTU WM YTCHHS
Yarie BCEro MoAPOOHO MPOCIESKUBACTCS JIMIIb HA CTPAHUIIAX MEMYapoB, I10-
CBAIIEHHBIX OMMCAHUIO JETCKUX M IOHOIIECKUX JIeT,” TaK KaK B BOCIIOMUHa-

> HeT BO3MOXKHOCTH JaTh XOTS ObI Oeraoro o03opa Jureparypbl 00 aBrobHOrpadusx u o
JICTCKHX BOCIHOMMHAHHAX. [IOMHMO NMpPOLMTHPOBAHHBIX Jaliee UCCICNOBAHUM, HA30BEM TOJIBKO
Battistini 2007; Orlando 2007; TaprakoBckuii 1991; Komenesa 2000.

“ Cp. Kasamno, IllapThe 2008 1 Ha4aTyIo B 1973 T. cepHro ¢O. VIcTOpHs pycCKOro YuTaTels Ox
pen. U.E. bapenbayma.

= D’Intino 1998: 212.
5 Coe 1984: 208.
4 Tassi 2007: 92—94.
5 Zatti 2007: 311.

© Cp. manp. Wachtel 1990; Hukonuna 2002; CaBuna 2002.
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HUSX “‘aBTOPBI, KaK MPaBUIIO, (UKCHPYIOT TOJIBKO HaubOoIee 3HaYNMBbIe COOBI-
THS CBOEH )NU3HU a IMEHHO B JIETCKHE TOABI “KHUTa CTAHOBUTCS BAXKHEHUIIINM
HWHCTPYMEHTOM TO3HAHUS ICHCTBUTENLHOCTH.”!” TIpUBHICTHPOBAHHOMN TOUKOM
HaOIIroneHuUs ABIIOTCS X VIII BEK, ““BEK HCKIIIOYUTEIILHO ycepaAHoro yreHus’” o
onpenenenuto [1.H. Bepkosa,'® u B yactHoCTH 3110Xa CEHTUMEHTAIN3MA, B JIH-
TepaType KOTOPOro HabIOAAIT PUCYTCTBHE HACTOSIIEro Tornoca “Urenns, "
“IPUATHOTO U TOJIC3HOTO MPENPOBOXKACHHS BpeMeHH > 110 mpeuMyiecTsy. B
I7aBe O “YTEHUU B JKU3HU ‘4yBCTBUTEIBHOI'O reposi’”’ U3BECTHOM KHUTH O pycC-
ckoM ceHTUMeHTanu3Mme, H.J[. KoueTkoBa nmoka3piBaeT, kKak U3MEHEHUS, TPOKC-
XOJUBIIKE “B OTHOIIEGHUAX K KHUTE, KPYTe UTCeHH, HAaKOHEIl B CaMOM ITpoIiecce
yrenust’?' Ha nporsbkeHuy X VI B. Kak B 3anaaHoi Esporie, Tak u B Poccum,
00yCITOBWIIM BOBHUKHOBEHHUE B MPO3€ CEHTUMEHTAITN3MA ‘“UUTAIOIINX TepoeB,”
U MOTHB “TICPEXKUTOM JINTEPATyPHI B IUTEpaType.”?

Jpyryio Tpyniy ‘4uTaroIllnX repoeB’ MBI BCTpedaeM B JIyOOYHON M Mac-
COBOM JUTeparype KoHua XIX B., NpeAHa3HAYEHHOW /ISl YuTaTeNel, KOTOpble
[ePBBIMH B CBOMX CEMbsIX OBJajeiu rpamoroil.”® B mcropusx ycmexa I1.C.
Kyxnuna, B.A. Jlynuna, A.M. IlazyxuHa, repos, My>KUMHbI 1 KEHILHUHBI, Xa-
paxTepu3yIoTCcsi 00pa30BaHHOCTHIO U JIIOOOBBIO K YTEHHIO, YTO TTO3BOJISET CO-
BPEMEHHOMY HCCIIEJ0BATEII0 UX COMIOCTABUTE CO CBATBIMU XKUTUIHHOMN TUTEpa-
TYpBbI, 00BIYHO GBICTPO U YCEPAHO yUaluMucs.™

JleTckuie BOCIIOMHHAHUS pycCKUX nucareneid XVIII-XIX BB. MHCATUCh Ha
9TOM JIUTEPATYpHOM (DOHE,>® KOHEYHO, HO, KaK HU MapaOKCaIbHO, OCBEIIAOT
TEMy KHHUI M YTEHHMs sipue U pasHooOpasHee. Bmecte ¢ TeM, comocraBieHue
TEKCTOB, HAITMCAHHBIX JIIOABMH, JAIEKUMHU 10 BPEMEHHU WJIH 110 TCHICPHOMY,
reorpa)MuecKoMy, COLMATBHOMY MPOMCXOXKICHUIO, HO JIOUICAIINX B 3pPEIble
TOJIBI JI0 @aHAJOTUYHOTO MTUCATEIBCKOTO (TBOPUECKOTO) CTATyCa, I03BOJISIET BbI-
SBUTH OOIIME 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH TPAKTOBKM MOTHBA YTCHUS M HEOKHIAHHBIC
TIAPAJITICITH HITH K€ PACXOXKIACHHS.

Kak He Bce 1OBeCTBOBaHHUS O JETCTBE HAYMHAIOTCS C POXKACHUS TIIABHOTO
reposi, TAK U HE BCE€ BOCIIOMHMHAHUS O IETCKUX KHUTaX MPeayCcMaTpUBatoT pac-
cka3 00 o0y4yeHnun rpamore. [ HaC OHO BaXKHO TEM, UTO 3TO BBIPAKECHHE Tpa-

7 CamapuH 2001: 79. Cp. u Glagoleva 2003.
8 BepkoB 198T: 148.
9 CypKOB 2010.

20 3araBue xypHana nox penakuueid B.C. TToaimipanosa, BBIXOAUBILETO KaK MPUIOKEHUE K
“MOCKOBCKHM BEIOMOCTSIM ™ B 1794—1798 TIT.

21 KoueTkoBa 1994:157.
2 TaM xke: 159.
3 Brooks 1985: 269.
24 Tam xe: 281—282.

3 Cp. CarueHko 2003; Brooks 1985: 283. ABrop mcroinkoBbiBacT MeMyapsl M. [OpbKOro Kak
JUTEpaTypPHBII BapUAHT UCTOPUI ycriexa HapoaHoii utepatrypsl. Cp. u Barratt 1993: 68.
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JTUIIMOHHO 0003HA4YaNo ‘Y4UTh YUTATh,” a HE 00SM3aTEIBHO ‘UNTATh M MHCATh.’
Oto cnennansHO mogdepkuBaeTcs Cepreem AkcakoBeiM: “Kak m xorma s BBI-
VUHIICS YHATATh, KTO MEHS YU U TI0 KaKOH METOIe — PEIIUTENbHO He 3Haro;%
HO MTHCATh s yYHIICS TOPa3/Io MO3HEE M KaK-TO 0YE€Hb MEIJIEHHO U J0IT0.”%

Hanporus, Kapam3uackomy JIeoHy Bce IaBaloCh Ype3BBIYAHO JIETKO U
OBICTPO, HO TIOPSIIOK YUCHHUS U 37I6Ch — OMUHAKOB: “OTde Harm,” OYKBBI, CKJIa-
JIbl, CJIOBA, THTJIBI, [IEPKOBHbIE KHUTH, 3aT€M OH “‘TaK )€ CKOPO BBIyYWJICS H
MHCaTh; TaK e CKOPO Hayalsl pa3oupaTh  Me4ath CBETCKYHO. ...

Eme B 1870 rr, xorma mpoucxonut /JJemcmeo M. Topbkoro (1913—1914, 1.
I. 1871-1879), MaJbUMK BBIyYMBall CHa4Yajga MOJIUTBBI, 3aTeM JIEJ KPACHIIbIIUK
KOJIOPUTHO 00ydYasl ero YuTath a30yKy U “BCKOpe” OH “y)Ke YHTa [0 CKJIagaM
[Ncanteips,” a mucaTh OH BCE elie He ymen. BMecTe ¢ TeM, BO BCEX MTOBECTBO-
BaHMIX OpocaeTcs B TIa3a KOPEHHAs CBA3b MEKAY UYTCHHEM KHHT M YTCHHEM
HaW3yCTh WIA YTEHUEM MOJIHITB.

B camowm nere, B mpeobiragaromem OOJIBITHHCTBE CITydaeB, oT “‘Priaps Ha-
miero BpemeHun” U MemyapoB AHpapes bomorosa, [I. @onBmsuHa n Am. [pu-
ropeeBa 1o [lowexonckou cmapunst M. E. CanteikoBa-1llenpuna (18871889,
1. T. 1826-1836) u /[lemcmea T'oppkoro, oOydeHue rpamore (4TEHHIO) “‘ecTe-
CTBEHHO” O3HA4YaeT OBJAJCHUE CIABIHCKUM aidasutoM. Hepenko, mosromy,
MEPBBIMH [TPOYUTAHHBIMU KHUT'AMH BBICTYIIAIOT [IEPKOBHBIE KHUTH. [1pH 5TOM,
OTHOIIICHHUE K TAKMM YTCHHUSIM, B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT DIIOXH, & TAKIKE OT XapakKTe-
pa aBropa, paznuuHo. Ecnu B “UuctocepaedyHoM NMpU3HAHUU B JIelaX MOUX U
MOMBIIUICHUSX (1792, . I.: 1745—1758) DOHBU3MH MTOJUYEPKUBAET UX TOJIOKH-
TEIBHOE BO3/ICHCTRBIE Ha ero Oy/ayllee 3HAHHE PYCCKOTo s3bika,** To TophKuii
CaMOJIOBOJIFHO OMHCHIBACT ceOsi peOeHKOM, CMEIONMMCS HaJl CTPAaHHBIMHU BbI-
PaKeHHSIMH U 3HAKAMU.

Cr0BO “SIKO Ke” MPHUHUMAIIO CKPBITBIIA CMBICIL, U 5 HAPOYHO BCAYC-

CKH UCKa)XaJl €ro:

6 3a TO aBTOp MOKA3bIBAET KAK MANBYMK CTAPajCs “yuuTh YMTATh MAICHBKYIO CECTPUILY, U
COBEpIIEHHO 0e3 MoiIb3bl” (AKCAKOB 1966: 320).

*7- AkcakoB 1966: 272. 1 A. @er B cBOUX BocnomunaHusx NOTYEPKUBAET, YTO, B TO BPEMS,
KOIJIa OH Y K€ 3Hall HEMELKYIO U PYCCKyIO IPaMoTy, “IUcarh [...| TOrAa HE yMel, TaK Kak OTell
BEChbMa CEPhE3HO CMOTPEJ Ha UCKYCCTBO YHCTOIMCAHUs M TPpeOOBaJI, YTOOBI K HEMY IpHOeranu
XOTSI U TIO3[IHO, HO 10 BCEM IIPaBHJIaM O] PYKOBOACTBOM MacTepa BLITUCHIBATE MAIKU H OHHKU”
(Der 1983: 41).

8 KapamsuH 1964: 764.

29 Topbkuii 1972, XV: 7o.

3¢ “Kak CKOpoO s BBIyYMJICS YUTaTh, TaK OTELl MO y KPECTOB 3aCTaBiIsil MeHs uuTarb. Cemy
00s13aH 51, €CIIH UMEI0 B POCCHUIICKOM sI3bIKe HEKOTOpoe 3HaHue. V0o, unTas HepkoBHbIC KHUTH,
O3HAKOMWJICS I C CIIABSHCKHM SI3BIKOM, 0€3 4ero pPOCCHHCKOTO s3blka M 3HATh HEBO3MOXKHO”
(PonBU3MH 1959: 87).
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EERT3

— “SIxoB xe,” “a B koxke”...>!

Byxu-nronn-a3-na-0ma; JKuBe-Te-MKe-xKe-0maxe; Haml-ep-OnaxkeH,
— BBITOBAPHUBAI 51, BOIS YKA3KOH 110 CTPAHMIIE, U OT CKYKHU CIIpa-
IIMBAJL:

— Bnaxen myx, — 3710 1511151 SIkoB?3?

Ha ¢one 3T0#f HOPMBI CiieayeT YnTarh MOBECTBOBAHMS, I/ie O0yYeHUE Hauu-
HAJIOCh CO CBETCKUX WJIM MHOCTPAHHBIX KHUT. MHOTIA 3TO MOKHO OOBSCHHUTH
Gonee wiIn MeHee OTAAICHHBIM 3alaJHbIM IIPOUCXOKICHHEM MOJIOAOIO repos.
YV NBana MBanoBuya JmutpueBa, apropa “Bamisna Ha MO0 XKHU3HB (1823, 1€T-
CKHe Tofibl: 1768-1874), KOTOPBI HaYal YYUThCS B TTAaHCHOHE y (paHiry3a MaH-
KeHa, mpababka ObiTa 1mBeaKON;> y TeprieHa, KoMy, Kak OH PacCKa3bIBacT B
miase “Jlerckas u yauBepcurer’ u3 bovinoeo u oym (18561861, 1. I.: 1812—1825),
“Karexm3uc nomaincs [...] B pyku mocie Boxsrepa,” orern, yenoek XVIII B.,
OyKBaJILHO ‘‘HE YMTAJ HU OIHOM PYCCKOM KHUTH, HU Jaxke bubmum,” 3 a Mars
Obuta HeMKO#L.>> OTHeNbHBIH CiTydail pencrapisiet Acmopus Moe2o cogpemen-
nuka (1906-1909, 1. I.: 1855-1863) Bragumupa Koponenko, koToporo B ropoze
XKuromupe oOyuanu “Kak-To He3aMETHO,” UTpasi, MOJIbCKOIt a30yke.*

Tewm Gosnee mpuMeyaTesIbHO, YTO CPEAN JIETEH, KOTOPBIE TTOJIyYHIIH C CAMOTO
Havaja ‘cBeTckoe’ oOpa3oBaHue HaxonuM barpoa-BHyka C. AkcakoBa. ABTOp
OTIMCHIBAET €ro “AUTATEH [...] OecrpecTaHHO, XOTS MEAJICHHO, [...] YNTAIOLUIUM
JIETCKYI0 KHIDKKY C KapTHHKAMM, 1OJ] Ha3BaHueM ‘3epkaio gobpoxerenu’,”’
ero “eMMHCTBEHHYIO KHIKKY,” KOTOPYIO OH ‘‘3HaJl HAU3yCTh BCIO.”8

B nanHOM cityuae HEOOBIYHOE BOCIUTAHUE OOYCIOBICHO HE3aypsIHBIMU
JUYHOCTHIO U (camo-)BocnutanneM marepu Copru HukomaeBHBEL, 0 KOTOPBIX
n1a pedb B TpeTheM oTphiBke U3 “Cemeitnoit Xpounku.”* CeMHaaIATHICT-
Hel JeBYLIKOM CUpOTOH OHa BeTynuia B nepenucky ¢ H. HoBukoBbIM, OT HEro
TI0JTydasia pa3Hble NOJIE3HbIE KHUTH, MEXKIY T€M KakK JIParoleHHbIH BO BCEX OT-

3t Topbkuii 1972, XV: 23.

32 Tam xe: 7o. BripoueM oH OyneT HCKaxkaTh U cTHXH HekpacoBa, KOTOpbIe MaTh 3aCTaBHT €I0
yuuth. Kak 1 BO BCEM OCTaJbHOM, MaTh MPOTUBOCTOMT JCAY U “SHEPrUuHbIM’ OOyYEHUEM ChIHA
“‘rpasxanckoil’ rpamore” (Fopbkuii 1972, XV: 138).

33 JImutpues 1866: 11.

3+ T'epueH 1956, 53; 87.

35 Kak u3BecTHO, M MaTth A. dera ObUla HEMEIIKOTO TPOMCXOXKICHUS, ¥ CHavana “Belydria’

o

ChbIHA “IIO CKJIaJlaM YMTaTh No-Hemelkuid” (Det 1983: 40).
3¢ KopoueHKo 1953: 66.
37 AKCaKoB 1966: 272.
3¢ Tam xe: 274.

39 Cp. CoboneBckas 1997.
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HomeHusIx “J{omariauii neuebuuk Byxana™ mpucnan eif “myTeinecTBeHHUK,
rpad Mantetidens.”*! BrociencTsum, 0MHAKO, ¥ MATBIUK “BBIYUHIICS IUTATH
IIEPKOBHYIO TIeUarh,”*? Tak 4To, KOTIa e/l yMep, OH ObIT B COCTOSIHUH TIPHUCO-
EMHATHCS K TEM, KOTOPBIE “TIO0 JEAYIIKE TICANTHIPh unTa[ e,

Kpachoii HuTBIO Yepes “aercTBa” pyccKUX nucaresield NpoXoauT TeMa ‘nep-
BOW’ WU ‘caMoii TIaBHOW (0OBIYHO HE MIKOJIBHOI) KHUTH.  JIFOOOIBITHO TIPO-
CJIC)KUBATH, KaK, B 3aBUCUMOCTHU OT 3IIOXHU M OT KYJIBTYPHOW CpPeJibl, MEHSIOTCS
CaMbl€ BIIMSTEIbHBIC IETCKAE YTECHUSL.

B Oynymem nomurpade Anznpee bonmotoBe, KOTOpBIH y4mics B TaHCH-
OHe, JII000Bb K uTeHHIO MpoOymnuia MDeHenoHOBwI Tenemax, HadaThld IMO-
(paHIly3CKHii 110 TPHKA3y YYHUTEIsI, U TPOIOIKEHHBIN B PyCCKOM mepeBome.*
Hamnpotus, noat centumentanuct WM. Jimutpues nauan /Ipuknouenus Mapku-
3a I'. B IepeBOfiE, U TaK YBJIEKCS, YTO MOCJIEAHHUE /IBa, CIIC HE MEPEBEICHHbIC
Toma,* guran mo-¢ppaniyscku.* Ecmu mis BomoTtoBa kiaccHOe W GBITOBOE
YTEHHE CTIOKOWHO COCYIIECTBOBAJIH, TO U K JIMUTPHEBY, KAXKETCS, TPUMEHIMBI
cioBa I'epuieHa o ToM, 4TO “cTpacTh K O€CCHCTEMHOMY YTEHHIO OblLIa BOOOIIE
OJIHUM M3 TIIABHBIX TIPETISTCTBUH cepbe3HoMy yuenuto.”*’ XKaysce Ha To, “dTo
B JIOMax HHUIJIE HE ObLJIO HE TOJIBKO OMOINOTEK, HO HU MaJeHInX coOpanuii,”*
BonoToB perucrpupyer npuodpeTeHne Kakaoi HOBOW KHHTH, CaMOTo pa3Ho-
00pa3HOro xapaxkrepa U MPOUCXOKICHUS, U BCEra OTMEYaeT YJOBOJIbCTBHE U
MOJIb3Y, KOTOPbIE €My MPUHECIN HEeCKOJIbKO pa3 unTanHele: “KypacoBa cokpa-
IICHUS] KCTOPHU M UCTOPUH MpuHIa EBrenus’” u3 simmka oTiia, * pyKormucHbIN

4° Buchan, W., Domestic Medicine, or the Family Physician: being an Attempt to render the
Medical Art more generally useful, [...] Edinburgh, 1769. oanwiii u 6ceobwuit domawnuii newednux
[...] TBopenue 1. Byxana, cinaBHelIIaro B HbIHEIIHEM BeKe aHIIMHCKaro Bpaua. T. 1—5, Mocksa,
1790—1792.

4 AKcakoB 1966: 126.

4 Tam xe: 398.

4 TaM xke: 390.

44 BonotoB 1993, I: 89—9o. Iloxoocdenue Teremaxa, coina Yauccosa couuneno 2. PenenroHom
[...] TlepeBenieHo Ha poccuiickoil sA3bIK B 1734 roay [A.D. XpymossM] [...] CI16. npu Mmm. Axaz.
HaykK, 1747. Cp. Denenon 2o11.

4 Prévost, A.F., Mémoires et avantures d'un homme de qualité qui sest retiré du monde,
Amsterdam, 1728-1731. Ilpuxmouenuss mapkusa ... wm IKusub 61a20poono2o uenosexa
ocmagusuiazo ceéem, nepesedena Ha poccutickuii a3vik Banom Enarunemv, CII6., mpu Umm. Axazn.
Hayk, Y. 1—4, 1756-1758; Y. 5-6, 1764-1765 (B. W. JIykunbiM).

46 JImutpues 1866: T5.

47 T'epuieH 1956: 46.

4 BonoToB 1993: 9o.

49 Tam xe: 96. Curas, H., Einleitung zur Universalhistorie zum Gebrauche bey dem
ersten Unterrichte der Jugend. Beedenue 6 cenepanviyio ucmopuio U3JaHHOC HA HEMELKOM
sa3pike oT I'mnbmapa Kypaca a Ha poccuiickoil s3bik nepesefieHo [...] Cepreem BomukoBbIM.
CIIG. npu Mmn. Akan. Hayk, 1747. Des grossen Feld-Herrns Eugenii Hertzogs von Savoyen
und Kayserlichen General-Lieutenants Helden-Thaten, Frankfurt und Leipzig. Onucanue
orcumust u 0en npunya Dezenus reprora CaBoickaro [...] ¢ TpbIIOPOBaHHBIMU H300PaKEHUIMI
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JH00OBHBINA poMaH dnamunono u Ilenepuana ot ogHOro OduIEPa €ro moka, >
Kusno Anexcanopa Maxeoonckoeo Keunara Kypmus Pyda, ot Myxka craprmei
cecTpsl, ! M Tak jaee.

Coemy Jleony Kapam3uH mpummchIBaeT dTeHHE D30106bi1X OdceH U ce-
pUU pOMaHOB, OCTaBJICHHBIX IIOCIIE PaHO ymepIneil marepu: /Jatipa, 6ocmoy-
Has nosecmo, Cenum u Jamacuna, Mupamono, Hcmopus nopoa N.* Benen
3a Pycco,”® paccka3uuk yTBEp)KJaeT, YTO POMAaHbI HE pa3BpaTHIH, a, HAIPO-
THUB, BO3BBIIIAIN €r0 CBOUMHU MPEACTABICHUSAMEI 00 MIeanbHOM 008U, U A.
BonoToB mopyepKuBaeT BO3BBIIICHHBIN XapakTep MPOYUTAHHOTO JIFOOOBHOTO
pomana.>* ¥V U. JImurpreBa, YUTaBIIEro B AeTCTBE Tbicsauy 00Hy Houb, [Ilym-
qusvie nosecmu Crappona, Iloxoxcoenuss Poounzona Kpyso, Kuiwbnaza oe
Canmunana,> a taxxe Iloxoocoenus Knesenanoa® w, Kak Mbl YK€ BUJIEINH,
Toxoorcoenus mapkusza I, AX TOIOKUTEIBHOE BO3ACHCTBHE HE OTpaHUIHMBA-

Bcex ero Oatanuii u 3HaTHelmuX ocax. [[Tepesen U. K. Tay6epr] CII6. mpu Umm. Akax. Hayk,
1740.

5° BonotoB 1993: 169—170. Mcmopusi o Enamenonoe u Llenepuarne, KOTopas COAECPKUT B cebe
HIECTHA/IATh KHUAT M pa3JielieHa Ha 1Ba ToMa. [lepeBe/ieHa ¢ (paHIy3CKoro si3pIka Ha POCCHHCKHI
B 1741 rony B CankT-IletepOypre ([epraueBa-Ckom 1971: 343).

' BonotoB 1993: 211. KBunta Kypuust Hemopusa o Anexcanope Benuxom yape makeOoHckom
¢ dononnenuem @Ppetinceeuma u ¢ npumeyanuamu. IlepeBeieHa ¢ IaTHHCKATO A3bIKAa BTOPUYHO,
Crenanom Kpamenununkosa [...] T. 1—2. CII6. npu Mmn. Akaz. Hayk, 1750.

52 Kapam3uH 1964: 764. Les Fables d’Esope, et de plusieurs autres excellens mythologistes,
accompagne du sens moral et des réflexions de m. le chevalier Lestrange, Amsterdam, 1y14.
E3onoevl 6acnu ¢ HpaBoydeHHEM U npuMedaHusmu Pokepa JleTpanxka, BHOBb M3[aHHbISA, a Ha
poccwuiickoii s13b1k nepeBeaeHsl B Cankrnerepoypre [...] Cepreem Bomukoseim. CII6. npu Mmr.
Axaj. HayK, 1747 Wi 1760. La Popeliniére, A. J.]., Daira. Histoire Orientale. En quatre parties.
Amsterdam, 1761. Jaupa, socmounas nosecms, COCTOAIIAsE B YEThIPEX YaCTX, MEPEBEICHA C
(paniysckaro s3bika. [M.] npu Mmmn. Mock. yH-Te 1766-1767. M.me Le Givre de Richebourg,
Les avantures de Zelim et de Damasine. Histoire afriquaine, Amsterdam 1735. Cenum u [lamacuna
agppukanckas nosecmy; nepeseqeHa ¢ dpanmycckaro (M. M. Aknmossv] CII6. 1761. Dmun D.
A., Henocmosnnas gopmyna umu Iloxoxcoenue Mupamonda, Y. 1—3, CII6. 1763. Mémoires de
milord *** traduits de I'anglaise par m. de La Place. ITpuxniouenus munopoa ***, unu JKusno
MRaoazo uenosexa, Oviguao ueparuuem 1066y MICAHHAsS HA aHTIMICKOM U TepeBe/IcHHAs Ha
¢dpannyskoii . e Jla [Tnacom, CII6. ry71.

53 Rousseau 2003: 37; cp. Tassi 2007: 92.

54 BosloTOB 1993: 170.

55 JlmurpueB 1866: 14. Les mille et une nuit, contes arabes. Traduits en francois. Par mr.
Galland. Toicsiua u 0oona nous. Crasku apabdckusi, NepeBeieHb! ¢ HPaHIyCCKaro s3bika [AnekceeM
@unaresbiM], T. 1—12 ned. npu Mmn. MOCKOBCKOM YHHUBEPCHUTETE, 1763—1774. Scarron P. Le roman
comique, 1651—1657. Tocnoanua Cxappona [lymausas nosecms NepeBeicHa ¢ HEMELKAro si3bIKa
Bacunbem TernoBsiM, Y. 1—2, CI16. Ipu Umn. Akan. Hayk, 1763. Kusno u npuxiouenus Pobunsona
Kpysa npupoonaco aciuuanuna. TepeBenena ¢ ¢paniycckaro Slkoom TpycosbiM, Y. 1—2, CIIG.,
npu Umn. Akan. Hayk, 1762—1764. [loxoocoenun Kunbnasa oe Canmuniansl, onucanubis r. Jle
Caxem, a nepese/icHHbIA [...] Bacunbem Termoseim, T. 1—4, CIT6. mpu ViMn. Akaj. Hayk, 1754—-1755.

¢ Prevost A.F. Le Philosophe anglais, ou Histoire de Monsieur Cleveland, fils naturel de
Cromwell, écrite par lui-méme, et traduite de I'anglais, Paris 1731-1739. @uiaocod aznuncroi,
wiu JKumue Knegenanoa, nobounaro ceiHa KpomBeneBa, caMUM UM IHCAHHOE U C alIMHCKAaro Ha
(panIy3ckoii a ¢ hpaHITy3cKaro Ha pOCCHHCKOH A3bIK epeBeeHHoe, T. 1—9, [CI16.] r760—[ok. 1785].
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©TCsl YyBCTBUTEIFHOCTHIO: YTEHHE POMAHOB 3aCTaBIIIET €T0 3aAyMarhCsl BO
BpeMs TOE3IKH ¢ OparoM “oT4ero [OH| Tak IOJTO MOJY[UT| M HA O 4eM He
paccyxaaleT]|” kKaK ‘“‘MOJIOZ0H MapKu3 IOPOTOI0 PACCYKIANT B KOIICKE C CBOMM
HacTaBHUKOM; O6apoH ‘[lexpHHUI’ ¢ cBoMM chiHOM, U ‘[lon durepoaso, wim Ye-
JUHEHHBIH ['nimmnanen,”’ Takke ¢ CBOUMU J€THbMH. S

barpoB-BHYK J0/TO JOJKEH JIOBOJIBCTBOBATHCS TEpBOi KHUTOH. [1pnob-
peTeHure BTOPOi, MepBOro JAETCKOro ypHania, nuzganHoro H. HoBukoBbIM, OT
craporo Onaroneresns marepu C.M. AHMYKOBa JaeT MOBOJ JIJIsl CAMOTO SIPKOTO
OTIMCAaHMsI HACTOSIIETO YBJICUEHHUS! YTEHUEM, THIIMYHOTO 3HAKa MPECIOBYTON
“pEBOIIONUK YTCHHS KOHIIA 1790-X I'T.”’

O cuactue!.. “/lerckoe urenue 11 cepaua 1 pasyma,” [...]. 5 tak 06-
pajioBasIcs, YTO YyTh HE CO clie3aMH OPOCHJICS Ha ILE0 CTapuKy H,
He TIOMH# ce0st, 3arphIran 1 noodexain AoMoi [...]. boscs, 4tod kTo-
HUOY/Ib HE OTHSUT MOETO COKPOBHIIA, S TPOOEKA PSIMO Yepe3 CEHH
B JIETCKYIO, JIET B CBOIO KPOBATKY, 3aKPBLICS [OJIOTOM, Pa3BEPHYII Hep-
BYIO 4acTb — U 1103a0bLT BcE MEHsI OKpyKaroree. . .. ] MeHs oThICKaIu
JIEKAILETO C KHIDKKOHL. [ ...] st ObLT TOYHO KaK MTOMEIIAaHHBINH: HUYEro He
TOBOPWUJI, HE IOHUMAJI, YTO MHE FOBOPSIT, U HE XOTeJ HATH 00eaars.”

He Gynem npociexuBarh BeCh MPOIECC MEAJICHHOTO OMOJIHEHUS] OMOIMOTEKN
peOeHKa U3 pa3HbIX HCTOUHHUKOB, OT JIBYX KHUT TeTH, COHHUKA, UL UCTNONKOBA-
Hue cHos 1 ciabdoii komnueckoit nbeckl H. I1. Hukonea, koTopas TeM He MeHee
TPUBMIIA €My “CKIIOHHOCTH K TeaTpalbHBIM COYMHEHHAM, ! no Jemcroil 6u-
onuomexu N.I". Kamrie B mepeBoge A.C. [lInmkoBa 1 0HOH PyKOTTMCHOW KHUTH,
TAMHCTBCHHBIC 3HAKU KOTOPO BO3OYAMIN ero (haHTaswio,*> HaKOHeIl, 0 “po-
MaHOB, Kak-T0: Bexkgunvockuil ceaujennux, I epoepm, unu [Ipowaii 6oeamcmeso
u JKenesnas macka:® MHTEpEC yBEIMYUBAIICS TEM, YTO ITO ObUIA HE BBIIYMKA,

57 Pollnitz, K.L. von, Lettres et mémoires du baron de Péllnitz [...], Amsterdam, 1737.
Tloxoxcoenue 6apona Oe [lonbHuy € NPUMEYAHUSMM MCTOPHMYECKUMH M TreorpadMyecKUMHU,
ommcanHoe UM camuM. IlepeBeneHo ¢ ppaniysckaro s3bika Ilaiom JKykosemv, T. 1—2, ITed. npu
WM. Mock. Yu-te, 1767. Le solitaire espagnol, ou Memoires de D. Varasque de Figueroas, P. 1-2,
Leyde, 1738-1740. Veounennwuii uwunaney, unu Kuzus nona Bapacka ®urepoasa [nep. A.I. OkyHes],
CII6. 1767-1768.

Jmutpues 1866: 16.

59 Burtman 2008: 375-383.

AKcakoB 1966: 275.

Tam xe: 324-325.

Tam xe: 336.

& Baregunvockoi ceésuennuk, uctopus. Armnckoe counnenue [[lep. H. W. Crpaxos], U. 1-2,
M., tun. Komm. 1786. Lee, H. The errors of Innocence, London 1786. de La Mare, B. Herbert, ou
Adieu, richesse, Paris 1788. I'epoepm, unu Ipowaii 6ocamemeo. Hpasoyuumenvhvls u 3a6a6Hbis
aznunckus nucoma. Tlepeson ¢ dpanmysckaro. Y. 1-3. M. tun. A. PemernukoBa, 1791. De Fieux
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a HCTHHHOE TIPOUCIIIECTBHE, KaK YBEPSUT COUNHUTEND.”* OTMETHM TOJBKO, YTO
amanTHpoBaHHbI Anabasuc Kupa® KceHodonTa cTai ero mo0uMoil U Hesa-
ObIBacMOM KHHUTOM, U “‘aXe HApYKHOCTSD e¢ [...] Bpe3anach B [ero] mamsTu,”*
YTO OH HAYYHIICS JIEKIaMHPOBaTh MaTepH | MPH rocTsx “Poccusiay,”® “auran
¢ OOJIBIINM YIOBOJIECTBHEM IIATHAALATH TOMOB JKu3sHU AHenutickozo ghunoco-
¢a Knesenanoa,®® no “lllexepazana cBena [ero] ¢ yma,” Tak Kak “eiie H{ OJHA
KHHUTa He BO30yK/ajia B [HeM| Takoro y4acTus” M 3acTaBlisula ero 3a0bITh 000
BCEM. ABTOp CTaBUT BOIPOC O MPUYMHAX TAKOI'O CHJIBHOTO BO3JCHCTBHS Ha
HETO BOJNIICOHBIX — 3aBEJIOMO BBITyMaHHbBIX — CKa30K."

Ecnu mars manenbkoro barpoBa 1mono3purenbHO OTHOCHIIACH K €0 Upes3-
MEpHOMY YBJICUEHHIO YTEHHEM M cTapayach ero o0ysnarb, To orel [eprena
paspenian CbIHy “pBIThCA [...] CKOIBKO [0H] XoTen” B “OobIol OnbInoTeke,
COCTaBJICHHOW M3 (hPAHITy3CKUX KHUT MPOMUIOTO CTOJETHS,” KOTOpPbIE “‘Bajs-
JIMCH TPYAaMH B CHIPOH, HeXXMIIONW KOMHATE HIDKHETO dTaxka B gome” msanu-Ce-
Haropa.”® ABrop ynomuHaet (paniysckue u Hemenkue (Ortocra Jlagonrtena’)
pomaHEI, pycckue, Gppaniysckue u Hemenkne (Koredy) komennu, KoTopeie OH
YUTAJl C YBICYCHHUEM HECKOJBKO pa3, HO yTBEPIKIACT, UTO ‘‘CHIIbHEHIIee BIUS-
HUE MeJIa Ha [Hero] mbeca, KOTOpyIo [oH] J1io0mit 06e3 yma, IepeunThIBaI JBAI-
Larh pas, ¥ IPUTOM B pycckoM mepeBoae ‘Pearpa,’™” — “Cpanpba Purapo”
Bomapue,” kotopasi mpoOymiia B HeM 4yBCTBEHHOCTb. CHIBHOE EHCTBHE
MIPOM3BEIIO HA HETO U YTeHUE Bepmepa ['ere, 0COOCHHO “CTpaIlHON pa3Bs3KH,”
KOTOpAsi 3aCTaBysia €ro “riakarh, Kak CyMacIieammi.”

U mononomy Anosuiony ['piropbeBy OTIajiu B IOJHOE PacopsHKEHUE CTa-
pbIe KHHUTH Jie/ia, OBIBIIIETO MacoHa, 3HakoMoro HoBukoBa:

Mouhy, C. Le masque de fer ou Les avantures admirables du Pere et du Fils, romance, tire de
I’Espagnol, Paris 1747. Kenesnas macka unu Yousumenvvie npuriiouenus omya u coina. I1oBects
rummadckas. [Tepesenena ¢ ¢paniysckaro si3eika U.@.b. CII6. 1766-1767.

4 AKCaKoB 1966: 518.

% Pagi, Histoire de Cyrus le jeune, et de la retraite des dix mille [...], Paris 1736. [losecms o
mraowem Kupe u o 6036pammom noxooe decsimu mulcsiub 2pekos, epeBeieHHast ¢ GppaHIlyccKkaro
Bacunbem TerutoBbiM, CI16. mpu Mmn. Axaz. Hayk, 1762.

6 AkcakoB 1966: 336-337.

& Tam xe: 375.

8 Tam xe: 412.

69 TaM Ke: 429; 432433

7° TeplieH 1956: 46.

7 A.H.J. Lafontaine (1758-1831). O JBYCMBICICHHOM 3HAYCHHH CCHTHMEHTAIBHBIX POMAHOB
aBTOpa OCTPOyMHO nuer A. I'puropses (1980: 73-75).

72 Poccuickuti ¢peamp nmu IlonHoe coOpaHHe BCeX POCCHICKUX (eaTpasbHBIX COYMHEHHI,
CII6., mpu mn. Akan. HayK, 1786-1794, 43 4.

7 Dueaposa dHcenumvba, KOMEUS B MSTH JIEUCTBUSX, counHenus [lerpa ABrycruna Kapona
ne bomapiue. IlepeBesiennas Ha poccuiickoil A3bik A[nexcanapom] Jl[a63unsiM], [...], M., Vuus.
Tun. ¥V H. HoBuxosa, 1787.

74 T'epreH 1956: 47.
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CTpaHHO MOBESUTM HAa MCHSI 3TH CTapble KHUTH AAa B UX MOXKET-
TENBIX KOXKAHBIX IeperieTax, KHUTH MpadHble, CTEHEHHbIE, TO
B JINCT M TeYaTaHHbIE CIABIHCKAM MIPU(PTOM, KaK 3HAMEHHTOE
Jlo6pomoniobue,” TO B Mayio OCbMyIIKy, mpuprom XVIII Beka,
W OpUTHHAIBHBIC BPOIC HA3WIATENBHBIX COYHHEHHI OMHHA, W
nepeBo/IHbIEe Bpoje TBopeHuil Bronnana’ u Moanna Apuiara,” u
KPOLICUHBIC U TOTYUCTPENaHHbIC, KAK PE/IKHE HBIHE H3/IaHUsI CaTH-
pUUeCcKuX XKypHaIOB: X mo u ce, Bcakas ecauuna.

EcrecTBeHHO, Takoe BOCTOPIKEHHOE OITUCAHUE MPHHAJUICKUT TIEPY B3POCIOTO
I'puropbeBa. Ha camom jzerne, B 1eTCTBE OH MPEANOYUTAT PyCCKUE UCTOpHYE-
CKHC U aBaAHTIOPHBIC POMAHbI, CTaApbIC KHUT'U OH “TOomnTaJ HOTaMHU B HEroaoBa-
HUW | cTapast OMOIMOTEKa CO BpeMeHeM ObLIa “packpajieHa MHBIMH JaKesIMU
1 CheJ/IeHa TOJIOMHBIMA MBIIIaMH.”’® ABTOp OCTPOYMHO OTMeUaeT, uto Pycckue
“Bce ManeHnpkue IleTpsl Bennkne Ha MOJOBHHY M 0OJIOMOBITEI Ha OpyTryro. B
M3BECTHYIO 310Xy MBI TOTOBBI C O3JIO0JICHNEM YHHYTOXKUTH CJIC/BI BCSIKOTO
MPOIIE/IIET0, YBICUCHHBIE YeM-HUOY/Ib TIEPBBIM BCTPEUHBIM, YTO HAM ITOHPaA-
BWJIOCh, M TIOTOM YYTh YTO HE TUIAKaTh O TOM, Y€M MBI IIPEHEOPETali U YTO MBI
pazpymanu.””

C momHOW cBOOOJION YTEHUSI MAJBYUKOB 1810—20 U 1830-X IT. MOXHO CO-
MOCTaBUTh OTPAaHMYCHHOE IOJOKEHHE OJaroBOCHHMTAHHOW MOCKOBCKOW
GapeiiHi,® reHepanbeKoi qouepu 1850—60 IT., U3 “BocrnomuHanuii nerctea”
(1890, 1. .: 1857-1863) Codru Kpyrosckoit (KoBaneBckoii, mo marepu Hemell-
KOTO TIPOMCXOXK/ICHHSI), KOTOPOil T'yBepHaHTKa-aHIIIMYaHKa 3arpeniaiga couu-
HATH CTUXH M YATATh HHOCTPAHHBIC POMaHbI U3 OOraroil OMOIMOTEKH POAUTE-
neit.®! Bymymuit MaTeMaTHK B ICTCTBE OUCHB JIFOOMIIA MEXaHU3M CTHXOB, HO B
Hell He Haxommna “Hu Ilymxwuna, HU JlepmonToBa, HU Hekpacosa.” [Toatomy,

75 Jlo6pomoniobue, Wi CIIOBECA U TIIABU3HbI CBSILEHHOIO TPE3BEHHs!, COOPAHHbIC OT MHCAHMI
CBATBIX OTEll, 4 4acTH, M. 1793-1794, NEPBbII LEPKOBHO-CIABIHCKUI mepeBon “Duiokanun”
[Tancus BenuukoBckoro.

76 BO3MOJKHO (UMTUPYeM IlepBble u3janus): Bunyan, J. The Pilgrim’s Progress from This
World to That Which Is to Come; Delivered under the Similitude of a Dream, P. 1-2, London, 1678-
1684. JIio6onvimnoe u 00Cmonamamuoe nymeuecmsue XpUCmuanuna K 6e4HOCu Ype3 MHO2Us
npuxniovenus [...] COYMHEHHOE HA aIIMHCKOM s3bike Moannom bronmanom. A mepeBefeHO ¢
¢panmysckaro s3bika Y. 1-2 [M. Cenarckas THiL. 1782].

77 Herrn Johann Arndts sechs Biicher vom wahren Christentum [...] nebst dessen Paradiesgartlein
aller christlichen Tugenden [...] 1695. Moanna Apuara O ucmunnom xpucmuancmee MWeCTb KHAT,
C TpPHCOBOKYIUIEHHEM Paiickaro Beprorpaga M JIpyruX HEKOTOPBIX MEIKHX COYMHECHHH cero
mucarens. [lepeon ¢ nemenkaro [M. I1. Typrenesa] Y. 1-5, M., Tun. W. Jlonyxuna, 1784.

78 Tpuropbes 1980: 14.
79 Tam xe: 13.

8o VI3ydeHuIo KEHCKOro BOCIHMTAHHs B XVIII B. Ha OCHOBE MEMYapOB JBOPAHOK MOCBALICHA
pa6otra Pushkareva 2003.

81 KoBasneBckast 1989: 41-43.
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napaioKCaiabHO, “‘CaMOi IMIaBHOW KHUTOM,” KOTOpas 3acTaBWiIa €€ “HeCKOJb-
KO THEH [...] XOmuTh Kak cymMacImieanias’ OKa3aJlaCh IIKOJbHAS XPECTOMATHS
dutonosa,*? “KymieHHast 0 HACTOSIHUSM [...] yuurens.”s

W Huxanop 3arpare3Hblid, paccka3uuk [1ouiexoHcKol cmapurbl TOaIep-
KHMBAET, YTO B JIETCTBE OH JOJDKCH OB JTOBOJILCTBOBATHCS YUCOHUKAMH CTap-
muXx OpaTbeB U ““HE MMEJ HU MaJICHIIETO MOHSTHS O CYIIECTBOBAaHUHU PYCCKOM
JUTEpaTypsl,” TO ecTh pycckol moasuu: “Hum xpecromaruu, HU Jaxke OaceH
KpbutoBa He CyliecTBOBAO, [...] He 3HAI HU OJHOrO pycckoro cruxa.”s* IMa-
PaJoKCAIbHO, [UTS HETO, “)KUBOTBOPHBIM JIy4oM ObLIO [...]| E6anecenue,” BepHEES
KHHUTA UmeHue uz uemoipex esaneenucmos,’ kotopas “0blia B 4ucie yaeOHbIX
pykoBozcTB.”%¢ Kak u B Memyapax ['epuena,’” 3mech 06 E6arncenuu TOBOPUTCS
KaK O CaMOCTOSITEJIbHOM JINYHOM OTKPBITHH MOJIOJIOTO aBTOpa M KaK O YTCHHH,
HHUKaK HE CBA3AHHOM C IIEPKOBHBIMHU 00psiaamu.s

Bomee ‘ompaBmaHo’ He3HaHHE OyAyIIMM PYCCKHM IHCATEIEM pPyCCKOU
JIUTEpaTyphl B Clydae MasieHbkoro Brmagmmmpa Koponenko. 3anHTepecoBaH-
HBII OTBICKATH B IIPOIIUIOM KOPHH COOCTBEHHOTO TBOPYECTBA, aBTOP BBIJIEISET
KaK IIEpPBYIO M CaMylO BIUSTENbHYIO KHHUTY Ha3HJaTeNIbHYIO “OOIBIIYIO I10-
BECTh IOJILCKOTO THUcaTeNs,” 4Ybe UMsi OH He MoMHUT, “Domka u3z CaHomu-
pa” (“Tomek Sandomierzak™),® Gmike K ero mucareqbCKUM BKycaM IMOCIe-
JyroLMX 4TeHuid pomanoB [{roma, Montenena”, I'abopuo® u Esrenus Cro,”
MEKJIy TeM Kak “pycckast IUTeparypa BIepBbIe Ipe/cTana [epe] HUM| B BUJIE
OIIHOTO TONBKO Becmuuxa FOzo0-3anaonoin u 3anaonou Poccuu,” a “Toromns,
Typrenesa, JlocroeBckoro, ['onuaposa u [Iucemckoro [oH] 3HaM aHUIIB IO He-
KOTOPBIM, CITy4aifHO MOMaJaBIIMMCS pacckasam.”*

JIro0OIBITHO U, Ka3aJ10Ch Obl, aHAXPOHUYHO BOCITUTAHUE T'€POsI TOPEBOIIIO-
nnonHoi mosect W. Bynmna JKusne Apcenvesa (1930; 1952, TETCKHUE TOIBI:

8 Munonos A. I., Pycckas xpecmomamus ¢ npumeuanusmu. JIist BBICIIHX KJIACCOB CPejl. yueo.
3aBe/ICHUH, BBII. 1-4, CII0. 1863-1867.

% KopasneBckas 1989: 41.
8 Canrsikos-llenpun 1975: 67.

8 Umenue uz uemvipex esanzenucmos u N3 KHATH JESHUM aloCTONLCKUX JUIs YIIOTPEOIeHNS B
yunuiax. Yznano ot lemn. nap. npoc. Kazans, 1860, 167 c.

8¢ Canreikos-Illenpun 1975: 69.
8 TepueH 1956: 54.
8 Canrsikos-Llenpun 1975: 70-71.

8 Gregorowicz, J.K., Tomek Sandomierzak: powies¢, Vol. 1, Nakt. Bolestawa Maurycego
Wolffa, 1858 - 382 S. Aprop mumrer “kaxercst Kopsxernosckoro” (KoposeHko 1953: 67).

9° Xavier Henri Aymon Perrin, comte de Montépin, 1823-1902.

9" Emile Gaboriau, 1832-1873. Oyiun U3 3aumHateseil AeTekTMBHOI auTeparypsl. Hanpumep: Le
crime d’Orcival. IIpecmynnenue ¢ Opcusane. Poman. Cou. I'abopuo. C ppani. CII6. 1869.

9% KOpOIIEHKO 1953: 224.
9 Tam xe: 100.

94 TaM xe: 224.
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1873-1880), KOTOPOTO B 1870 IT. YUUTEIb-TIPIKUBATBIINK backakoB “BBIyUrII
[...] mucars u yuTarh O pycckomy nepeBony Jlon-Kuxora,” craBimeMy Tem
CaMbIM €ro MepBOM U caMOil BaxkHOU KHUToH. KapTuHKM M pacckasbl BOCIIHU-
Tarens ‘o pHIAPCKUX BPEMEHAX COBCEM CBelM [ero] ¢ yma.™® “A 3a JloH-
Kuxorom u phllapckuMu 3aMKaMHu IociaenoBanu Mopsi, ¢perarsl, PoOun30H,
MUP OKEaHCKHI{, TPOMUYECKHUI” U BCe €lIe OLIYIIEHNE, YTO OH “K 3TOMY [...]
MHPY [...] HECOMHEHHO HEKOI/Ia PUHAIIeKAI.”’

W coyuenuku Manenbkoro Anekces IlemikoBa uuTaror ¢ ysineueHueM Po-
OMH30HA, “HACTOSNIYIO UCTOPHUIO,” TIPEIIIOYHNTAs €e CKa3KaM, KOTOpBIE JIIOOUT
oH. 1 31ech repoii BeIKa3bIBaeT qyx NpoTuBopedrs. OH yKpaJablBaeT y MaTepu
pyOIib, ¢ HAMEPEHUEM KYIHTh U IPOYUTATh KHHUT'Y, TOJIIBKO “d4TOOBI TOXKE CKa-
3aTh 0 HEM — 3TO UyIib!”%

YacTo nmocieayronye KHUTH CTAHOBSATCSI BEXaMU Ha ITyTH MOAPACTaHUs U
MO3HAHMS MUpPA. AKCAKOB OTMEYAET HOBOE, 00JIee OCO3HAHHOE MPOYTEHHUE YKe
M3BECTHBIX KHUT,” MM pacIIUpeHUe Kpyra YTCHUH B ONpeneeHHOM MecTe. '
N A. T'epuieH cpaBHHBAET IETCKUE U MOAPOCTKOBBIC YTCHUS, 3aHUMABIINE €TO
BO BpeMsi peObIBanusl B uMeHnH BacuibeBckom.'!

Kak MbI Buzienu, ¢ paccka3oM o NEPBOM BaXKHOM KHUATE TECHO CBA3aHA TEMa
IPeeMCTBEHHOCTH uTeHni. OHa NMpeacTaBIseTcs B TPEX BapHaHTaX: TO, KaK B
memyapax ['epuena u KoBaneBckoit, pebeHOK H300pa)kaeTcst KaKk OJMHOKHN OT-
KpbIBaTeIhb HEOONTAEMOT0 OCTPOBA — JIOMAIIHEH OMOIMOTEKN — T/Ie ero JKJIET
COKpOBHIIE, TO, kKaK y bonoToBa, AkcakoBa, CantsikoBa-1llenpuna, u3-3a o1-
CYTCTBHS WJIN HEJOCTaTKa KHUT, OH BBIHY)KICH MX UCKAaTh BHE I0OMa U CTPOUT
cebe HOBYIO JIMHUIO KyJIBTYPHOH MPEEeMCTBEHHOCTH, OTINYAIONIYIOCS OT POJIO-
BOH, TO, pexe, OyyInii aBTOp BKITIOYAETCS B UUTAIOLIYIO JOMAIIHIO CPeny, U
OT HEe BOCIIPHHUMAET BKYChI U IPUCTPACTHSL.

Oco001i TETIOTOH OTAMYAIOTCS TOMAIITHIE CIICHBI UTeHHs B MeMyapax M.1.
Jmutpuesa. Ero oren u Mathb (cectpa imteparopa H.A. beketoBa, 1TMyHO 3Ha-
komast ¢ CyMapoKOBBIM) JIFOOMIIM PYCCKYIO JIUTEPATypy, YATAIN ACTSIM CTUXU
CymapoxoBa u JJomoHOCOBa.

... TIPUSITHO MHE BCIIOMUHATH OInH Beuep Benmukoit Cy600THI, mpo-
BEJICHHBII OTIIOM MOUM IOCPEIH HAIETO CeMeiCTBa 3a UTCHUEM.
[...] B oxkuanuu 3ayTpeHu, OTEL MO, JJIsl IPOTHAHMSI CHA, BHIHEC

95 ByHHH 1996: 47.

96 Tam ke: 51.

97 Tam xe.

98 TopbKkuil 1972 190.
99 AKCakoB 1966: 401.
°° Tam xe: 518.

™t TepueH 1956: 63.
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n3 kabunera CoOpanue Coumnenuii JlomoHOCOBa, MEPBOTO MO-
CKOBCKOT'O M31aHMsI, M Hadaj YUTaTh BCIYX M3BECTHBIE CTPO(DBI U3
Hosa; notom Beuepnee pasmviuiienue o Benuvecmee boowcuem |...]

Yrenne 3aKm049eHo 06110 Q0oio na ezsmue Xomuna.'”

OT TaKuX JOMAIIHUX YTEHHH /10 CTPACTH K MOA3HH U JKEJIAHUSI CTaTh CaMOMY M03-
TOM — JIMIIG OiH 11ar. Ho 171st Hac nmprMedaresibHO BKIIIOYEHHE YTEHNS KaK (DUII0-
CO()CKUX, TAK U TOPXKECTBEHHBIX 071 JIoMOHOCOBa B 00psi/ibI MpaBociiaBHoi [Tacxw,
T. €. “HakJa/IpIBaHKe” PYT HA Jpyra CTaaui “UHTEHCUBHOTO” U “IKCTEHCUBHOTO”
YTCHHUIT O KOTOPBIX, BCien 3a P. DHrenbCHHIoOM, TOBOPSIT UccienoBaresu.

AmHanoruuso, B lemckux 2ooax bazpoea-eryxa, MOPTPET TBOIOPOITHON CECTPHI
nena IpackoBbr MiBanoBHBI KyporecoBoid, yxke u3BecTHON untarento Cemelinot
Xponuxu, CBUACTEIBCTBYET O COCYIIECTBOBAHUH (YACTHYHOTO) COOIOICHHS pe-
JIATHO3HBIX OOPSIIOB M MTACCHBHOTO YTEHMS, '™ ¢ “TIPOMBUHYTHIME™ UMTATEIBCKHU-
MU BKycaMu: “‘He ymest mouty nmcarh, OHa JIFOOMIIA YUTATh WITH CITyIIaTh CBETCKUC
KHUTH, U, BBIACHIBAS X €KETOHO, OHA COCTABIIIA TTOPSIOYHYI0 OHOIHOTEKY, 3a-
BEJICHHYIO, BIIPOYEM, YKe ee My>keM. CBSIICHHBIC KHUTH OHA YHTAJIa TOIBKO TOT-
I, Korza rosena.”'% 13 31oii OMONMHOTEKH BHYK YMTANT “TIO BEIOOPY Marepu’” (u-
J0Cco(CKO-TTONMUTHICCKUE POMaHbl Xepackosa i camoy4dku [1. M. 3axapbuHa,'* HO
YKpaJKoH “‘3amisabIBa Takxke B POMaHbl,” MEepeBOAHBIE Mpou3BeeHus Puuap-
COHA U MEHee M3BECTHBIX aBTOpoB,'”’ a Takke Kapamsunckue “Mowu 6e3nenku” u
“Aonnjipl.” 1% Yepes HEKOTOPOE BPEMst OH BCTPETHIT POBECHHILY-UMTATEIBHUILY, ®
1 YTEHHE CTaJI pa3/Ie/IeHHbIM, XOTS U OCIIOPEHHBIM YIOBOJIbCTBHEM. !

CTOUT OCTaHOBUTHCS €lle Ha 4YTeHHH BCiIyX. OOBIYHO, 32 MCKITIOYEHHEM
BPEMAIIPETIPOBOXKACHUI CBETCKOTO CajlOHA, KOJUIEKTUBHOE YTCHHE OTIIOM Ce-
MEWCTBA COOTHOCHTCS C YXOISIIMM MaTpHapXalbHBIM MHPOM,'!! a MHAUBHIY-
aJbHOE YTEHUE 3HAMEHYET T. H. “pEeBOJIONMIO YTeHU.” BmecTe ¢ Tem, emie B

o2 Jimutpues 1866: 17-18.

°3 BurT™MaH 2008: 360-361.

°4 Tam xe: 368.

%5 AKCaKOB 1966: 452-453.

6 Apparcad xandeiickas nosecmo. 3naHue Ko3IOBCcKaro oxHoxsopia Ilerpa 3axapbuHa.
Wxnusenuem usnarens, Y., 1-4, M., YHUB. THIL., 1793-1795.

°7 Meissner, A.G., Alcibiades, Carlsruhe, 1791. Ankusuao. Topenne r. Meiicuepa. [Tepesein ¢
Hemerkaro Hukomnait Ocurnios, Y. 1-4, Bo rpaze cB. Ilerpa, 1794-1802. Gérard Ph.-L., Le Comte de
Valmont, ou les égarements de la raison, Paris 1776. I pagh Banvmonm, unu 3abnysicoenus paccyoxa.
Iucema cobpaHHbIss 1 00HapO1OBaHHbIA rocrionnHoM M. ITogHeceHHBIE KOpOIIeBE (paHITy3CKOi B
1775 roxy, T. XKepapzaom [...] IlepeBox ¢ ppanmysckaro [E.K. Hunosoii] Y. 1-7, Tam6oB, Bonnas tum.
[Hunosga), 1793-1796.

8 AKCaKoB 1966: 456.

9 TIpOBHHIMAIBHBIM YHTATEILHULIAM TOCBsIIeHa paboTta Glagoleva 2003.

o AKCaKoB 1966: 520-522.

- Chartier 1997: 298.
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JoMalrHeM obuxone I'puropeeBsixX, B 3aMOCKBOpEUbE Havdana 1830-X IT., UMe-
JI0 MecTO 00IIee YTEHUE B3POCIBIMU B KOMHATE POJUTENCH. ABTOp pa3indacT
“CTapUHHO-TIAaTETHYECKOE YTCHHE OTIA, W CEHTHMEHTAIBbHO-/IbSYKOBCKOE U
MoHoToHHOE urenue” yuntens Ceprest VBannna.''> OH yTBepiKAaeT, 4TO Y HUX
“greHue OBUIO [...] MMOMCTHHE a3apTHOE B MPOJOIDKCHUE HECKONBKHUX JIET |
“OHO UMEII0 OTPOMHOE BIIMSHUE Ha [...] MOpaIbHOE pa3BUTHE” aBTOPA, TAK KaK
MaJIBYMKy JIaBajIM MOJICIYIINBATh, BCE TO, YTO YHTAJIOCh, BO3OYKAash MPEexIe-
BPEMEHHO €ro 4yBCTBEHHOCTD. '

IIpumeuaTensHO, U4TO “maTpuapxaibHbIM~ 00pa30oM YUTAIMCh HE IIEPKOB-
HbIE, a HOBEHINNE TNOTHUECKHE WM HCTOpPUYECKHE poMaHbl. Brpouewm, cyns
o [emckum eodam bazposa-sryka Ha pyOeKe BEKOB U JCTH, ObIBAJIO, YHTAIH
BCIIYyX WJIM Hau3yCTb B3pOCIbIM. MaJIeHbKUI Iepoii YuTaeT Tere u cectpe Tbvi-
CAYY U 0OHY HOYb, YATAET MaMe Pa3HbIC KHUTHU “‘IUIs €€ Pa3BICUCHbs, a NHOTA
JUTS €€ YCBITUICHBsL.” 114

Kaxk y I'puropsesa, Tax u B [lemckux 2o0ax Bazposa-enyka, 9TeHUE TIPEICTA-
€T TOYTH UCKITIOYUTENIHHO JIOMAITHNM, 3UMHHM, 3aHATHEM, TPOTHBOCTOS yKe-
HHIO, OXOTE U JJPYTUM CEJILCKHUM JIETHUM pa3BiedueHHsIM. Jpyrie Memyapsl pas-
JISTISIFOT C TIOBECTSIMU ¥ pOMaHaMU IIPe00IIaIatoIIy o ¢ ATIOXH CeHTHMEHTAIN3Ma
Jr000BB K YTCHHUIO Ha JIOHE pupobL. !> KapaM3uH nMoka3bIBaeT Kak “‘MajeHbKUi
repoii B IECTh WM CEMb YacOB JIETHETO yTpa, MOLENIOBAB PYKy Y CBOETO OTLa,
CIIENINII C KHUTOIO Ha BBICOKHMIT Oeper Bosrn, B opexoBble KYCTOUKH, O] CEHb
JpesHero ay6a.”''® [Togo6HbIe ciieHbl Mbl BeTpeuaeM y I'epiiena u JI. Toncroro,
6omee mpaBaOMOTO0HO B INIaBaxX, IJIe PeUb UIET YiKe O FOHOCTH repost.'!’

ITo mMHeHHUIO HccrienoBaresneif, MOAa COOTHOCHTCS C PacHpOCTPaHEHHEM
KHHUT MaJICHBKOTO (opmara.'® A memyapras 3amucs M.H. MypaBbesa 1790-
X T. TOKA3bIBAET HAM YETHIPEXJICTHETO MaJIBYNKa, CTAPAIOIIETOCS “‘CaMOYYKOI0
pa3ymeTs” GombIIoi TOM HH KBapTo XVI B. “Beprunms mox 9ucTeiM HEOOM Ha
nBope y PuiatoBa, CHIs Ha CKaMbE WIIH JIeXa B TPaBe I'yCTOM, y Ipyzia, B camy,
1771-1772 Tof10B B Bostorze.”!" Bmecre ¢ Tem, Memyapst boioToBa GpukcupyoT

"2 TpuropbeB 1980: 65.

™3 TaM xe: 30; 32-33.

"4 AKCaKoB 1966: 412.

5 ButT™MaH 2008: 380.

16 KapamsuH 1964: 767.

17 “B 1827 s mpuBe3 ¢ coboto [B nepesHio] [lmyrapxa u llusnepa; paHo yTpoM yXOIui 5 B JiecC,
B Hallly, KaK MOXHO JIaJIbIlie, TaM JIOXKHJICS TIOJT I€PEBO M, BOOOpaxkas, 4TO 3TO OOreMcKue jeca,
gutan caM o cebe Beayx” ([epreH 1956: 73); “MHorna, u OBONBHO 9acTo, 51 BCTaBal paHo. [...] S
JKUBO OZICBAJICS, OPaJl IO MBIIIKY MOJIOTEHIIE M KHUTY (PPaHIy3CKOr0 pOMaHa U IIeJT KynaTbCs B
peke B TeHU Oepe3HHKa, KOTOPBI OBLI B MOIBEPCTE OT JoMa. TaM s JIOKHUIICS B TGHH Ha TPaBe U
YUTal, U3peKa OTphIBas Ia3a oT KHUIHK....” (Tonctoit 1978: 288).

8 KouerkoBa 1994: 160; Chartier 1997: 296. O cemuoTuke popmara pycckoil KHuTH XVIII B.
oM. Breuillard 2012.

19 Jlazapuyk 1999: 42-43. O “Beprunun” MypasseBa cM. Hamm Rossi 2005 n Rossi 2008.

73



| 1avPA POCCH |

y’Ke 3a0bITO€ HEy0OCTBO KHUT HOBOTO THIIA, TAKUE, KAK KyIIJICHHBIC UM YK€ HE
B eTcTBe Apeenuoa 2° v JKunbnas: 910 OBUTH TIEpBBIC KHUTH, KOTOPBIE KYITHIT
S B TETPaJsIX M KOM IPUHYK/IEH ObUT BIIEPBbIE YUNThCS CKIIA/IbIBATh U CIITMBAThH
B TETPAJIKY, 1a0Bl MHE UX YHTATh OBLIO MOXHO,”'?! 4TO OH W ceNal B MyTH C
BEJIMKUM Y/IOBOJILCTBUEM.

MBI HavaIM ¢ yTBEpXKJCHUS, YTO Y PyCCKUX MHcaTeIel HaOIoaaeTcst TeH-
JICHIMSI K OTOXKAECTBIICHUIO OIPEACICHHON MCTOPUYECKOM 3MOXM WIIM JTara
JKM3HEHHOTO ITYTH C IPOYUTAHHOM B TO BpeMs KHUTOW, TIPUBOJISI Pa3HbIE TIPH-
Mepbl aBTOOHOTpauieckoil (yHKINU paccKa3oB O YTEHHSX. 3[1€Ch 0COOCHHO
Ba)KHA TeMa NPUOOLICHUs K JIUTeparype U (POPMUPOBAHHS OIPEICIICHHBIX BKY-
COB Oymyuiero jureparopa win MHTeJuMredra. OQHaKo U3 [MOBECTBOBAHUI O
JICTCKUX YTCHUSIX MOXKHO U3BIICUb TAKIKE PACCYIKACHHS O YTEHUH KaK TAKOBOM.

C. AkcakoB oOpalaeT BHUMaHHE Ha B3aUMOJICHCTBUE YTCHHS U (aHTa3uU
pebenka. To B cBoeM mepeckaze Poccusovl Matepu U Tbicauu u 0OHOU HOUYU
TeTe U cecTpe barpoB-BHYK HEBOIBHO 00OTAIAET IPOYNTAHHYIO HCTOPHUIO BbI-
JIyMaHHBIMH JICTAISIME,'>> TO OH BBOZIHT B CBOH JIETCKHE UTPBI C CECTPOil IpH-
KJTFOUCHHST, M3BJICYCHHBIC U3 IPOYMTAHHON KHHUTH.'?

Yarme oTMeyaeTcs BIAaCTh YTCHUS HaJl BDEMEHEM M JIaKe HaJl OOJE3HSIMH.
[To moBoxy moe31ku, MPOBEACHHOI 3a YTeHHEM Apeenudsi u Kunbnasa, A. bo-
JIOTOB ITUILIET:

UreHne cux 00eUX KHUT TaK 3aHMMaJI0 MOE€ BHUMaHHUe, 4TO s B ceil
pa3 1 He BUAAJT MOYTH TeX MECT, MUMO KOTOPBIX MBI €XaJli, U BCE
MYTELIeCTBUE MOE JIENajo TOJb MPUATHBIM U BECEJbIM, YTO s HE
MIOMHIO, 4T00 KoTra-HUOY/b B MHOE BPEMsI PETIPOBOXK 1A Iy TelIe-

CTBHE C CTOJIb MHOTUM YOBOJLCTBHEM, KaK ToraamiHee. >

A B [emckux 2cooax bazposa-enyka paccKa3bIBACTCS, KaK CTapblii NPHUATENb
ITerp UBanoBrY UnmuaroB “yxke HE3aI0ITO O €ro CMEPTH, OUYeHb OOIBHOH,”
“3a0BIB CBOIO 0O0JIE3HDb M YaCTO BO3BPAIIAIONINECS MYyUUTEIbHBIC €€ IPHIa/I-
KH,” CITylIasi YTEHHE HAaU3yCTh JIIOOMMBIX ITOJTOB, “‘CMESUICS] CAMBIM BECEIBIM
CMEXOM, MOBTOPSISI HEKOTOPBIE CTUXU WM BBIPAXKEHUS” U HAKOHELl IPU3HACH,
“C JKUBBIM U SICHBIM B3IVISIIOM,” UTO YTEHHE TaK YTEIIMIO, YTO My YK€ “He
HaJI0 U mpueMa onuyma.”'

20 Apeenuda ToOBecTh Teponveckas counHeHHas Moannom bapkiaem a ¢ nathHCKaro Ha
CIIaBEHOPOCCUHCKHUIT TepeBeJeHHAst 1 MUTOJIOTHIECKHMH U3bSICHEHHSIMI YMHOKeHHAsI T Bacwmus
Tpenuakosckaro |...], T. 1-2, CII6. npu umn. Akaj. HayK.

21 BonoToB 1993: 287.

22 AKCakoB 1966: 375; Tam xe: 433.
25 Tam xKe: 321.

24 BOJOTOB 1993: 204.

25 AKCakoB 1966: 488.
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[MTMCBMEHHAS JIMTEPATYPA B POCCHUU B XIX BEKE,
EE COIIMOKVJIBTYPHBIE ®YHKIIMN 1 YHUTATEJIN

A.N. PeiitOmar
HOBOE JINTEPATYPHOE OBO3PEHHUE

Jns pycckux unrareneil XX Beka B KaueCTBE HOPMAJIbHOU JINTEPaTyphl BHICTY-
najna jaureparypa neudarHass. KoHedHo, HEpeJKO TEKCThbl PaclpOCTPAHSIINCE B
PYKOIIMCHOH (hopMe, BO BTOPOH IOJIOBHHE XX BeKa BaXKHYIO POJIb UTPajl CAaMHU3/1aT,
HO BCE 3TO BOCIPUHUMAJIOCHh KaK HEKHE OTKIOHEHUs OT HOPMBI. [InchMeHHBIH
TEKCT ToNajal B PyKH 4uTarelns (eciy He ObUl HalMcaH MM CaMHUM) BechbMa
PEAKO U OCO3HABAJICS KAaK YEPHOBOM, CyppOraTHbIN, HEAOCTOMHBINA XPAHEHHUS.
Ho B XVIII-XIX Bekax ObUIO Jaleko HE Tak, TOTJa PyKOMHCHAs JUTepaTypa
Obuta B Poccru BaXKHBIM 2JIEMEHTOM COLMATIFHON KOMMYHHUKALHH. !

[TockonbKy posib MHUCbMEHHOM JUTEPATYphl B MPOLIECCE COLMAIBHON KOM-
MyHHUKauu B Poccun B XIX Beke M3ydyeHa, Ha HaIl B3IVIsI, HEOCTATOUYHO, MbI
CTaBMM IIEJBIO B JaHHOW paboTe aaTh OOIMMI OUepK ITOM JIMTEpaTyphl U ee
AyZINTOPUH, a TAK)KEe OXapaKTepu3oBarh ee cnenuduyeckue ¢yHkun. Cpasy
JKe, BO M30eKaHWE HEAOpa3yMEHHH, OrOBOPUM, YTO BBIPAKEHHE “TIMCHMEH-
Hast IuTeparypa’” yrnoTpeOieHo TOCTaTOYHO YCIIOBHO, KaK aHAJIOT BBIPKCHHUS
“NUCbMEHHBIE TEKCThI.”

HauneM ¢ KpaTkoro, HO BaKHOIO TEOPETUUECKOIO BBEICHUSI.

IIpexxie BCero OTMETUM, YTO UTEHUE, B OTIIMYME, CKAXKEM, OT YCTHOU peuH,
HE SIBJISIETCS aHTPOIOJIOTHUYECKOH XapakTepucTHKol uenoBeka. Ckopee Ha000-
POT, B UCTOPUHU YEJIOBEYECTBA CYIIECTBOBAJINA JOCTATOYHO PA3BUTHIE KYJIbTYPBI,
B KOTOPBIX HE ObUIO MUCbMEHHOCTH. Korja ke MUCbMEHHOCTh MOSIBHIIACH, K
Hel OblTa MPHUYACTHA JOJT0€ BPEeMsI HUUTOXKHAS YacTh HaceJIeHUs. ToNbko B
XIX—XX BeKkax B HEKOTOPHIX CTpaHaX YTEHHE Kak (hopMa COMMAaIHHON KOMMY-

T Cwm.: Peiicep 1959: 5-41; MBUIBHUKOB 1964: 37—53; Pelicep 1970: 41-78; Po3oB 1971; JloxuHa
1999: 34—51; BoskoBa 2009: 26—37; Kubapauna 2012.
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HUKAIlM{ CTaJIO TPUCYIIE OONBIIMHCTBY HaceleHHs, HO U B XXI Beke cyIie-
CTBYET HEMAJIO CTPaH, III€ yMEIOLIME YUTAaTh COCTABISAIOT MEHBIIUHCTBO.

Mexay yCTHOM M NUCBMEHHOM KOMMYHMKAIMEN CYIIECTBYIOT BaXKHbIE
pasnuuus.

VYerHas peub oOpalleHa K MPEACTaBICHHOHN 37ech W ceidac TpyIie Jro-
JIeHl, OHa CBSI3BIBAET JIIOJCH B MaJble IPYMIIbl, a MMCbMEHHAS U30JIUPYET JIHO-
Jiei B rpymme, HO oOeclieunBaeT CBsi3b CO BCEM MHPOM. YCTHasi peub Oojee
SMOLMOHANbHA, a MIUCbMEHHAs — pallMoHaabHa. [IuCbMEHHBIN TEKCT OTUYX/1a-
€T BBICKa3bIBaHUE, MO3BOJISIET HE pa3 BO3BPALIATHCS K HEMY, aHAJIU3UPOBATh,
paccMmaTpuBaTh ajJbTepHATHBHBIC BapHaHThl U T.J1. OH MOMOraeT 0CBOOOIUTH
YHUTATENs OT BIUSHUS HEIIOCPEACTBEHHOTO OKPYKEHHS, OT HaBSI3bIBAEMBIX MM
WJe U SMOIMI U 00pecTH HOBBIE MJIEH M AMOIMHU. B TO ke Bpems MUChbMEH-
HOCTb ITO3BOJISIET CYIIECTBEHHO YBEIMYHUTh (POHJ 3HAHUM U HIEH, KOTOPBIMU
pacrnonaraeT o01ecTBo B 1ei0M. [lo cioBaM aMepuKaHCKOTO cormornora J[»-
Buaa Pucmena, cormaneHas (QyHKIMS 9TEHUS — “‘CBA3aTh WHAWBHIOB OIHOTO
C IPYyTHM TIOCPEICTBOM COBMECTHOTO 00JIa/IlaHNsl CHMBOJINYECKUMH (hOpPMaMH,
KOTOpPbIE TPEBOCXOIAT WHIMBHAYalIbHbIE CIIOCOOHOCTH TOBCETHEBHOTO Ha-
OmromeHyst, popmMaMu, KOTOphIE TIEpEeHOCST Hac, 1o ciaoBaMm OpTerH, Ha ‘Bep-
mHy BpeMmen’.”? TIoaToMy Ha paHHEW CTaliM 3amUChIBAIICH TOJBKO CaMble
Ba)KHBIE TEKCThI: CaKpaJIbHbIE, OTHOCSIIUECS K 3aKOHOAATENbCTBY U T.JI.

Ho xorna Ha ompeneneHHOM 3Tarne pa3BUTHs OOLIECTBA BO3HUKIA IeYaT-
Hasi KOMMYHHKAIUsI, TO OKa3aJl0Ch, YTO OIIO3MLUS TIe4aTHOE/ TMCBMEHHOE Ha
HOBOM JTarie BO MHOTOM BOCIIPOHM3BOJUT OIIIO3MIUIO MHCbMEHHOE/YCTHOE.
Temnepp MuChMEHHAs KOMMYHHKAITUS BBICTYTNAeT Kak 0ojiee 3MOIMOHATIbHAS,
a TeJaTHas — Kak Oojee parroHa bHAasl; MMCbMEHHAs — KaK TPyTIoBas (YHciIo
YUTAIOIUX PYKOIMCHBIC KHUTH OBUIO OYE€Hb HEBEIIMKO), @ IIeYaTHask — KaK yHH-
BepcallbHasl, OTEHIIMAIBHO Kacaromascs BCeX.

OnATh-Takyu, HAa paHHEH CTaJANK Pa3BUTHUS T€YATH M3/1aBAIIHCh TOJIBKO TEK-
CTBI, Kacarolyuecs: Hanbosee BaKHBIX MUPOBO33PEHUYECKUX U COLMAIIBHBIX BO-
npocos. B uccnenosanun H. Bap6anen Hoxann [ymenbepe u nauano xnueo-
neuamanus 6 Eepone yoennTeapHO NOKa3aHO, YTO TVIABHBIMH TIPEIIOCHUIKAMH
BO3HHUKHOBEHHMSI KHUTOIIEUaTaHusl ObUIM HE CTOJIBKO POCT TOPOJIOB, TOPTOBIIH,
pa3BUTHE peMeciia, HayKH, CKOJIBKO CTPEMJIEHHE JTUKBUANPOBATH MOHOMOIHIO
LIEPKBU Ha JyXOBHOE 3HaHHWE, 00ECIEUNUTh NPAaBO MUPSH Ha yTeHue CBslleH-
HOTO THCaHUs.

Oto IlpocBeleHre Kacanoch TOro, YTO MO TOTJALIHUM IIPEJCTaB-
JICHUSIM COCTABIISUIO OCHOBY HEJIOBEYECKOTO OBITHSL — OTHOLICHHE
4eJoBeKa K 0ory, OMmKHEMY U ‘MHUpY,” €ro IyTH K ‘BEYHOMY cIiace-

auro.” [...] Tombko mepen 3agadeii aToro [IpocBerienns — gaTh Kax-

2 Riesman 1955: 24.
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JIOMY Y€JIOBEKY KHUTH, BEyIl[He K ‘BEUHOMY CITaCEHHIO,” — pa3BUTast
1 BITOJTHE KM3HECHOCOOHAs CHCTeMa KHUTOITHCAHUs Oblla HAITISTHO
OeCCHIBHOI: JTUTETbHBIA TPy, Pe3yabTaTOM KOTOPOTO OBLT Kak-
JBIA pa3 OAMH CIIHCOK, MOT YAOBIETBOPUTH JIMIIb HYXIbI HEOOIb-
OH ¥ B OCHOBHOM HMMYILEH WM YYEHOM 4acTH ‘XPUCTHAHCKOTO
YeJI0BEYECTBa,” OCTABILSS IPYTYIO, 3HAYNTEIHLHO OOJIBIIYIO €0 JacTh
BO BJIACTH JTyXOBEHCTBA, 3aHATOTO ‘MHUPCKHMH J€JIaMH,” CTSKATelIb-
CTBOM M CBOEKOPBICTHO MICKaXKaromero ‘6oxne cioBo.” Miee sToro
IIpocserenus B ee CTONKHOBEHUU C YMOM U YMEHHEM PEMECIICHHO-
TexHuueckuM EBpona u 00s13aHa n300peTeHneM KHUroneyaraHus.

Temepb ocTaHOBHMCSA Ha poccuiickoit cmenuduke. Ecimu Bo Bcem mmpe, OT
Wranun n Ucnannu 1o Kutas u SInoann KHUTOIEYaTaHUE Pa3BUBAIOCH ‘CHH3Y,
KakK JacTHOE JIeJI0, OTBEYarollee MoTpeOHOCTsIM HaceneHus, To B Poccun oHO
OBUTO BBEJICHO TOCYJAPCTBOM M JIOITOE BPEMs SIBISUIOCH €T0 MOHOmonuen. 1
TMIO3/THEE, KOT/a MOSBUIIMCH YacTHBIC THITOTpadUy U M3JaTed, TOCYIapCTBO C
MOMOIIBIO LIEH3YPBI U PsiJia APYTUX MEXaHU3MOB OUEHb )KECTKO KOHTPOIUPOBAIIO
BBIXOZAIIYIO NeYaTHYI0 Mpoaykiuio. [losToMy medars ¢ TeX MOp U MOUYTH 1O
HAaIIMX JHeH BOCIIPHHUMAIACh KaK O(HUIHaIbHast, BOIUIONIAIONIAs 000psieMble
TOCylapcTBOM II€HHOCTU. [lapajienbHO CyLIECTBOBAJIO pPaclpOCTpaHEHHE
TEKCTOB B PYKONMHCHOI Qopme. DTH TEKCThl OBUIM MapKHPOBaHBI Kak
YJacTHbIC, IPYMIIOBBIC, @ MHOTJA W AHTUIPABUTEILCTBEHHBIC, HO HUKaK HE
rOCy/lapCTBCHHEIE.

BaxHO mpuHMMATh BO BHUMaHHUE €IIle OJHO 00cTOosATeIbCTBO. B Poccuu B
CHITy psiia IPUYMH TPEThE COCIOBHE OBLIO Topasno ciabee, yeM B 3amajHON
EBporie, 1 Moty HE UMEINO rooca B 00CYKJIEHUH TOCYIapCTBEHHBIX U COLH-
anpHBIX pobiem. Kak crencTre, ABOPSIHCTBO HE MO3BOJIUIO (B TOM YHCIIE C
MIOMOIIBIO [IEH3YPbI) BBIPA3UTHCS B cepe MmevaTH HEeHHOCTSIM U BKycaM Tpe-
TBETO COCJIOBHS, JaXKe Ha YPOBHE sI3bIKA (M3TOHSUIOCH IIPOCTOPEUHE, OOBSIBII-
JIUCh DIIYNBIMU U HEPEAKO 3alpeIIaIiCh M0 CTETUYECKH U MOPAJIBHBIM, a HE
10 MJCOJOTHUECKAM COOOPaKEHHSM JIyOOUHBIC KAPTHHKH U KHUTH, U T.1.)." B
pe3yiabrare KHUTH M3JII00IEHHBIX TOPO)KaHAMU JKaHPOB (aBaHTIOPHBIHA phILap-
CKHI poMaH, caTupryecKas oBeCTh | T.11.) TIOUTH J10 KoHI[a X VIII B. BOOOIIIE He
MOIVIA NPOOUTHCS B TI€YaTh U CYIIECTBOBAIM TOJBKO B PyKOIHCHOH (opme. U
mo3Hee ObIBAIN epUOAbI (HaIPUMeEp, TaK Ha3bIBAEMOE ‘“MpavyHOe ceMuIeTHe”
(1848-1855)), KOor]a MHOTHE TPOU3BEICHUS TAKOTO THUIA, HEOJHOKPATHO YXKe
U3aBaBIINECS, OIISATh 3alPEIIAINCh.

ITooToMy mapaiienpbHO € KHHMIONEYaTaHUEM CYyIIECTBOBala JOBOJIBHO
Gorarasi MICbMEHHAs JINTEPATypa, JOMONHIBINAS €r0 B KAHPOBOM M TEMATH-

3 Bapbaner 1980: 286—287.

4 Cwm.: [IneTHeBa 2013: 13—21.
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yeckoMm oTHommeHuH. A.H. [Iemun nucan: “Ilpu Iletpe u mocne nurepatypa
MIPOIOIIKAET KUTh 110 CTAPUHHOMY, B PYKOIHCAX; I€4aTh JOJTO €IIE OCTAETC
JIEJIOM HETIPUBBIYHBIM, ¥ JJOCTOMHBIMU €€ CYMTAIOTCS TOJIBKO BEIH IEPKOBHEIE
u opunmansHeie”.’ Tlocne nosiieHus B 1783 I. yka3a Exarepunst I1 0 “Boib-
HBIX” (TO €CTh YAaCTHBIX) TUIOTPA(UIX OBICTPO CTAJIO PACTH YHCIO EKETOIHO
MyOJIMKYEeMBIX ITPOM3BEACHUH M perepTyap IedyaTaeMbIX M3IaHUH Pe3Ko pac-
mupuics. OJHAKO COCYIIECTBOBAHUE 3TUX JBYX KAaHAJIOB yXe BOILIO B Tpa-
JUILNI0, U MHCbMEHHAs JITepaTypa HEe ucuesaja M TOIAa, KOrja LEH3YypHbIE
YCIIOBHSI CTAHOBWJIUCH MSITYE.

M3-3a xapaxkTepa MUCbMEHHON JIUTEPaTyphl, 3HAUUTEIBHYIO YacTh KOTOPOI
COCTABJISLITA HE 0ZI00psieMble TOCYIapCTBOM ‘BOJIbHBIE  (MTOJIUTHYECKU, MOPAITb-
HO U T.JI.) IPOM3BEACHNUS, OLCHUTh MacIITa0bl €¢ PaCIPOCTPAHEHUS JOBOJIHHO
TpyaHo. bonee Toro, MeMyapuCTBI HEPEIKO M3 MOPAJIBHBIX MU ITOJIUTHYECKUX
coo0pakeHN HE YIOMHHAIN O (h)aKTax 3HAKOMCTBA C TAKOTO POja JHUTEpary-
poii. [ToaToMy y OOTBIIMHCTBA HCTOPUKOB PYCCKOM ITEUaTH M PyCCKOM JINTepa-
TYpBbI HESIBHO CYIIECTBYET IIPEICTAaBICHHUE, YTO ¢ KOoHIAa XVIII B. OCHOBY 4UTa-
€MOro CoCTaBIIslIa nedarHas npoaykuus. OqHako 310 naneko He Tak. [Ipuuem
eCITi PyKOIHCHas Tpaauuus XVIII B. HEII0xo onucana,’ To ee cyapoa B XIX B.
H3y4eHa ropasjo Xyxe.

TeM He MeHee Kak MEMYapHbIX CBHJIETENILCTB, TaK U COXPAHUBIIMUXCA B ap-
XHMBaxX CIHUCKOB JOCTaTOYHO JAJIS BBIBOJA, YTO CTETMEHb PACHPOCTPAHEHUS Y-
KOIHMCHBIX TEKCTOB ObLIA BBICOKA M OHU OBUIM HEOTHEMIIEMBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM
YTEHHsI JII000T0 YUTATEJIsl TOTO BPEMEHH.

IToaToMy ecThb CMBICI OMHCaTh, XOTA OBI KPAaTKO, Pa3HOBUIHOCTH PYKO-
IIMCHOM JIUTEpaTypbl U OXapaKTEPU30BaTh NPAKTUKU €€ YTeHMs B XIX Beke,
0COOEHHO B TepBOii ero mojaoBrHe. OCHOBHBIM HCTOYHUKOM HH(DOPMAIIH T10-
CITyaT B IaHHOH paboTe BOCTIOMUHAHUS, MCTIOIb30BaHbI OYIyT TaKXKe MIChbMa
TOTO BPEMEHH.

CrnemyeT OCTaHOBUTBLCS Ha XapaKTepe MMEIOIIMXCS UCTOYHHKOB. B Boc-
MIOMUHAHUAX HEPEAKH YTBEPXKAEHUS, YTO CIUCKU TOrO WJIM MHOIO MpPOHU3BeE-
JICHHUST MOXKHO OBLIO “BCTPETUTH BCIOAY,” UTO MX “‘UMTAIM Bce,” “‘UUTalia BCS
Poccust” u T.n. [logoOHBIe BHICKa3bIBaHHS XapaKTePHU3YIOT, Pa3yMeEETCsl, Cpey,
K KOTOPO# MpHHAJUIeXkal aBTOp, IPUYEM OH HEPEIKO MPEYBEINYNBACT, YTOOBI
JocTtuyb Oonbliel yoeaurensHocTd. [103ToMy COOOIIEHNS TAKOTO PO HYKHO
MPUHUMATH K CBEICHHIO C OMPEICICHHON KOPPEKTHPOBKOM. MHpopMalus, Ko-
TOPYIO aBTOP COOOIITaeT B MEMyapax U Mepenucke o cede, C HAIIEH TOYKH 3pe-
HUA ropaszo 6osee nocrtoepHa. Ho oHa BecbMa oTpbiBouHa. [loaToMy TONBKO
IIPY HAJIMYUH PAJa OOHOTHUITHBIX CBUIETEIBCTB MBI MOXKEM I10JIAraTh, YTO HTH
JTAaHHBIE CBU/ICTEIBCTBYIOT HE O €IMHUYHOM (DAKTE, a O TCHCHIIHH.

5 ITbiun 1888: 1V.
¢ Cwm., nanpumep: KysbMuHa 1947: 39—46; Criepanckuii 1963.
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Kak y»xe Ob1110 cKa3aHO, BayKHEHIIas IPUINHA (PyHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS TEKCTOB
TOJIBKO B MMCHbMEHHOM (hOpME 3aKITFOUAaETCsl B X HEO(DUIMATBHOCTH.

Peun nret, mpeskze Bcero, 0 “80/1bHOM0OUEbIX ~ TATEPATYPHBIX TIPOM3BEACHH-
AX (aHTUNPABUTEIBCTBCHHBIMU WJIM aHTHUPEINTHO3HBIMU OHH, KaK IPABUJIO, HE
OBLIM, TAK KaK 3TO MOIJIO MPUBECTH B CHOMPH MIIN K 3aKITIOUEHHIO B KPEIIOCTh).

XapakTepHa UCTOpUS paclipoCTpaHeHus [ opst om ymd.

I'puboenoB, 3aBepiiuB B 1824 I. KOMEIHIO [ 0pe om yma, clenai TOIMbITKY
MIPOBECTH €€ Yepe3 LIEH3yPY, HO 3TO eMy HE y/IaJIOCh; ObLIH OITyOJIMKOBAaHBI JIHIIIb
(bparmMeHTHI (C 1IeH3ypHBIMHU COKpallleHusIMHI) B atbmanaxe @.B. bynrapuna Pyc-
ckas Tanus. Torna mbecy cTainy pacpocTpaHsITh B pykonucu. [Ipustens [pubo-
€710Ba, JJOBOJILHO KPYMHbIN YMHOBHHUK [ OCKOHTPOJIS, BCIIOMUHA: “Y MeHs Oblia
Mo pyKaMHM Iiesasi KaHuenspus: oHa crucana “Tope or yma” u oborarmnach,
MIOTOMY YTO TPpeOOBATIM MHOKECTBO CITHCKOB.” JIpyroi MeMyapHrCT MHCA, 9TO B
1825 I. B [letepOypre “nuTepaTypHBIE IESTENN 3aX0TENN BOCTIONB30BAThCS MPE-
CTOSIIIUMH OTITyCKaMH O(HIIEPOB JUIsl PACHPOCTPAHEHUS B PYKOIIMCH KOMEIUN
I'puboenosa [ ope om yma, He HazEsICh HUKOUM 00pa3oM Ha JI03BOJICHHE Harle-
yarath ee. Heckonbko iHel cpsity codupanuck y O0eBCKOro, y KOTOPOTO KU
['puboeoB, 4T00 B HECKOIBKO PYK CITUCHIBATH KOMEIIHIO MOJT TUKTOBKY. ™

W B Mockse 3Ty mbecy “CUCHIBAJIM HapacxBaT, opydasi 9Ty pabory Ha-
€MHBIM, MaJIOTPAaMOTHBIM IHCLAM, [I0YEMY B KOMHUSX OBLIO TaKOE MHOXKECTBO
HeJernenmmx omuook. MoJoexp yuTaia 9TH KOIMU C BOCTOPIOM M 3ay4YHBaia
HaM3ycTh MHOTHE CTUXH [...].”° A.Jl. T'anaxoB, yuach B MOCKOBCKOM YHHBEp-
cutere (1822—18206), Bocxumaincs /opem om yma, XOOUBIIUM B pykorucu. OH
YIIOMHHACT, 4YTO “MaTeMaTUKd U MCOUKHN HE XY>KC CJIIOBCCHHWKOB 3HAJIM HaW-
3yCTh MOYTH BCIO mhecy [ puboemosa.”!? MHOTIA MO SIUCTOISPHBIM HCTOYHH-
KaM MOXKHO IPOCJIENNTh IyTh pacnpocrpaHeHus nbechl. Tak, H.M. fI3bikoB,
KOTOPBII Toraa yuuics B JIepnTckoM YHUBEPCUTETE, Y3HAB O MOSIBICHUU [ ops
om yma, 3aX0Tell MPoYecTh MbeCy U 3aKas3all ee B cronuie. B ¢espaine 1825 In
OH IIPOCHJI 3HAKOMOTO YHHOBHHKA ITOTOPOIHUTH “‘€My MOJPYYHBIX HEepPErnCcIH-
KOB,” B MapTe MPOCHI ee y OpaTa, a B Mae HakoHel noiyuun ee.'! Tlocie atoro
OH cTaJl caM cHaOxarh cnuckamu 3HakoMbIx. J[.H. CBepOeeB BcriomuHall, 4To
MOJTyYHIT KOMEIHIO OT Hero.'?

TonbKo B OCHOBHBIX OMOIMOTEKAX M apxXuBaX MOCKBBI XPaHHUTCSI OKOJIO 300
CIIMCKOB KOMeI[I/II/I,13 HO 5TO JIMIIIb HUYTOXXHaA 4aCTb o6mero qucjia CIITMCKOB TOT'O

7 Hut. no: A.C. I'puboejoB B BOCIIOMHHAHUSX COBPEMEHHUKOB 1929 274.

8 Zapaymmin 1910: 100. CM. TaKke: Kaparsirus 1929: 216.

9 IlerepOypreckuii crapoxui B.b. [Bypnames B.I1.] 1872.

© T'anaxoB 1999: 87.

™ ITncema H.M. fI3bIk0Ba K pOAHBIM 3a AE€PHTCKUI NEPHOJ €r0 KU3HU 1913: 156, 164, 183.
2 Cwm.: CBepbeeB 1899: 227.

3 Cm.: KpacHoB 1966: 253—256.
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BpeMeHU. B 1830 . @. bynrapun nucan: “HplHe HET HU OTHOIO MaJIOro ropoza,
HET JIOMA, TJIE€ JF00AT CIOBECHOCTS, IJIe O He OBUIO CITMCKa ceil komeaun.” '

OToT ciydail OBIT AalieKo HE eAWHCTBEHHBIM. Hepemko mpon3BeieHne TaK
IIMPOKO PAaCXOAMIIOCH B PYKOIIHCH, YTO C HAM 3HAKOMHUIIACH OOJBINAst YacTh
YUTaTeNBCKON ayauropun. Tak, “catupa BoeiikoBa [[om cymacueowux, 1814]
OBICTPO pa3HecIach 1o Beed rpaMoTHON Pocenu.® OT 3uMHero aBopiia 10 TeM-
HOW KBapTUPBI OEJHOTO YMHOBHHUKA OHA XOAMJIA B PYKOIHCHBIX, [0 OOJbIIEH
YacTH UCKQ)KEHHBIX CIMCKax. He mosBIiIsiscy HUI/E B IIeYaTH, OHa TeM HE MEHee
BBIUTPHIBaJIA B TIa3ax MyOonukwu. [...] Bpsn iam cam [lymkun, B Hadane cBoero
MONPUILA, BUJIE TaKoe OypHOE, BOCTOPIKEHHOE ITOKJIIOHEHHE, KaKOe BBINIAJIO Ha
noio BoeiikoBa mociie pacnpocTpaHeHust ero caTups.”'e

CxomHBIM 00pa30M HUPKYINPOBAIN PAHHUE “BOJILHOIFOOUBBIC’ CTHXOTBO-
perns A.C. ITymkuna. Bot ceunerenscto M.JI. SIkymknHa: “...Bce €ro HeHa-
redaTanHele counHeHus: “‘/lepeBus,” “Kumxan,” “UerBepocTumie k Apakde-
eny,” “Ilocnanne k [lerpy YaamaeBy” W MHOTO IpyTHUX OBUIH HE TOIBKO BCEM
W3BECTHBI, HO B TO K€ BpPEeMs HE OBLIO CKOJIBKO-HUOYAHh TPAMOTHOTO Iparop-
[MKa B aDMUH, KOTOPbIH He 3HANI X Hau3ycTh.”!” [IIupoko pactpocTpaHsuuch
B ciiuckax ofpl A.H. Panumiesa, carupsr J1.I1. TopuakoBa, cruxorBopenust B.JI.
ITymxuna, K.H. battonikosa, K.®. Pruieesa, B.®. Paesckoro, A.M. Onoescko-
ro, A.W. Tonexaesa, “Jlemon” M.IO. JlepmonToRBa.'®

B ropa3no MeHpHIMX MacmTadax IMepenuchIBAINCH HEXYI0KECTBEHHBIC
TEKCTBI, TaK WJIM MHA4Ye 3aTparvBaBlIve MOJUTHUECKYIO TeMaTHKy. K nx umc-
Ty TpUHAUICKAIN COYUANbHO-NOTUMUYecKue (nyonuyucmudeckue) npousse-
oenus. Tak, H.I1. [unsapos-I1natoHoB unTan B 10HOCTH 3anucky o opesuell u
noeou Poccuu Kapamsuna, muenns (3amuckn) H.C. MopasunoBa ams ['ocynap-
CTBEHHOTO coBeTa, miucbMa M.H. HeBzopora o moBoxy 3akpsiTist brubmneiicko-
ro O0IIeCTBa W T.II., IPUYEM, YTO XapaKTEPHO, CHAOXKAJIH ero UMHU TBOPOBEIC
COCEJICKUX TIOMEIITHKOB.

Pe3kumM TOT9KOM K pacpOCTPaHCHHIO ONITO3UIIOHHON ITOIIMTHYECKON Py-
KOITUCHOM NuTeparypsl Obi10 nopaxenue Poccun B Kpbivckoii Boiine. ITo cBu-
JIeTeJIbCTBY aHOHUMHOI'O aBTOpa CTaThby “3arucka 0 MMCbMEHHOMU uTeparype”
(1856):

B 06H.leCTBe BO3HUKIJIA JIMTEPaTypa NUCbMEHHAas, yCKOJIb3arouias ot
LUCH3YPbI U HEBEAOMAs NIPABUTECIILCTBY. CTarby BCSIKOTO coaepixka-

4 Bynrapus 1830: 13.
5 BanakuH 2007.

© Konbacun 1859: 259—260.

7 Tam xe: 365. Cp.: CUISKOB 2005: 21—43.

B Cwm.: DBanba 1890: 80; Muiokos 1872: 207; C.B. 1910: 248.

9 I'mnsipoB-IlnaToHoB 2009: 198.
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HHS XOIAT U3 PYK B PYKH, EPEIUCHIBAIOTCS B 3HAYUTEIBHOM KO-
JIMYECTBE IK3EMIUIIPOB, MEPEBO3ATCSA M3 CTONHUIL B MPOBUHLMU U
13 NPOBMHLMUH B CTOJHMIIEI [...] B pacpOCTpaHEHHH MHCbMEHHBIX
crareil ydacTByeT IMo4YTH Bech 00pa3oBaHHBIN Kinacc B Poccnn |[...]
[pyxonucs] mepenatoT apyr Apyry, 00 HEl TOBOPST MOYTH ITyOIHd-
HO, 0€3 BCAKOro onaceHus.”’

[MpousuttocTpupoBaTh 3TH HaOIrOAEHUS MOXHO BocrnomuHaHusimu I1.J1. Bo-
OOpBIKMHA, KOTOPBIM IHCAN, YTO KOTJa B KOHIE 1850-X TOJOB OH Y3HAJ PO
CTYACHUYCCKHC BOJIHCHHUSA B Kazanckom YHUBEPCUTETC, TO OTIpaBUJI Tyda TO-
BapuIly MyOIMIMCTHYECKOE MOCIAHNUE MO0 3TOMY IOBOIY, COJAEprKaBIIee Xa-
PaKTEPUCTHKY psiga mpodeccopoB. “OTo ‘mociaHue’ — MUCal OH, — UMEIIO
CEHCAILMOHHBIH YCIEX, Pa3olIIOCch BO MHOKECTBE CIIMCKOB, U 51 BCTpedal Ka-
3aHIEB — JBA/ATh, TPUALATH JIET CIYCTsA, — KOTOPBIE €r0 NOMHUIM YyTh HE
Hanu3ycTh. !

Crenyer ynmoMsHYTb U 0CNOMUHANUS 20CYOAPCIBEHHBIX U 0OUeCTNEEHHbIX
Oesmernell, KOTOpbIE COAEpKaJIM MH(GOPMALIMIO O CKPBITHIX OT IVIa3 MyOIHMKH
CTOpOHAX MOJUTHYECKON KU3HU M JMYHOCTSAX MOHApXOB. MHOTHE MeMyaphbl
ObUTH pactpocTpaHeHbl BeCbMa MINPOKO (Hanpumep, B apxuBax Mockssl 1 I1e-
TepOypra COXpaHWIOCh He MeHee 46 cruckoB 3anucok M.B. Jlomyxuna,? He-
MaJio OBLJIO CIMCKOB U 3amucok KHsruHu E.P. JlanikoBoit).

B pyxonucu (GyHKIMOHUPOBAIM M TEKCTBI, OMKIOHAGUUECS OM Opuyl-
anvroll aunuu 8 6ozocnosuu. OHU OBUTH aJPECcOBaHbl OUYEHb Y3KOW ayJIuTO-
pun — ‘cBouM.’ B KauecTBe TaKOBBIX MOKHO HA3BaTh MHOTOYHCIICHHBIE TPY/IBI
macoHoB.” Ho Takux mpou3BeneHHN OBUIO HEMHOIO, U MHTEPEC K HUM ObLI
HE OYEHb BENIMK M3-32 PEIUTHO3HOTO MHANU(QEpeHTH3Ma 3HAUYMTENBHON Ha-
CTH TIpEACTaBHUTENICH 0O0pa30BaHHBIX CIOEB. 3aTO B HAPOAHOW CpPE/le TEKCTHI
PEIUTHO3HOTO XapakTepa MUPKYJINPOBAIN ITHPOKO, 0COOEHHO CPEH CTaApO00-
psnues. ITocKobKy ypOBEHb TPAMOTHOCTH CTapOOOpsIIEeB ObUT OYEHb BHICOK,
a JlyXOBHas IIEH3ypa HE IO3BOJISUIA 11eYaTaTh CTapOOOPSAUECKUE COUMHEHHS,
OHH PacMpOCTPAHSIIUCh B PYKOMUCX.

Kpome Toro, crapblie pyKONHMCHBIE PETUTHO3HbIE KHUTH COOMPaIIN LIEHHUTE-
71, OMONMMOMMITEI ¥ HCCIIeI0BaTEIH, CYIIECTBOBAIO HEMAJIO KPYITHBIX coOpa-
HUH PEIUTHO3HOM PYKOMUCHO# KHUTH.? [{eHnTeNnu, paccMarpuBas mogo0OHbIe

20 “3anucka o MMCbMEHHOMU Jureparype” 1856: 38, 40, 42.
' BoOOpHIKUH 1965: 182.
*» Cm.: TaprakoBckulii 1991: 132.

% CepKoB 1993: 27-34. YIOMSHEM Tarke, 4To “ABTopckas ucnosens” H.B. Ioroms B Teuenue
psizia JIeT 1ocie ero CMepTy pacipoCTpaHsIach B CIMCKaX U Obl1a OIyOJIMKOBaHA TOJIBKO B 1855 T.;
cM.: banakmmHa 2009: 160-170.

>4 Cwm.: Jleprauesa-Cxor, Anekcees 1996: 9-39.
» Cm.: AKCEHOBA 2001.
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[IPaBOCJIABHbIE PYKOIIMCHBIE KHUI'M KaK py4YHble IPOU3BEACHUS UCKYCCTBA, 3a-
Ka3bIBAJIM MX KHUTOTHCIAM B U30Tpadam.?

Cpemn mpuxokaH O(pHUIIHATEHONW MEPKBH TAKXKE ITHPOKO PACIIPOCTPAHS-
JUCh B PYKONHCH HEKOTOPHIC anokpughuueckue npouzgederus, HAIPUMED,
“CoH b6oropoauiisl.”

Bo MHOrOM MHBIMH TIO XapakTepy, HO TOKe KBUTN(HUIUPYEMBIMH TOT/Ia KaK
“BOJBHOITIOOUBBIC” OBLIH NOPHOZPApUYECKUe U IPOMmuUYecKue TIPON3BEICHUS.

C XVIII B. LIUPOKO NEPENUCHIBAIICH U YUTAINCH COOPHUKH ITpon3BeaeHuit 1.
BapkoBa 1 PUIHCHIBABIINXCS €My CTUXOB mompaxareneit.?” Cysis o Bcemy, Mac-
ITa0bl X PacpOCTPaHEHHs, 0COOCHHO B 3aMKHYTOM MY)KCKOH cpefie (yueOHbIe
3aBEICHUS, apMUs), ObLIIH OUeHb OOJBITUMH. BOT HeCKOIbKO CBUAETENLCTB. Oa1H
13 0(hUIIEPOB BCIIOMHHAJ PO YTEHHE UX B KaJIETCKUX KOPITycaX B 1830-X I'T:

YeMm CTpOXKE KOPIYCHOE HAYAIBCTBO MPECIENOBAIO 3TH PYKOIH-
cH, TeM 0oJiee KaIeThl YXUTPSUTUCh COXPAHSTh X U IPHOOpeTaTh
BHOBb. B MOe mpamopuimabe BpeMsi KaKablii oQHIep MPHBO3MI C
c0o6010 M3 KOpITyca [eNble TETPAIH 3THX COUMHEHNUH, Y HEKOTOPBIX
OBLTH [a)ke OONBIINE TOMBI, M HE TOJBKO C MEIKUMH CTHXOTBOpE-
HHSIMH, HO U C LEJNBIMU JAPaMaTHYCCKUMH IIPOU3BEACHUSIMH, KO-
MEIUSIMH, BOICBUISIME U TIP.; BCE 3TO CJIBUIO MO OOIIHUM HMEHEM
“GapKoBHaHbL.”*

Jpyroit MmemyapHcT, KOTOpBIH ¢ 1835 I yunsica B Horopon-CeBepckoii rHMHa-
3un, mucai: “Kak BCAkui 3ampeTHBIN U101, HAC CHIIBHO COONAa3HsIIN MPOU3Be-
JeHns mod3ToB [IymKkuHCKOM miKomel. Y Hac oOpa3oBasiach menas PyKOTHCHAS
O6mbmuoTeKa ‘CTUXOB,” MEKAY KOTOPHIMH IOMANAINCh CTUXOTBOPECHUS BEChMa
COMHUTENBFHOTO JOCTOWHCTBA, XOTS BCE OHHM OBUIM y HAac M3BECTHBI IOJ] NME-
HeM “ctuxoB IlymkwHa.” [...] TlouTH y Ka)xmoro U3 Hac OblIa CBOSI 3aBETHAS
TETpaib, Kyla BHOCHJIOCH BCE, YTO MOMAAAI0Ch,” B TOM 4nciie cThxu bapkosa.
Bor memyapnoe cBuaerensctBo 0 I[lepBom kagerckoMm kopryce B IlerepOypre
B Hauase 1840-X I'T.: “OT KaJeT CTaplIuX poT JOXOAMWIN 10 HAC HENPUINYHBIE
CTHUXH, KOTOPbIE NEPEAABATNUCH OT OAHOTO K JPYTOMY, 3ay4HBAJINCh HAU3YyCTh U
nepenuchiBannch.’ Y HakoHeI BOCIOMHHAHUSI O 5-i TeTepOyprekoil mporum-
Ha3uu B 1881 T.: ““Vike BO 2-M KJ1acce BCIIEICTBUE KpaiiHe pa3HOLIepCTHOTO COCTa-
Ba YYEHHMKOB CTalla BIEPBbIC IycKaTh KOPHU HopHorpadwus. [lossunuck cpenu
YUEHHKOB TaK Ha3bIBAEMbIC “KHIDKHHKH,” Y KOTOPBIX PAHIbI OBLIN HAITOTHECHBI

6 Cm.: AKCeHOBa 2010.

27 Cwm.: CanoB 1992: 353-368; Canos 1994: C. 5—20. CM. Taxoke: Panunn, Canos 1994.
28 Kpenke 1885: 290.

29 Yanslii 189o0: 117.

3° JKeMuy»KHHUKOB 1971: 42; CM. TaKKe C. 48, 50.
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HAIlOJIOBHHY y4eOHUKAMU M TETPAJsIMH, a HAIIOJOBUHY HEIEH3YPHBIMHU JIUTE-
paTypHBIMH TPOU3BEACHUSIMH U MMOPHOTPAPHUSCKIMH KapTOUYKaMH, OYE€BHIHO
BCJICZICTBHE JTOMAIITHEH OCCIPH30PHOCTH TaKWX y4eHHKOB. OHHU Bce 310 Oec-
TUTIATHO W OYEHB OXOTHO TIPEIOCTABIISITN BO BPEMsT YPOKOB HHTEPECYIOIIMCs. !

Emre omHOM KaTeropue MMpOKO PACXOIMBIIUXCS B CIIUCKAX MPOU3BEICHUN
ObuH nackeunu Ha koukpemmvix auy. COINACHO IIEH3YPHOMY YCTaBy MpPOW3-
BEJICHHS, B KOTOPBIX HETaTHBHO M300paKCHbI COBPEMEHHUKH, 3allpelaioch
ny6iukoBark. [loaToMy cylecTBoBasa MpakTuKa MIMPOKOro PaclpoCTPaHSHHUS
AQHOHMMHBIX CTUXOTBOPHBIX CAaTHp Ha I'yOEpPHCKHE U TOPOJICKUE BIIACTH, MECT-
HYIO apUCTOKPATHIO U Goraueii.’? Kak npaBuiio, OHH MOSIBIISIMCH B TPOBUHIUH,
IMOCKOJIbKY BBICMEHNBACMBIC OBLIIM HE B CAMBIX BBICOKHX YMHAX U PHUCK IOABEP-
THYTBCA CEPHE3HBIM ITPECICAOBAHUAM OBIIT MEHBIIIE.

B kadecTBe BTOpPOTO pasaena pyKOMHUCHOW JTUTEPATypbl MOJKHO BBIICIHUTH
TEKCTHI, IEH3YPHBIE TI0 COICPIKAHIIO, HO He Haxoosawue uzoamess iy 6000ue
He npeoHa3HayeHHvle K uz0anuro (M3-3a CKPOMHOCTH aBTOPA WU HEXETaHUS
YPOHHTH CBOIO PEMYTAIIHIO, €CIIU aBTOP OBIIT YHHOBHBIM YEIIOBEKOM). DTO MOT-
J1 OBITh HAyYHBIC KHUTH WK TPOU3BEICHUS aBTOPOB-ICOFOTAHTOB, €IIe HE IT0-
JMYYUBIIUX U3BECTHOCTH B TUTEPATYpE.

Yarie Bcero 3To ObUTH npou3eedeHus nposuHyUaIbHbIX asmopos. Hanbonee
MHTEHCHUBHO PYKOITMCHAs JINTEpaTypa pa3BUBajlach Ha CEBEpEe M BOCTOKE CTpa-
Hbl. TyT CKa3bIBalMCh KaK TEPPUTOpUANIbHAs OTOPBAHHOCTH OT CTOJIMIL, CIy-
JKUBHINX OCHOBHBIM MCTOYHHUKOM II€YATHBIX HSLlaHHﬁ, 1 B CUJIY OTOT'O MCHbIIast
JOCTYITHOCTH KHHUI, TaK U OTOPBAHHOCTH KYJIbTYypHas — HPOBUHIUAJIBHOCTD,
O6nmM30CcTh K OoJsiee apXamdHbIM (opMaM pPacIpOCTPAHEHUs MPOM3BEACHUIH,
TaKUM, KOTOpbIe OBLIM XapakTepHbI st croymi B XVIII Beke. B.H. Bonkosa
CIpaBeIMBO OTMeYasia, 9To “‘Ha MPOTsDKEHUH Beero XIX B. ¢1ab0CTh MECTHOU
MONHUTPpaUIeCcKOi 0a3bl, TPYAHOCTH JTOCTABKH W MIPUOOPETEHMS M3IaHHHA, Ma-
Jasi HaCHIIEHHOCTh MTPOU3BEICHUSAMHE TIeYaTH OTPOMHBIX TEPPUTOPUI IeNann
B CHOMpH PYKOIHCHYIO KHHUTY JOCTAaTOYHO YOCIUTEIbHEIM OTBETOM Ha PacTy-
IIME KYIbTYPHBIC 3aIIPOCHl BpeMeHH. ™

PacnipocTpanena Obula B MIPOBUHIMK M PETrHOHAJIbHAS PYKOIIMCHAS TIEPH-
onuka.* Hampumep, B Upkyrcke H.M. BuHorpajackuii Bo BTOpOi MOJOBHHE
1830-X IT. “HECKOJIBKO JIET W3/1aBall PYKOIUCHYIO TaseTy Jomauwnuil cobeceo-
Huk. OH OBUT ¥ PEIAKTOPOM, U IIEPEITUCUYUKOM 3TOH ra3eThl. OHa Obljla OYCHD B
XO/ly B MPKYyTCKOM MHTEIUTUTCHTCKOM KpyXkKKe.”

3t CemenoB-Tsn-111ancKuii 2009: 168.

32 CM., Hanipumep: [onomOueBckuil 1908: 298—312; Baraneii, Muiuiep 1912: 945—948; 1l{arnos
1908: 643-705; FOnuH 1897: 539-559.

33 BonkoBa 2009: 28.

34 CM. o Heill: A3aJIoBCKHIT 1934: 275-286; [TanukoBa 1974; Bonkoa 2009: 32-36.

35 BaruH 2003: 72.
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Kpome Toro, B pykonucHo# (hopMe pacipoCTpaHsIINCh TEKCTHI, a[peCOBaH-
HBIE Y3KOMY JIPYKECKOMY WM CEMEHHOMY KPYTYy.

OCHOBHBIMH MX Pa3HOBHIHOCTAMH OBbUTH albOOMBI, MICEMa M BOCHOMH-
HaHUA. A1600Mbl TIONYIHIIN IIHPOKOE PACIPOCTPAHEHUE B IBOPSHCKON cpene
B nepBoM Jecsituiietud XIX B. ABTOp cepenunbl XIX B. BCIIOMHUHAJ, 4TO “BO
BpEMsI OHO B aIbOOMBI MHCATN WM PHCOBAJIN TOJIBKO CaMble OJIM3KHE APY3bs;
aIBOOM CITY’KHJI KaK OBl IIPEIOCTOPOXKHOCTBIO OT BIIMSIHHSI BDEMEHH M ITPUXO-
Tei cyap0bl. Mouojible AE€BYIIKH, HECKOJIBKO JIET CPsi/ly TBEPIUBILHUE 33 OJTHUM
CTOJIOM UCTOPHIO TPEKOB U PUMIJISIH, BBIXOAMIM U3 MHCTUTYTA MM MAHCHOHA C
aE00MOM, MOJTHBIM PUGMOBAHHBIX B3I0XOB U HE3a0yI0K.

[Mpennoceuikoit GOpMUpPOBaHHS AILOOMHOIO aHpa SBISUIOCH HAINYKE
OTIpeIeIEHHON JINTepaTypHON MIIM OKOJIONMUTEPAaTyPHOU CPEbl, KoTopasi TpyT-
MUPYETCS BOKPYT XO3iMHA (XO3SIKH) anp0oMa M OCTaBISET HA albOOMHBIX
CTpaHHIaX CJIE/l CBOETO CYIIeCTBOBAHMS.

IHucvma (00BIYHO W3 TMPOBUHINK WM M3-32 pyOeka) OBLIM HEpPEemKo J10-
BOJIBHO OOLIMPHBIMH, NMHCAIIUCH KaK JINTEPATypHbIC MPOU3BEICHNUS, a ajpecar
J1aBaJjl UX YUTATh OOMM 3HAKOMBIM.®

Bocnomunanus nepenxo co3gaBaauch Ui CEMbH MM Y3KOTO Kpyra 3HaKoO-
MBIX, @ aBTOP YUTAJ WX BCIYX WIJIW JIaBaJl ISl IPOYTEHUS OIIM3KUM ApY3bsiM. B
XVIII — nepBoii nojoBuHe XIX B. CUUTAIOCH NIPOSIBIEHUEM CaMOXBAJILCTBA Ca-
MOMY ITyOJIMKOBaTh BOCIIOMUHAHUS 00 0OCTOSITENBCTBAX CBOCH YaCTHOM KH3-
Hu. @.B. Bynrapus, nepBbIM clienaBIuii 3To, U3aB NoN00HbIe Bocnomunanus
(CII6., 1846-1849), oziBeprest pe3koi KPUTHKE.

JInesnux B OONBIICH CTETICHN OCYIIECTBIISIT aBTOKOMMYHHUKATHBHYIO (DYHK-
0. Hampumep, B 1838 1. xymoxxuuk A.H. MoKpuIKuii mican B IHCBHHUKE:
“[CTtpoxu, BHECEHHBIC B JHEBHHUK| TI0 MPOMIECCTBUH HECKOIBKUX JIET OXKHBST
B MAaMATH MOEH IpoIesee, UCICIPEHHOE B MaMATH MOEH NMPUSATHBIMH U
HETPUATHBIMH BIledamIeHUsAMH. KaHBa, 10 KOTOPOH WIva BpeMEHH M 00CTO-
STENBCTB BBINIMBAIA y30p Hamied sku3Hu.”® Ho Hepenko, 0COOEHHO TOCIe
CMEPTH aBTOPA, C THEBHUKOM 3HAKOMUJIMCH U JIPyTUE JIUIIA.

[Iupoko OblIa pacrpocTpaHeHa pyKonuchas nepuoouka B ydeOHBIX 3aBe-
JCHUSX —YHUBEPCUTETAX, THMHA3MsX, ceMuHapusx.*! IHora oHa 1axe HOCH-
Jla ceMerHBIN XxapakTep, kak B ceMbe A.H. u B.H. MaiikoBbIX, BBITyCKaBIIUX
B IOHOCTH COBMECTHO C PSI0OM 3HAKOMBIX JIUTEPATOPOB PYKOMHUCHBIN JKypHAI
THoocnencnux (1835-1838).

3¢ H.P.E. 1844.

7 Baiypo 1979: 7.

3 Cwm.: Crenanos 1966; Tomt 1994.

39 T1eTpoBCKas 1979: 145-154.

4° JIneBHUK XynoxkHuKa A.H. MOKpHLIKOro 1975: 135.

4 Cm.: KpaiineBa 1980: 51—62.
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B pyxomucHoOl (opme pacnpoCTpaHSINCh HEPENKO M HbecChl, TIOCKOIbKY
OHH aJPECOBAJIUCH AOCTATOYHO Y3KOH ayAUTOPHUU — TeaTpajabHBIM aKTepam u
pexuccepam. Ileqaranace nummp HeOONBIIAS UX YacTh — MPOU3BEICHNUS, CO3-
JTaHHbIC HanOoJIee N3BECTHBIMH THCATENIIMHI U HMEBIIHE YCIIEX Ha CIICHE.

Crenyer yHOMSIHYTb U KOHCNEKMbl JIeKyuil, CO3JaBaeMble YJaIUMUCS YHH-
BEPCUTETOB, CEMHHAPUH, TyXOBHBIX aKaJeMHH 1 UCIIOIb3yEeMbIE CHadaJIa UMU
CaMHMMH Ha 9K3aMEHax, a II0TOM IepexosIine “No HACIEACTBY APYIUM II0-
KOJICHHSIM CTYJICHTaM.

WurepecHo, 4To mbechl M podeccopckue JeKINH B ocieaneit Tpeti XIX
— Havyayie XX B. paclpoCTPaHsUIMCh B KBA3UPYKOIUCHOH (hopMe — B BHJIE MaJIO-
TUPAXKHBIX JIUTOTPAUPOBAHHBIX HW3JAHUH, BOCHPOU3BOJSIIMX PYKOIUCHBIM
opurnHai.*

W HakoHeII TPEThS KaTeropys PyKOIHUCHBIX TEKCTOB — KONUU Yice 0Ny ONuUKo-
6anHbIX npoussedenuli. Hepenxo MeMyapHCThl U UCCIIEI0BATENN YTBEPIKAAIH,
YTO 3TO JIENAIIOCH U3-3d 00PO2OBU3HBL KHUS UNU U3-30 HEBO3MONCHOCIU KYRUMb
ux. Axagemuk @.1. bycnaeB BcrioMUHaJ PO KOHEL 1820-X — HaYaJIo 1830-X IT.,
Korzja oH B IoHOCTH 1 B [lense: “Kuuru Obim Torna peakocTbio; OHU ObLIN
HarepeueT; KHIKHOU aBku B IleH3e He HaXoamioch, a KOrjia JOCTaHeNb Y
KOTO-HHOY/Ib KEJTaeMyI0 KHHUTY, TOPOKHUIIb €10 KaK JNKOBHHKOIO U IEPE TEM,
Kak BOPOTHUTh €€ Ha3aJl, HEIPEeMEHHO Ul celsi cliesiaelllb U3 Hee HECKOJIbKO
BBIMHCOK, @ MHOT/A U IeJTyI0 MOBECTh WM TM0AMY B CTHXaX, HE TOBOPSI yX&Ke O
MEJIKMX CTUXOTBOPEHMSAX, U3 KOTOPHIX MBI COCTAaBIISIM B CBOMX TETPAAKax, B
BOCBMYIO JIOJIIO JIKCTA, IeJible cOOpHUKH. TakuM 00pa3oM y Ka)Ioro u3 Hac
ObLIa CBOS pyKoTIHCHAs OHOIHoTeuKa.”* Bycitaes mucai, 9to y ero Marepu ObLT
anpMaHax [lonapHas 36e30a 3a 1824 W 1825 IT., M OH “JaBaj CIICHIBATH TOBAPH-
IIaM IS UX PYKOIMCHBIX OmOnmuoTex” moBectn A. bectyxeBa-MapmuHCKOro
“Peenbekuii TypHup” 1 “3amox Heiiraysen.*

[Ipusenem eme psn ceunerensct. o Bocnomunanusm B.I1. T'opuakosa,
B 1821 I ““cTpacTh K aJIbOOMaM M CIUCHIBAHNE CTUXOB OBIIHM OOILEIO CTPACTHIO:
Ka)K7ast IEBYOHKA 10 MSITHA/IIIATH JIET BO3pacTa M BOCXO/IS /10 TPUALIATH, HETpe-
MEHHO 3aracajach ab0OMOM; KaX/IbIil MOJIOZIOH YeIOBEK MMEJI HE OJIHY, a JBE,
Tpu WK Oosee TeTpajell CTHXOB, JISNBHBIX U HENENbHBIX, TI03BOJIMTEIBHBIX U
HEIO03BOJIMTENILHBIX. HuT/e He HareuaraHHbIe CTUXOTBOPEHUS KaK-TO B 0COOCH-
HOCTH yBaXXaJICh HEKOTOPBIMU, HECMOTPS Ha TO, YTO XOTS OBl CTUXM CaMH IO
cebe 1 He 3aCITyKUBAJIA BHUMAHHUS, KaK 110 [EITH, TAK PABHO U TI0 H3JI0KEHUI0.*

Vyamuiicss MOCKOBCKOH TeaTpalbHON IMIKOJIBI BCIIOMUHAT: ““A 9TO BOCIIH-
TAQHHUKH TIOMIOOMIN JIUTEPATyPy, HJOKA3bIBACTCS TEM, YTO MOYTH Y KXKIOTO U3

4 Cwm.: PeliTOnar 2009: 349-356.
4 Bycnaes 1897: 61.
44 Tawm xe Jlepragesa-Cxorm: 7.

4 JlymIKUH B BOCTIOMHHAHHAX COBPEMEHHHKOB 1974: 257.
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HUX [B 1820-X I'T.] Haxommwnch modMbI [lymkuna “EBrenuit Onerun” (1-1 9acTh),
“Lprrane,” “baxuncapaiickuii GoHTaH” U 1., CTAXOTBOPEHM: JKyKOBCKOTO, Ha-
koHety, [ope om yma I'pruboemosa, iepenicantble HX COOCTBEHHBIMH pyKaMu.”

Iucarenpranmia H.C. Coxanckas (KoxaHoBckas), koTopasi ¢ 1834 T. BOCIIH-
TBHIBAJIACh B XapbKOBCKOM HHCTHUTYTE, Iucaia B aBroonorpaduu: “Ensa Tonbko
MBI BBIIIIM U3 NEPBEUIINX, TIEPECTYIIIIN BO BTOPOH Kilacc, KaK CTHXH Havyajn
SBJIATHCSI K HAM CO BCEX CTOpOH. HarrpacHo ux mpecieoBaim, nucaiy 3a HUX
IO HYJIO B NIOBEJICHNUH, HAJICBAJIM LIAIKH, — TAMHCTBEHHBIE TETPAJKH CO CTH-
XaMH POCITU-pOCITH.”Y

Bo Bropoii nonoBuHe 1830-X IT. “B THMHA3MAX U KOPITycaxX KaJE€TCKUX HE
OBLIO TAKOTO YYEHHKA, y KOTOPOTO HE HAIIUIOCH OBI IBYX-TPeX TEeTPajeH u3 cu-
Helt Oymaru, TBepIoi U MPOYHOM, Torna OoJIbIIe OBIBIICH B YIOTPEOICHUHU IO
€€ CPaBHUTEJIBHOH JICIIEBU3HE — HAMTOJHEHHBIX BBIITMCKAMU U3 TIPOU3BEICHUI
JYYIIUX TOITOB.

Co3maHneM Takux NOAOOPOK 3aHUMAIHCh HE TONbKO ydammecs. Oten ¢u-
nocoda u xypHanucta H. ['misposa-IInaroHoBa, IpOBHHINANEHBINA CBSIICH-
HUK, B 1830-X B 0CO0OI KHHI€ 3aIlMCHIBAJ IIOHPABHBIINECS CTHXOTBOPEHMUS,
u3peveHus u T.1.%

B.. Barus, cbIH MEJIKOTO YHHOBHUKA, )KUBIIHUH B IIEpBOil OJOBUHE 1830-X
rozoB B OMcKe, BCTIOMHHAN: Y YHHOBHHUKA [COCTYKHBIIA OTIIa] OBLIO CIICAHO
HECKOJIBKO TOMOB CTHXOB; HEKOTOpBIE U3 HUX OH J1aBajl MHE; 3/IECh s BIIEPBBIE
npountan “KaBkazckoro rieHHUKa” M, HECKOJIBKO Mo3ke, “‘baxuncapaiickuit
¢donTan”.”%

B Taxux pyKkomUCHBIX COOPHHKAX C 1820-X IT. COOMPATUCH CTUXH, (pparMeH-
TBI COBPEMEHHOM IPO3bl, BBEITUCKH U3 TA3€T U OIyOIIMKOBAHHBIX TOCYIapCTBEH-
HBIX JIOKYMEHTOB, a)opu3MbL.”!

ScHo, 9TO y IOIOOHOTO TTepenrchIBaHuUs OBLT M APYTOi, MOKET OBITH Oosee
Ba)KHBII MOTHB; 3TO, KaK U coOupaHue 6MOIMOTEKH, HA caMOM Jeje “cobupa-
Hue ceOs.” OTOupas Te WM WHbBIE Yyoicue TIPOU3BEICHNS U TIEPEChIBas X,
cobuparenb KJIaJeT Ha HUX CBOIO TIeUarh, npuceausaem ux cebe. Muorune me-
MYapuCThl COOOIIAIOT, YTO OJTHOBPEMEHHO CTHXOTBOPEHHE 3ayYMBaJIOCh HaU-
3yCTb, 3alleyaTyIeBalOCh yXKe HE BHE, & B CO3HAHUM UYUTATEJIs, OKOHYATEJIbHO
MPUCBAaUBAJIOCH UM.

B ompeneneHHoil cTeneHu nepeniucaHHoe NPOU3BeICHHE 04eI0BEUNBAIOCh
U cakpanu3oBajock. [IpuBeny kpaliHuil nmpumep, HO B HEM B IIPENEJIbHO I'U-

40 Kynukos 1883: 9.

47 CoxaHckas 1896: 34.
48 Mom4aHoB 1892: 45—46.

49 T'unapos-I1naTtoHoB 2009: 35, 395-396.
5° BaruH 2003: 34-35.

st JloxuHa 1998: 94—111.
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nepTpo(pUPOBaHHOM BHJE 3aIIE€UATIIECINCh YEPThI TIOBCEAHEBHON MpakTHKH. I
[Henrenn B 17 et (yke B XX Beke) yBiekcs nmosmoit bprocosa “Uckymenue.”
OH He TONBKO BEIyYWJI €€ HAU3YCTh, HO M “TIEpPEIrcal €€ MUKPOCKOITHUECKIMHA
OyKBaMH Ha JIMCTOK TOHYAHIIEH IIepraMeHTHON OyMar, 3aIlil B KIIOYOK 3aM-
M ¥ JIQIAHKOIO HAJe Ha I, C KOTOPOH JaBHO YK€ OBbUI IPEIBAPUTEIHLHO
COpBaH 30JI0TOi KpecTHK.”*

Eme oguH MOTHB NEPENUCHIBAHUS — CIpeMieHUe ONepamusHo npodecms
HOBOE MPOU3BEICHHUE.

WM. Jlaxxe4HUKOB BCHOMMHAJ, YTO MEJKHE CTUXOTBOpeHHs [lymrkuna,
“HacKOpO Ha JIOCKYTKax Oymaru, KapaH/alloM IeperucanHble, pa3iieTaluch B
HECKOJIbKO YaCOB OTHEHHBIMHU CTPYSIMU BO Bce KOHIbI [leTepOypra u B HECKOJIb-
ko mHeit [TetepOypromM BBITBEPKHBATHCH HAM3YCTh.

O.I1. Tlepnos mucan JI.I1. O3nobummny B ssHBape 1824 T. u3 IletepOypra B
Kazans: “binarogapro Bac OT HCKPEHHETO CepaLa 3a JOCTABIEHUE OTPHIBKA U3
Bbaxumncapaiickoro ¢oHTaHa; MPUHIMAs OHOE, KaK 3HAK BAIIETO 0COOEHHOTO KO
MHE PacIOJIOKEHHUS, 51 OUYCHb COXAJICI0, YTO HE OT Bac MEPBBIX IMOIYUHI YII0-
BOJIbCTBHE YMTATh TaKHe IAPMOHUYHBIC CTHXH; 3/1ech B IleTrepOypre MHOTHE
MMEIOT ITOJIHBIC CIIMCKH BCE moBecTu.”

H.M. ‘3b1k0oB numeT poaHsiM u3 JlepnTa B Mapre 1824 T.: “S uutan B cu-
cke “baxuncapaiickuii ponran” [lynikuHa,” a KHUTY MOJIy4aeT OT neTepoypr-
CKOTO KHMTOIIPOJaBIia TOJIBKO B amperne u nuiet ciaexyromee: “IIpexne unrtan
s €r0 B CIMCKaX, ¥ IIPHU ITOM KEHCKHUX, a HKEHIIMHBI HE 3HAIOT HU CTOMOCIOXKe-
HUSI, HU BOOOIIe TpaMMaTHKU — U TOT/Ia CTUXH MOKa3alIruch MHE, OOJBIICIO Ya-
CTHIO, HE JAJIbHETO TOCTOMHCTBA, TETIEPh BIKY, UTO B 3TON IIOAME OHHU TOpa3/io
JyYIIe MPEKHAUX, YKEe XOpOoImmX.”

Crenyer oTMETHUTh U Takylo (JOpMy MHTEpeca K pyKOIHCHOH JHUTEparype,
Kak cobmparenbcTBo. C Havgama XIX B. MOTy9aeT paclpoCTpaHEHHE KOJUICK-
IIMOHUPOBAHNE TOCYIAPCTBEHHBIX U OBITOBBIX JIOKYMEHTOB, CTapbIX PYKOITHC-
HBIX KHHT, BOCTIOMHHAHHH, MyTEBBIX 3aIHCOK, aBTOrpa()OB M3BECTHBIX JIFOACH
— TOCY/IapCTBEHHBIX AesTeNeH, IIOKOBO/LIEB, MTUcaTelel, yIeHbIX U T.A. beim
mupoxo u3BectHb! koyutekuun ®@.A. Toncroro, I1.I1. CBunbuna, C.A. Cobones-
ckoro, A.C. Hoposa, M.II. TToroauua u ip.>

3HAKOMCTBO C UCTOYHUKAMH O YTCHUH PYKOIIMCHOI JuTeparypsl B XIX B. B
Poccun nemoHCcTpupyeT ciefyrolee:

— B kpyre uTeHns nuchMEHHbIE TEKCTHI 3aHUMAJH, BOZMOXKHO (32 HCKITIOYe-
HHEM O4Y€Hb Y3KOil cpesibl 0OraThIX JIIO/ICH, TUTEPaTOPOB M YUSHBIX ), HE MEHb-

5> [lleHrenu 1997: 447.

53 TTyIIKMH B BOCIIOMUHAHMSX COBPEMEHHUKOB 1974: 169. Cp.: CHIIKOB 2005: 21—34.
54 1urt. mo: Bacunees 1929: 177.

55 TIncema H.M. fI3bIKOBa K POIHBIM 1913: 118, 128.

¢ Cm.: Anekcees 1960: 7—122.
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Iee MeCTO, YeM IeuaTtHble. Bo MHOTOM Takasi CUTyalusl OIpeeNsulach y30-
CTBIO YUTATEIbCKOM ayaIuTOpuu. Bo-nepBbIX, U3-3a MAJIOTO YUCIIA YyUTaTenei
(ocobeHHO YUTaTENEH COCTOSTEIBHBIX) KHATH OBUTH TOPOTH. BO-BTOPHIX, M3-
33 MAJIOYMCIEHHOCTH YUTATEIN HAXOAWINCh B TECHOM OOIIEHNUH, H PYKOIHChH
MOIJIa PACTIPOCTPAHATHCS MO 3TUM KaHAJaM.

— Jlnst yurareneil obpaiieHue K pyKOmucsM ObIIIO OOBIYHOHN (TTOBCEIHEB-
HOMW) NMPAaKTUKOH, XapaKTep MaTepraJIbHOTO HOCUTENS HE BIUSUI CYIIECTBEHHO
Ha XapakTep 4TeHus. B ompenereHHOM CMBICIE ATy CUTYAI[MI0 MOXKHO CPaB-
HUTB C HBIHEIITHAM COCYIIECTBOBAHUEM IEUATHON U DJIEKTPOHHOM KHUTH B UTe-
HUU MOJIOJICKH, 3HAKOMOM € AJIEKTPOHHOM KHUTOM ¢ toHbIX JeT. [Ipu onpene-
JICHHBIX (YHKIMOHAJIBHBIX pa3iuuusx (Tak, B Poccun B anekrponHo Gopme
c1abo TpeACTaBIeHBI HOBEHININE HAyYHBIC KHUTH) OHM BBICTYIIAIOT ceifdac Kak
PaBHOIIPABHBIE ¥ BO MHOTOM PAaBHOLICHHBIE.

UreHne pyKONMCHOH JHUTEpPaTypbl OOJETYATIOCh TEM, YTO B YUWJIHILAX H
TUMHA3MAX YYUIH KaUTUrpaduIecKoMy MUChMY, U Y MHOTHX OBIIT XOPOIIHHA
nouepk. Kpome Toro, nmureparypHble TPON3BEICHNS HEPEAKO OTIaBajIM B Iepe-
MTUCKY CIIENNAIBHBIM ITHCLAM, KOTOPBIE CIIABHIINCH CBOUM MTOYEPKOM.

— Paznuune ObUT0 QyHKIMOHANBHBIM — B cTaryce yntaeMoro. [ledarHere
Marepuaibl Heclii Hanbosee oOIMe U PH 3TOM CaHKIIMOHHPOBAHHBIE TOCY-
JJAapCTBOM CMBICJIBI M 3HAUEHHMs, OHM TaK WJIM MHade ObUTM O(UIMaIbHBIMU
(XoTs GBI OTOMY, YTO TPOLUIN arpoOaIUIo IEH3YPHl — LE3yPHOE pasperie-
HHUE MPOCTABIAIOCH Ha 000pOTE TUTYIBHOIO JIMCTA). PyKonucHBIE ke TeKCThI
ObUIM B 3HAYMTENILHOHN CTENeHH HeO(pUIUAIbHBIMH, [IPUBATHBIMU, a B psilie
CIIy4aeB M ONMO3MIMOHHBIMH T'OCHOJCTBYIOIIEH HICOJOTHH WM MPAaBUTENb-
CTBEHHOMY KYpCYy.

— CymiecTBOBaJIO HECKOJIBKO PA3HOBUIAHOCTEH JINTEPATYPBI, KOTOPBIE OBITO-
BaJIM TOJIBKO B PYKOTIMCHOM BH/IE€ M HE NMEITH NTeUaTHBIX aHajIoroB. [lomo6HbIe
MIPOM3BEACHUS ObIIIM HEIIEH3YPHBIMHU; OHU U3 HHUX 3aBEJOMO HE ITOJBAJINCH B
LEH3YpY, JpyrHe IOIaBaJNCh, KaK, HapuMep, /ope om yma I'puboenosa, HO
OBLTH 3aIPEICHEI.

— I'panuna Mex 1y redaTHOM M PyKOITMCHOW CIIOBECHOCTBIO HE ObLIa ’KecT-
koi. [Ipon3BeneHus! MOIIIM MEPEXOUTh U3 OJJHOM KaTeropuu B Apyryro. OxHu
MIPOU3BE/ICHNS, B TEUCHUE ONPE/ICIIEHHOTO BPEMEHH CYIIECTBOBABIIHIE TOIBKO
B PYKOIIMCHOM BHJIe, KaK, Hanpumep, [ ope om yma, No3aHee MOIydallnd pas-
pelieHre Ha MyOIMKaIMIo HIIH TeYaTaluch 3a pyOekoM (CM., Harpumep, clie-
Jyromue u3nanus: Pycckas nomaennas aumepamypa XIX cmonemusi. JIOHIOH,
1861; Ce0600HbIE pycckue nechu. [bepH], 1863; Jlromua. Cobpanue c60600HbIx
pycckux necer u cmuxomsoperut. Jlevnur, 1869, u ap.). pyrue npoussene-
HUSI, OIyOJIMKOBAHHBIE B CBOE BPEMSI, B TAIbHEHIIIEM 3aNPEIIaINCh IEH3YPOH 1
BKJIIOYAIIMCh B PYKONHCHBIE COOPHHUKH 3alpelIeHHbIX Tpon3BeaeHuid.”” Kpome

57 [IpuMepoM MOXKET CIIYXKHUTh CTHXOTBOpeHue TroTueBa “IIpopouecTBo,” OmyOIMKOBaHHOE B
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TOTO, HEPEAKO MPOU3BEICHNUS TyOIMKOBAINCH C IIEH3YPHBIMHU KyMIOPaMH, a 110-
TOM YHTATENIN BIUCHIBAJIN WM BKIICUBAIIN Ty/Ia U3bSTHIC (JparMeHThI, cO3/1aBast
CBOEOOpa3HBIl cCHMOMO3 MEYaTHOTO M NMHUCHMEHHOTO, WIIH, CKaXXeM, CO3/1aBa-
JIMCh KOHBOJIIOTHI U3 TIEUaTHBIX KHUT M PYKOITHUCEH.

— XOTsl pacnpoCTpaHEHHE PYKONMCHOM JINTEpaTypbl HE WHCTUTYLHOHA-
JM3UPOBAIIOCH (T.e. HE OBUIO CHEIMAIBHBIX CKPHUIITOPHEB, TOPTOBIEB PYKO-
MUCSMH, OOILETOCTYHBIX OMONNOTEK, COIEPKAIUX PYKOIIUCH U T.II.), OJTHA-
KO CJIO)KWJINCH yCTOWYMBBIE GOPMBI €€ OBITOBAHMS: TIOYTH Y BCEX YMTaTEIeH
TOTO BPEMEHH B Kpyre UYTCHUS IPUCYTCTBOBAIHN PYKOIMHCHBIC TEKCTHI; MHOTHE
U3 YUTaTeiae caMu MEPEeNrChIBaIM TCKCTHI WM OTAaBaJIN JId KOIIMPOBAHUA
nucuamMm (38. JCHBI' UJIM CBOUM HO}I‘II/IHCHHLIM); II0TOM OHH O6BI‘-IHO JaBaJin
YUTaTb U KOMMUPOBATH 3TU KOIIUH JAPYTUM JIMIAM; 3TU KOIIMHU CTAHOBUJIIMCH Ya-
CTBIO JIOMAITHEH OMOIMOTEKH U XPAHWINCH HAPAIY C MEYaTHBIMUA KHUTAMH, a
B JIaJIbHEHIIIEM C HUIMHU 3HAKOMHJIMCH TIPEJCTABUTENN 00JIee MOJIOABIX ITOKOJIe-
HUH CEMbHU; HAa KHIKHOM PBIHKE, OCOOCHHO Ha MPOBHHIMAIBHBIX SpMapKax,
MIPOABAIINCH PYKOIIMCHBIC KHUTH U COOPHUKH, B TOM YHCJIE U CBETCKHE.

— Jlns conmanbHBIX HU30B (KyIIEUeCTBO, MEIIAHCTBO, KPECTHSIHCTBO, IIEp-
KOBHOCITY)KHTEJIN) PYKONHCHAsi JUTeparypa Obuta Ooiiee 3HAYMMa, 4eM JUIst
nBopsHCTBa. Ecin nBOpsiHe cOOMpany TEKCThI NIAaBHBIM 00pa3oM B IIEYaTHOM
(hopme (KHHUTH ¥ JKypHAJIbI), TO HU3bI M 110 MaTepHaIbHbIM COOOPaKEHUSIM, U
MCXOJISl N3 CBOMX BKYCOB IPEIIOYUTANIN CO3/1aBaTh PYKOIIMCHBIE KOJIICKIIUH.

— BuiacTu BrosiHe JI0STIBHO OTHOCHIIMCH K ATOMY KaHaJly pacipoCTpaHeHHs
TEKCTOB. XapaKTepHO, 4To He pasperuB [lynkuHy myOIuKoBaTh CTUXOTBOPE-
Hue “Jlpy3baM,” comeprkaBIiiiee OXBajbl B €ro aapec, Huxomnaii I Hanoxun B To
&Ke BpeMs creayronryro pesomronmio: “Cela peut courir, mais pas étre imprimé”
(“DTO MOKHO PacpoOCTpaHsTh, HO HENb3s medyarars”).’® B meuartn Hepemko
BCTpPEUANICh W HE BBI3BIBAIN BO3PAKEHHWH LEH3YpPhl YHOMHHAHHUS IIMPOKO
pacIpoCTpaHAIOINXCS B PYKOIIMCH MTPOM3BEACHUN, Hanpumep, [ ops om yma
I'puboenosa. [IpecnenoBanoch TOIBKO PYKOITUCHOE Pa3MHOXKEHHUE TEKCTOB, CO-
JIep KaInX KPUTHUECKHE BBICKA3bIBAHMS B a/Ipec TOCIIOJCTBYIOIIECH peTUrin
n camoii Biactu. [IpudeM rocynapcTBeHHBIE OpraHbl HE BEJIH CIEHHAIBHOTO
HaOJIIO/IEHNsT 38 PAacIpOCTPaHsIeMbIMU TeKCTaMHU. Jlesl0 HaYMHAJIOCh TOJBKO B
cllyyae 4bero-Jimbo JOHOca, KaK, HalpuMep, B CiIydae CJICJCTBHH IO MOBOIY
pacnpocTpaHeHus] MyMKHHCKUX mnpousBeneHui (“Annpes Illense” B 1826—
1828 rr, “T'aBpunnansr” B 1828 In).

[Mocne nmubepasm3anuy 1eH3ypbl 1 OLICTPOrO POCTa YKCIIA IEPHOANYECKUX U3-
JTAHUH BO BTOPOH OJIOBUHE 1850-X TOI0B X 0COOCHHO TOCIIE IEH3YyPHOU pehOopMBI
1865 roga, 0CBOOOIUBIIIECH OT MPEIBAPUTEILHOM IIEH3YPBI CTOIMYHBIE TEPHOTITIC-

Cospemennure B 1854 I., HO 3alpeIlEHHOE LIEH30pOM Julsl KHUTH TioTyeBa, BhILIEAIIEH MO3/1HEE B
ToM ke roxy. Cm.: Peiicep 1g7y0: 53.

58 T{uT. 1o 3eHrep 1934: 513—536.
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CKHE U3/IaHUS U KHUTH 00BEMOM O0Jiee 10 MeYaTHBIX JIMCTOB, MacIITa0bl pacmpo-
CTpaHEHH TOJIUTHYECKOU PYKOITUCHOM JINTEPATyPhI CYIIECTBEHHO YMEHBILHIIHC.
A ¢ pocToM YmrcIa MyOMMIHBIX OMOIMOTEK M KHIDKHBIX MarasuHoB B 1870-1880-X
rojlax craja 3HAYUTENIbHO JIOCTYITHEE U XY/I0KECTBEHHAsI JINTEPATypa, YTO MPH-
BENIO M TYT K YMEHBIICHUIO 3HAYCHUS MIEPENUCHIBAHUS JINTEPATYPHBIX TEKCTOB.
B pe3ynbrate 3HAYMMOCTh MMCEMEHHOM JIMTEPATyphI K KOHITY XIX CYIIECTBEHHO
CHH3HUIIACh, XOTS OHA MPOJIOJDKAIA CYIIIECTBOBATh M B HaYae XX Beka.
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READING WITH MAPS, PRINTS AND COMMONPLACE BOOKS,
OR HOW THE POET V.A. ZHUKOVSKY TAUGHT ALEXANDER II
TO READ RUSSIA (1825-1838)

Damiano Rebecchini
UNIVERSITA DEGLI STUDI DI MILANO

Vasilii Zhukovsky, apart from being one of the best Russian poets of his
time as well as the tutor of Tsar Alexander II, was an extraordinary read-
er, one of those readers who are the delight of the historians of reading.
He left us a great amount of information not only about what he read,
but also about how he read. In his diaries, observations on his readings
abound. The pages of the books from his library are full of marks, com-
ments, annotations.” The way he approached reading changed in time,
according to the circumstances and the texts he read. At times, he con-
ceived reading as a conversation with the finest minds of past centuries,
as Descartes defined it in his Discours de la méthode.> In this case, his an-
notations took the form of questions, objections, answers or comments
to the author whose work he was reading.? Other times, he used reading
as a tool for self-analysis and self-perfecting, thus combining the typi-
cal aims of the spiritual readings of Christian monasticism (see, for in-
stance, Guigo II's Scala claustralium) with a tension towards self-analysis
proper of European sentimentalism.4 In a 1819 note he wrote: “Reading
is one of our most important duties. Miiller says: Lesen ist nichts; lesen
und denken — etwas; lesen, denken und fithlen — die Vollkommenheit.

! See Biblioteka Zhukovskogo v Tomske 1978-1988; in particular, lanushkevich 1984: 14-31.

> Descartes 1982: 5.

3 See, for instance, Zhukovsky’s reactions to reading J.J. Rousseau’s works in Kanunova
1984: 229-336.

4 See Coco 2005: 42-43. On reading in Russian sentimentalism, see Kochetkova 1994: 156-189.
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We must read for the very reason why we must live; that is, to perfect
our spirit.”s

Other times, finally, the moment of reading was for Zhukovsky a creative
moment or, better, the “threshold” of creation, the beginning of an act of
imagination that often developed into a translation or an original poetic re-
elaboration of the text he was reading. The margins of the books in his library
are indeed full of such translations.® The poet often read with that particular
inclination of the soul that consisted in imagining what style and semantic
aspect the text he was reading would have acquired, if it had been translated
into another language and transferred into a different literature. Many of his
most original poetic works were indeed born of translations. “One does not
know what to call him,” wrote Nikolai Gogol about him, “whether a transla-
tor or an original poet” And he added: “by translating, he could obtain, in
his very translations, the same effects as an original and authentic author.””

It is precisely Zhukovsky’s particular way of reading through translating
that I would like to focus upon. I would like to show how this reading mode
of his may have influenced the way of reading and interpreting reality of the
political leader that he tutored. And I would like to do so by analysing the
main didactic aids used by Zhukovsky in the period he taught the future
tsar, between 1825 and 1838, in order to help him memorise the content of
what they read together.®

In my opinion, not enough attention has been paid to the memory aids
used to memorise and record the readings, and on the mental processes
that their use implied. I will now discuss, in particular, three different such
aids that Zhukovsky used while reading with his pupil: 1) iconographic
material (maps, drawings, prints); 2) two forms of commonplace books he
himself had developed; 3) mnemonic tables designed to help the pupil re-
member the content of the texts he had read. The idea I wish to put forward
is that each of these aids can shape a text’s dynamic reality, stressing certain
aspects of its meaning, and thus producing, with its specific structure, a
well-defined interpretative effect on the reader.

5 Zhukovsky 2004: 136.

¢ Thus, on the pages of his books, various translations appear of poems by Herder, Wieland,
K.W. Ramler, G.C. Pfeffel and other English and French authors. See, for example, Remorova
1978: 149-300; Remorova 1984: 337-358; Remorova 1988: 376-399. On Zhukovsky the translator,
see for example Eichstidt 1970 and Averintsev 1996: 137-164.

7 Gogol 1984: 348.

8 The works dealing with Alexander II’s education are numerous but, so far, little attention
has been paid to the content of courses and to the main didactic aids employed. See Stepanov
1902; Mikhnevich 19o2: 361-389; Samover 1991 5-13; Wortman 1995: 345-351; Shmidt 2000.
Recently, Timur Guzairov has analysed some historical texts written by Zhukovsky for the
heir about the early Russian history (862-1505). See Guzairov 2007: 43-57 and Guzairov 2013. On
manuals and the study method used to teach universal history, see Rebecchini 2012: 77-102.
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1. Let us start from the iconographic material. The use of images beside
written texts has ancient origins, but it became especially relevant in 18%-
century pedagogy, thanks to authors like Johann Bernhard Basedow and
Johann Heinrich Pestalozzi. Zhukovsky, in particular, was a diligent follow-
er of Pestalozzi, whose elementary teaching method he had been studying
ever since the 1810s.9 Even before he started teaching Alexander, Zhukovsky
had always taken great care to complement the reading of written texts with
iconographic material. The poet deemed it essential that Alexander could
always read “with images,” by making use of “drawings, maps, tables.””® In
the syllabus he had submitted to Tsar Nicholas I in 1827, he had much insist-
ed on the fact that in the heir’s library there should always be — along with
books — rich collections of geographic and city maps, planimetries, prints
and drawings. He even asked the tsar for his permission to employ, for this
purpose, the court painter A. Zauerveid who, in his own words, was busy
with significantly “less useful tasks.”" According to his tutor, Alexander’s
collection of prints should include: “views of cities and various places; ar-
chitectural prints; portraits of eminent men; ancient and modern costumes;
drawings of natural history subjects; historical prints; representations of
mythological figures,” etc.” During a trip that Zhukovsky made to Germany
and France between 1826 and 1827 — which also had the purpose of building
the nucleus of the heir’s library — he visited the shops of the best print mer-
chants in Dresden and Paris, and bought for his pupil many collections of
lithographs.” In a letter to the empress, he had underlined that these were
“absolutely indispensable to record, in the prince’s mind, everything that he
would read to him.”*

In the summer of 1828, Zhukovsky wrote in a note: “During the holi-
days, in the mornings and — over the past six months — after supper, from
6 to 7 pm, we have been reading. We have read the Iliad and the Odyssey
in French, using maps and planimetries of the places.” Reading Homer’s
poems with the support of maps helped Zhukovsky give the epic events
narrated by Homer a real and historical dimension. The poet strived to con-

9 The poet had studied Pestalozzi’s method first in 1815 at the University of Derpt and then
in 1821 in Switzerland. In 1827 he had decided to go and personally see how a school founded by
the pedagogist worked. Furthermore, in his personal library, apart from Pestalozzi’s complete
works, various texts illustrating the Swiss pedagogist’s method may be found. See Lobanov
1981: 165, 194, 252.

° Gody ucheniia 1880: 7.

o Ibid.: 36.

2 Ibid.: 14.

3 On the creation of Alexander I1’s library, see Rebekkini 2013: 77-89.

4 Zhukovskii 1885: 265.

5 Rukopisnyi Otdel Rossiiskoi Natsional'noi Biblioteki (RO RNB), fund 286, box 1, folder
124: “Osobennye ucheniia v 1828,” folio 2.
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fer special reality to the events he read about, he tried to place them in
space and time, while reducing their mythological and fairy tale-like con-
notations as much as he could. To do so, for example, as he read the Iliad
to his pupil, he also used K.G. Lenz’s work Die Ebene von Troja (The plane
of Troy, 1798), a volume full not only of detailed descriptions of the plane of
Troy’s topography, but also complete with a great map of the main places in
the war.’® The map precisely reconstructed, on paper, where the Achaeans’
camp stood with respect to Troy, the position of Patroclus’ and Achilles’
tombs, the mountains and rivers that surrounded Troy, etc.”” Before starting
to read Homer’s poems, the poet had also asked the French teacher, Florian
Gille, to impart their pupil some lessons of Homeric geography.® Similarly,
he had urged Weiss, the print merchant from Dresden, to have the great
collections of lithographs on the Iliad and the Odyssey that he had purchased
during his trip to Germany delivered to him as soon as possible.” If maps
could show the heir the locations of Homeric events, the prints helped him
visualise the faces and figures of the heroes of the poems. They provided
a real image of the costumes of the heroes and their women, as well as de-
tailed illustrations of the buildings in which they moved. The Iliad as read
by Zhukovsky with these visual aids was a different work from, for instance,
that read aloud to the heir by the classicist poet Nikolai Gnedich in July 1830,
in his own new Russian translation.?® The Iliad read by Zhukovsky using
maps, planimetries and prints was historically more accurate, realistic, de-
tailed and much less epic and legendary.

Zhukovsky also used images to accompany his natural history or Chris-
tian doctrine readings. In his Biblical history course, which he taught to-
gether with Father Gerasim Pavskii, Zhukovsky used a collection of 200
prints representing events and characters from the Old and the New Testa-
ments.> The reading of passages from the Bible was often complemented
by the study of Biblical geography and the frequent use of maps. When
these were lacking, the teachers drew them themselves. On the occasion of
the Christian doctrine exam, in the summer of 1828, Alexander’s tutor Karl

1 See the list of books borrowed by Zhukovsky from the heir’s library on 4 June 1828, before
leaving for the summer residences. Arkhiv Gosudarstvennogo Ermitazha (AGE), fund 2, box
X1V zh, folder 21, folio 1.

7 See Lenz 1798.

® Cfr. Rukopisnyi Otdel Institut Russkoi Literatury (RO IRLI), “Zhukovskii” fund, folder
28045: “27 pisem F.A. Zhilia k V.A. Zhukovskomu. 1826-1845,” folio 12.

1 See Gille’s letter to the German book merchant Weiss of 1.9.1828 in the fund 2, box X1V
zh, folder 22, folio 1.

2 See P.A. Pletnev’s diary entry of 24 January 1830, in RO IRLI, “Arkhiv P.A. Pletneva,”
“Dnevnik zaniatii s det'mi Nikolaia I,” fund 234, box 1, folder 2, folio 18 verso.

' Barsov 1880: 286.
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Merder reports the satisfaction of the dowager empress, Mar’ia Fedorovna,
with the results obtained by the two teachers: “Her Majesty has expressed
her full approval of the results that Father Pavskii and Mr Zhukovsky ob-
tained in their Christian doctrine course, and of the maps of Palestine that
they drew which, until today, did not exist in any of the current educational
institutions.”>* Thanks to maps, in Alexander’s eyes even sacred history
could appear more realistic, detailed and defined.

With the aid of maps and drawings, Zhukovsky stripped the stories he
read of their purely verbal and bookish aspects, anchoring them in space
and time. By complementing his readings with the study of maps and draw-
ings, in Alexander’s eyes, heroes lost their indefinite and abstract qual-
ity, and assumed well-defined features, profiles and colours. The heroes’
places, faces, gestures and costumes made a more lasting impression than
other elements of the texts, such as dialogues or the general plots. This type
of reading, supported by maps, planimetries and drawings, had a contextu-
alising, historicising and occasionally demystifying effect on the text. It em-
phasised the descriptive and visual sides of literary works, to the detriment
of the auditory, stylistic and conceptual ones. Similar iconographic aids thus
ended up enhancing specific elements of a text, shaping its meaning and
definitely influencing its interpretation.

2. The second aid that Zhukovsky extensively employed with his pupil
was a sort of commonplace book. It was a notebook into which Alexander
and his two fellow students (the heir attended his courses together with Iosif
Viel'gorskii and Aleksandr Patkul’) copied the most interesting passages by
the authors they were reading. Thus, they collected excerpts by different
writers, which were then arranged into different sections according to
the subject. As the young readers approached new works, they compiled
new sections and, in so doing, they somehow created autonomous texts,
which they could then re-read and use for practical purposes. In one single
year, Alexander and his classmates managed to fill in as many as five such
notebooks.? The final product visually represented the best readings they
had experienced: the notebooks mirrored their own cultural identity.

This practice had certainly not been invented by Zhukovsky.
Commonplace books had existed in Europe at least since the 12" century.
Their use had already been regulated and canonised by Erasmus from
Rotterdam at the beginning of the 16® century, in his famous manual De
duplici copia verborum ac rerum (i512). John Locke updated it in his New

22 Merder 1885: 359-360.
% See Muraveinik 1831.
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Method of Making Common-Place-Books (1686).24 However, the commonplace
books created by Zhukovsky for his pupils had something special: to
start with, they were not an individual but a collective tool. They did not
represent the tastes, idiosyncrasies and cultural identity of an individual
and autonomous reader but the cultural identity of a group or, rather, the
identity that the master meant to forge for his pupils as a group. Secondly,
the notebooks did not remain handwritten, as was often the case in Europe
in previous centuries, but they were published.> Indeed, Zhukovsky had
insisted that they were periodically printed, once or more often every year,
in a small number of copies, so that they could be circulated at court. This
way, they could also be read by the tsar, the empress and their entourage.
If, on the one hand, their publication could represent a sort of control or
censorship by the court, on the other it was also a way of influencing the
intellectual and aesthetic orientations of a large number of people. These
notebooks could orientate the cultural identity of part of the court, especially
considering the cultural prestige that Zhukovsky enjoyed in his first years
at court. Indeed, a quick glance at these notebooks is enough to realise how
they reflect not only a specific aesthetic orientation but also a specific way
of managing and classifying knowledge as meant by the poet. They mirror
Zhukovsky’s constant effort to provide a precise key of interpretation of the
world that his pupil would have to live in.

In particular, Zhukovsky left us two different types of commonplace
books that he used and published. The first, entitled Sobiratel’ (The collector),
published in two volumes in 1829, was divided into two sections: the first
section included the longest passages, some of which were even three or four
pages long, and dealt with subjects such as Biblical history, natural history
or Russian history. It contained excerpts by classic authors such as Buffon,
but also by contemporaries like Herder and, anonymously, even poetic texts
by Pushkin (from the poem “Poltava”) and by Zhukovsky himself. The
second section contained shorter texts, quotations only a few lines long
both in prose and in verse, in different languages, from Russian to German,
French and English. These fragments were collected into well-defined
thematic sections: “the smallness of man on earth,” “monuments,” “poetry,”
“Homer,” “history,” “races and their level of civilization,” etc. Just looking at
the first issue of Sobiratel’ is enough to understand the type of reading that
this aid presupposed: the section dedicated to “History” includes Russian,
French and German fragments by Cicero, by the Russian historian Nikolai

24 On the origins of commonplace books in medieval times, see Petrucci 2007: 15-41; Moss
1996; Darnton 2009: 149-173.

> The fact that, in modern times, commonplace books mostly remained hand-written does
not exclude the fact that some were published, and greatly influenced the culture of their age.
See Moss 1996 on this.
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Karamzin, by Sallust, Herder and Thucydides. It is unlikely that Zhukovsky
and his pupils, in only one year, could read as many works integrally and took
only one or two sentences from them. It is much more likely that they moved
from one author to another, from one text or one sylloge to another, ready to
find the fragment, sentence, or phrase that suited the general view of their
notebook (or a possible practical use thereof). This method for memorising
texts presupposed a type of reading not concerned with the genre or style of
the text itself, nor with the specific features of a national literature, a historical
period or an author. Into these notebooks, Zhukovsky’s pupils entered only
that which writers of different ages and cultures had in common: a theme,
or an idea. This type of commonplace book implied a segmental reading,
especially focused on the content and ready to ignore many formal and
stylistic aspects of texts. It is important not to underestimate the effects that
this method could have. Once the pupil had copied into his notebook the
most significant sentence of a certain text, the entire literary work tended
towards a re-semantisation — in the reader’s memory — based on the fragment
that he had recorded in the notebook. The pupil tended, in his memory, to
extend the sense of the fragment to the entire work.

The choice of sections in the heir’s commonplace books reveals an
organisational and interpretational model that Zhukovsky was trying to
impose on his pupil (and, perhaps, on part of the court). Most passages
collected in the first two issues of the 1829 Sobiratel’ share Zhukovsky’s
intention to show the deep connection existing between natural and
historical phenomena. Through these fragments, Zhukovsky wanted to
show how the entire universe was a God-regulated system, in which the
same laws and constants applied to both nature and history, as well as to
every individual’s life. This is the sense of the opening passages of the first
issue of Sobiratel’, like “A glance at the world and at man,” or “On physical
and moral climate”: the focus is on the correspondences between the natural,
animal and human realms. Nothing is isolated; everything affects its own
environment. The same idea also informed the choice of fragments taken
from the Iliad, from Ossian’s poems, from Goethe or Byron. The Iliad is
recorded into the notebook especially through passages including Homer’s
famous similes linking the natural and the human worlds.?® For this very
reason, the fragments from the Homeric poem are romantically associated to
fragments from Ossian’s poems and from other texts by anonymous authors
of different ages. The Iliad that can be romantically associated, in the space
of a single page, to Ossian’s fragments is very different from the Iliad that
can be read with the help of maps and drawings of the plane of Troy. It is in
turn also different from that declaimed by a classicist poet such as Gnedich.

26 Sobiratel’ 1829: 13.
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The second type of commonplace book used by Zhukovsky, which he
had named Muraveinik (The anthill), was published in five small volumes
during 1831.% This aid implied a different kind of reading from the previous
commonplace book. It required a type of reading in which particular
attention was paid to the possibilities of translation of a text into another
language and culture. This — translation — was an aspect that the poet was
particularly fond of, so much so that he insisted with the heir’s teachers that
he translate his homework and repeat lessons into different languages.?
Following Herder and Wilhelm von Humboldt’s ideas, Zhukovsky was
convinced that every language conveyed a unique vision of the world
and concepts specific only to itself. In the syllabus addressed to Nicholas
I, he had written that a key tool for the education of the future tsar were
to be foreign languages, which were “moyens de compléter soi-méme
les connaissances communiquées par les maitres.”?® In various issues of
Muraveinik, Zhukovsky collected short fragments of texts about different
subjects, which he had read and translated with his pupils during the year.
There, he published passages translated from German and English into
Russian and French. Some are translations made by Alexander himself and
by his two classmates. Others were made by their master Zhukovsky, who
had a real talent for poetic translation. Although, in general, most texts in
the notebooks were translations of contemporary authors’ texts, the poet also
published ample passages from the Iliad, first translated into Russian by
him for his pupils. According to the Russian literature teacher Petr Pletney,
Zhukovsky counted a lot on the appeal of publishing their translations as
an educational means for his pupils. Writes Pletnev about Muraveinik: “it
is known that the author himself never realises his defects so well as when
he sees his work published. Apart from this, those notebooks could also
have another advantage, in the eyes of the young author and translator
(Alexander): in them, he could also find the mature works of his tutor and
he could unconsciously compare them with his, and feel the differences
between them more vividly.” 3

The excerpts in this type of commonplace book required a kind
of reading that focused on the differences and similarities between

7 Muraveinik 1831.

% Gody ucheniia 1880: 47. Zhukovsky and Pletnev had Alexander practice translation
for many years. See for example “Perevody 1833 goda” in Gosudarstvennyi Arkhiv Rossiiskoi
Federatsii (GARF), fund 678, box 1, folder 228. Also see the notebook titled “Sobranie moikh
perevodov,” ibid., folder 229; “Uchebnye sochineniia i perevody velikogo Kniazia Aleksandra
Nikolaevicha (1833-1834), ibid., folder 232.

29 Gody ucheniia 1880: 23.

3 GARF, fund 728, box 1, part 2, folder 2527: “Vospominaniia Petra Aleksandrovicha
Pletneva o vospitanii Tsesarevicha Aleksandra Nikolaevicha pod rukovodstvom Merdera i
Zhukovskogo (18s7),” ff. 20-21.
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the various European languages and literatures, between the Russian
culture and the culture of other nations. Through the constant practice of
translation, Zhukovsky encouraged his pupil to play some sort of mental
exercise that could help him reduce the centrality of his own language and
cultural tradition, and pay more attention to the specificities of the different
European cultures. By having him translate a foreign text, he not only
encouraged his pupil to consider the importance of the balance between
semantic, stylistic and rhythmic value within a work. The young student
would also have to evaluate the consequences of transferring such a text
into a different literary system. The translations highlighted the strengths
and weaknesses of the Russian language and literary tradition. At the same
time, they revealed the different conceptual and axiological organization
of the other European cultures. Pletnev himself never tired himself of
repeating to Alexander that “literature is the most faithful portrait of a
nation’s spiritual life” and that “language and thought are an indivisible
whole.”s" By having him read and translate passages by great English,
French and German poets into Russian, Zhukovsky encouraged the heir
to compare the civil and cultural development of Russia with that of other
European nations. Simultaneously, that allowed Alexander to experience
that things that worked in other nations could not work in Russia. From
this perspective, translating also represented some excellent training for
the political activity of the future sovereign.

3. Yet, the didactic aid that most influenced Alexander’s learning method
were the large tables that Zhukovsky had had designed and done for him
since they first started studying together.>> They were large coloured sheets
of paper, about one metre long, on which the poet had had large columns
drawn on differently coloured — pink, blue, yellow, etc. — backgrounds. Each
column and each colour represented the development of a civilisation or a
nation, which was intersected by rows representing centuries or years. The
tables were then filled in with a myriad of small symbols that had to recall
individual historical events. The poet was following in an old tradition, at
least as old as Eusebius of Caesarea, who wanted to make history materially
visible.» At the same time, though, Zhukovsky was originally combining
that tradition with the ancient art of memory which, starting from Aristotle,
had employed different systems of signs to memorise various types of texts.

3 See P.A. Pletnev’s letter to Alexander in RO IRLI, fund 234, box 1, folder 7, ff. 2-2(verso)
and f. s.

32 On the origins and precise sources used by Zhukovsky to create this didactic aid, see
Rebecchini 2012: 94-102.

3 See Grafton, Williams 2006: 133-177.
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In 18" century and early 19" century historiography, they used synchronic
maps that showed the parallel development of national histories, as in
Friedrich Strass’s Der Strom der Zeiten (1803), or in Emmanuel Las Cases’
famous Atlas historique (1806), or Heinrich Kohlrausch’ tables (1815).
However, the text written into each column was so small and detailed
that it was inconceivable as a didactic aid: instead of simplifying learning,
it hindered it34 Zhukovsky, instead, wanted his pupil to avoid learning
things by heart. Therefore, rather than writing the history of a nation inside
a column in minuscule characters, he had created a specific system of
symbols to recall any protagonists, events and locations of the past quickly
and easily. He had invented symbols for every historical figure: not just
for kings or emperors, but also for nations, citizens, soldiers and a myriad
of professions (philosophers, doctors, writers, etc.). They were all easily
recognisable and memorisable. For example, to indicate Queen Cleopatra,
he wrote her initial, K, surmounted by a crown (a royal symbol), and with an
asterisk (signifying a woman) below it. He had also created symbols for the
common actions in history, both collective (attack, defence, siege, election,
etc.) and individual (arrival, departure, exile, pilgrimage, birth, death, trip,
commerce, game, etc.). The same applied to spaces and locations, for
which he created symbols that contained or were placed near historical
figures and their actions. Perhaps attracted by Condorcet’s old dream of a
universal scientific language, Zhukovsky had created anew, for his pupil,
an original language made of easily recognisable and memorisable graphic
signs, which could recall any type of text read or studied.>> Alexander’s study
room hosted tables of symbols that he used not only for political history
but also for natural or sacred history. Zhukovsky had even tried to translate
episodes from the Gospel, like the Annunciation, into his own symbolic
language3® The advantage of these tables, compared to those containing
written text, was that they provided an instant picture and left the pupil
free to imagine the scene or the situation as he had read it. As the young
critic Andrei Kraevskii, who was an admirer of Zhukovsky’s tables, noted,
their advantage compared to other tables was that they were “a canvas, a
background onto which memory and imagination could paint their own
images.”” On the one hand, they prevented the pupil from learning texts
by heart. On the other, they allowed him to recall the main events just as he
had imagined them, and to retell them in different languages. This way, by
using general and specific tables for every historical age, Zhukovsky could

34 See Strass 1803; Le Sage 1808; Kohlrausch 1815.

35 See Condorcet 1988: 291-292.

36 See the “Zhukovskii” fund in RO RNB, fund 286, box 1, folder 128, f. 8.
7 Kraevskii 1836: 24.
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quickly show the parallel development of civilisations and nations in the
ancient world, in the middle ages and in the balanced system of modern
Europe. Even for contemporary history, from the French Revolution to 1830,
Zhukovsky, after reading Thiers’ Histoire de la Révolution frangaise to his
pupil, had made a table for every year and had entered symbols for every day
in which main events had happened in Europe in that period.:
Zhukovsky’s aim was for Alexander to have a constantly general view of
events. Thus, for over a decade, he insisted that his pupil always study sub-
jects in a synchronic as well as a diachronic perspective, with the help of
his tables of symbols. Judging from the preparatory notes to his courses,
he truly believed his tables of symbols to be an essential tool for the heir to
memorise their readings. The teacher read his lectures or passages from
some work; the pupil took notes into his notebook and then had to create
his own tables. Iosif Viel'gorskii, one of Alexander’s two classmates, admit-
ted that this method was really effective: “I myself — he writes — have created
tables for the histories of Italy and France. By doing so, I now remember
those events particularly well.”? The tables had the advantage of providing
an instant, general view of events occurring at the same time. In an 1823 re-
view of the Russian edition of some German synchronic tables, Zhukovsky
had written: “the simple, general overview they provide is these tables’ best
feature: they are a visual aid yet they do not require extensive reading.”+
Thanks to his tables, Alexander could always know at a glance what conse-
quences a certain historical action had had not only within a nation, but also
in the neighbouring states. Indeed, most history manuals that Zhukovsky
had chosen for him, like Heeren’s Handbuch der Geschichte des Europdischen
Staatensystems und seiner Colonien on modern history of 1809, focused on the
close connections and relations between European events. This applied both
to internal affairs — at the economic, social and political level — and to interna-
tional relations.# The Gottingen historians, very appreciated by Zhukovsky,
were precisely those who started conceiving history as a system, as shown by
the titles of their writings. For some decades then, Gatterer, Miiller, Schlozer
and Heeren had been seeing European history as a system of connections
(Zusammenhang) between political, economic and social factors, strictly
linked to each other and to what happened in the neighbouring countries.
It was extremely important that a sovereign destined to rule over one of the
most influential countries in the Holy Alliance always had a systemic and
compared view. More than anything else, Zhukovsky’s tables were the tool

3 See RO RNB, fund 286, box 1, folder 125 a: “Osobennye plany,” ff. 122-160.

39 Liamina, Samover 1999: 126.

40 Zhukovskii 1985: 314.

4 On the universal history manuals used by Alexander, see Rebecchini 2012: 79-88.

109



| DPAMIANO REBECCHINT |

that could help Alexander to read and think European history in such a way.
Obviously, the tables recorded mostly the political and event-related aspects
of what texts reported, ignoring the psychological side of characters and their
actions. However, they obliged the reader to adopt a constantly detached at-
titude towards history, helped him to consider what happened in the near
countries and to grasp the continuity and regularities in historical and social
processes. The tables of symbols encouraged the heir to conceive Europe’s
political scenario rationally, as a balanced system made of strong connec-
tions and relationships. Considering the type of manuals employed and the
importance of tables in Alexander’s education, the consolidated opinion of
critics that the future tsar’s education was “a sentimental education, an edu-
cation of the heart” seems not completely grounded.+

4. The question remains of why a romantic poet like Zhukovsky, with
his maps, notebooks and tables, wanted to encourage his pupil to read in
such a rational and pragmatic way? Why did he want his pupil, through the
use of his commonplace books and tables of symbols, to assimilate such
a systemic and comparative interpretative method? A completely different
approach had been followed, for instance, a few decades before by the tutor
of Frederick William IV, Johann Ancillon, in his shaping the future King of
Prussia. In an 1814 letter to his pupil, he had written: “You should consider
that a Prince must be like a great Artist, who transfers his ideas to the mas-
ses of his nation and who wishes to confer some ever increasing perfection
to his living Work. Therefore, your task should not seem a burden to you,
but the work of your genius.”# Zhukovsky’s and Alexander’s diaries perhaps
offer some insight into this.

In the last stage of his teaching, Zhukovsky decided to dedicate increas-
ingly more time to well-selected, important works, to read with his pupil
during the evening.# Zhukovsky considered them very important, so he read
them as frequently as possible, especially because they dealt with crucial
themes, like the French Revolution and Napoleon’s age, which could prove
essential in shaping the heir’s political vision. In the evening of 7 August
1835, in the presence of Prince Lieven, he began reading to the heir Mignet’s
Histoire de la revolution frangaise (1824).% Mignet starts with these words:

Je vais tracer rapidement 'histoire de la révolution francaise
qui commence en Europe l'¢re des sociétés nouvelles, comme

4 Wortman 1995: 347.

4 Haake 1920: 23.

4 Gody ucheniia 1880: 3.
4 Zhukovskii 2004, 14: 31.
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la révolution d’Angleterre a commencé l'ere des gouvernements
nouveaux. Cette révolution n’a pas seulement modifié le pouvoir
politique, ella a changé toute l'existence interieure de la nation
[...]- Le peuple ne possédait aucun droit, la royauté n’avais pas de
limites et la France était livrée a la confusion de I'arbitraire mini-
stériel, des régimes particuliers et des privileges des corps. A cet
ordre abusif la révolution en a substitué un plus conforme a la
justice et plus approprié a nos temps. Elle a remplacé 'arbitraire
par la loi, le privilege par 'égalité; elle a délivré les hommes des
distinctions des classes.4°

The narration is fluent, lively. Zhukovsky annotated in his diary: “The begin-
ning is good.”# The heir to the throne annotated in his: “Vasilii Andreevich
read us the introduction of Mignet’s History of the Revolution, it is very in-
teresting.” 4 The following day, the poet and his pupil went on reading the
work of the French historian, and focused on the diffusion of anonymous
tip-offs: “Towards evening, we read a second passage: it was about anony-
mous tip-offs,” writes the poet.# Zhukovsky notices Alexander’s reticence
about this subject and writes in his diary:

It is incredible how cautious the Grand Duke is. I must be more
careful with him; I must try to encourage him to open up. He is
not truly reticent; he finds it difficult to express what he thinks.
This is mostly due to his not being used and not having the cou-
rage to express his own opinions. Our readings will prove useful
to him from this point of view.5°

The following day, Zhukovsky changed his mind. The prince expressed his
opinion very clearly. Only, it did not coincide with the poet’s. That day, Zhu-
kovsky wrote in his diary:

We read and had a heated discussion. The G(rand) D(uke) is
already fascinated, if not by the rules, at least by the idea of abso-
lutism. I must not argue with him. It is necessary to undermine
his ideas, to convince him silently.”

46 Mignet 1824: 1-2.

47 Zhukovskii 2004, 14: 31.

4 GARF, fund 678, box 1, folder 284: “Dnevnik Aleksandra Nikolaevicha za 1835 g.,” £. 5.
49 Zhukovskii 2004, 14: 31.

5o Ibid.

5t Ibid.
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Their readings were one of the means he had to convince him silently. In the
following evenings, for more than a month, sometimes every day, the poet
read Mignet’s work with the heir.s* During that summer, in 1835, Zhukovsky
had the heir read a great number of writings on the European revolutions,
works that showed him the inner weakness of monarchy as an institution in
their age. Some of these were Madame de Stael’s Considérations sur les princi-
paux événements de la Révolution francaise, Mignet’s history of the revolution,
the volume on the English revolution of Hume’s History of England, Schil-
ler’s Histoire du soulevement des Pays-Bas, Koch’s two Tableau des révolutions,
Heeren’s and Michelet’s modern histories, Madame de Campan’s memoirs
of the French revolution.? While reading Madame de Staél’s work, Zhuko-
vsky had annotated on the volume from his library those passages in which
the author proves how the French revolution had not been an episode at all,
but the inevitable conclusion of a long historical process:

La révolution de France est une des grandes époques de l'ordre
social. Ceux qui la considérent comme un événement accidentel
n'on porté leurs regards ni dans le passé, ni dans I'avenir. Ils ont
pris les acteurs pour la piéce; et, afin de satisfaire leurs passions,
ils on attribué aux hommes du moment ce que les siécles ava-
ient préparé. Il suffisait cependant de jeter un coup d'ceil sur le
principales crises de l'histoire, pour se convaincre quelles ont
été toutes inévitables.5+

So ample and detailed a picture of the revolutionary events occurring in
European history could easily have undermined the heir’s beliefs about the
universal and unshakable nature of absolutism. At the same time, Napo-
leon’s fate might have convinced him that, in his age, monarchic power
could only exist if based on justice, and if the sovereign himself was the first
to abide by the law. In 1835, the poet wrote in his diary:

The most important thing for us and for our sovereign is to hold
the law in high regard: if both the tsar and his subjects are used
to abiding by it, then we could do without any constitution. We
cannot think of a constitution yet — I told the Grand Duke — it
is not in the nature of the Russian people yet. We have no basis

52 GARF, fund 678, box 1, folder 284: “Dnevnik Aleksandra Nikolaevicha za 1835 g.,” ff. 5-24.

5 See AGE, fund 2, box XIV zh, folder 21: “Bibliothéque de Monseigneur le Grand
Duc Héritier. Livre de notes. Sortie et rentrée des ouvrages prétées: Chambre d’études a la
campagne,” f. 79.

54 On Zhukovsky’s notes on Madame de Staél’s book, see Ianushkevich 199o: 115.
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whatsoever for such a thing and we still need a strong monar-
chy. We cannot know now if soon or late the moment will come
for a constitution. However, in order to make one needless, you
yourself should start learning and teaching others to hold the
law in high regard.ss

While teaching Alexander the French revolution and Napoleon’s era, Zhu-
kovsky always tried to report the events from several viewpoints: he read
the heir the memoirs of Jacobins, Girondists, realists, émigrés, Napole-
onic officers, Louis XVI’s apocryphal memoirs and Napoleon’s memoirs as
transcribed by Las Cases.® Through these readings, Zhukovsky forced the
prince to change his perspective continuously. And he did so even more
with Russian history, for which he had to fight against consolidated family
prejudices, like those on Catherine II or Alexander I. He made the heir read
texts about the same historical period — for instance on Alexander I's reign —
but offering radically different interpretations. One example is the polemic
pamphlet Zapiski o staroi i novoi Rossii (Notes on the ancient and the new
Russia) by Nikolai Karamzin, and the eulogy Otryvok iz istorii XIX veka (A
passage on the history of the 19" century) written by Aleksandr Sturdza.?
Zhukovsky did so to make the heir consider every historical event from
ever-changing perspectives, even opposed ones, and to always make him
consider both the internal specificities of the country he would rule and the
external context.

Zhukovsky, by reading and studying with his pupil for over a decade,
taught Alexander to read in a comparative and contrastive way. This me-
thod favoured comparing and contrasting texts and their points of view. It
considered various perspectives and directions in the history of different
civilisations, nations and cultures, while underlining their being deeply in-
terconnected. This reading method was even more important in his eyes
because — as he never failed to repeat — “life is study,” and the textbook his
pupil would have to study with the greatest attention was Russia itself® As
he wrote to the empress in May 1837, before he accompanied Alexander on
his study trip around Russia:

Our trip can be compared to reading a book, of which the Grand
Duke is going to read the summary only, to get a general idea

55 Zhukovskii 2004, 14: 29.
5¢ See Rebekkini 2004: 229-253.
7 On Karamzin’s and Sturdza’s writings, see Alexander’s diary, August 1835 and January

1836, GARF, fund 678, box 1, folder 284, f. 5 ff. and ibid., folder 287, f. 22. On Sturdza and the
drafting of the Holy Alliance, see Liamina 1999: 135-145.

58 Zhukovsky had been developing this idea since 1817. See Zhukovskii 2004, 13: 127.

113



| DPAMIANO REBECCHINT |

of its content. Later on, he will start reading each chapter indi-
vidually. This book is Russia. But it is an animated book, which
will be able to recognise his reader.s

If, for Ancillon, the German people had to be in Frederick William IV’s eyes
a work of art to be forged by his genius, Zhukovsky taught Alexander to con-
sider Russia a book to be read and interpreted carefully, which required con-
tinuous contextualising and comparing, and considering the consequences
that any change to the system might have both internally or externally.

To conclude, each of the didactic tools Alexander employed while study-
ing — maps, prints, commonplace books, tables — helped the heir to pay at-
tention to and memorise some specific elements of the texts he read, leading
him at the same time to neglect others. The daily use of these tools for more
than a decade elicited in the sovereign the development of a well-defined
comparative and contrastive method for interpreting texts that could hardly
have been limited to his studies. By reading the books from his library for
years with the help of maps, prints, commonplace books and tables of sym-
bols, Alexander acquired certain habits and interpretative models, which
may also have influenced his reforming policies. The general system of re-
forms that he introduced in his country a few decades later, indeed, seems
to support this view, although it surely needs to be investigated further in
future studies.
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HOW NOT TO READ: BELINSKY
ON LITERARY PROVINCIALISM

Anne Lounsbery
NEw York UNIVERSITY

In a lengthy essay called “Nichto o nichem” (a title roughly translatable as
“Nothing about Nothing,” first published in Teleskop in 1835), Vissarion Be-
linsky sets himself the task of surveying the current state of Russian lit-
erature.” In this article as in some of Belinsky’s other writings, a certain
puzzling descriptor recurs over and over: provintsial'nyi, “provincial.” In fact
one passage describing the new journal Biblioteka dlia chteniia (Library for
Reading) invokes this word and its cognates sixteen times over the course of
a few pages, and over the course of the rest of the article, the same terms are
repeated fifty-six more times.? It is obvious from context that these words
are not serving merely or consistently as geographic designations; the idea
of provintsiia here points to something other than a place. What is not obvi-
ous, however, is exactly what provintsial’nyi is supposed to mean, or why
the category figures so prominently in an article devoted to the longed-for
development of literature and literary institutions in Russia.

Much of “Nichto o nichem” is about Biblioteka dlia chteniia, which had
begun publication the previous year under the direction of Orientalist and
literary entrepreneur Osip Senkovsky. This focus is not surprising, given
that Biblioteka was seen by Russia’s literati as “an elephant among the petty
quadrupeds,” to cite Gogol’s memorable line.? Biblioteka’s success (for exam-
ple, it subscription rate of over 5,000) and the various reasons for this suc-

' The full title of the article is “Nichto o nichem, ili otchet g. izdateliu Teleskopa za poslednee
polugodie (1835) russkoi literatury.” (Belinskii 1953-1959, 2: 7-50).

2 Ibid.: 17-22.

3 Gogol’ 1937-1952, 8: 165.
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cess have been well analyzed and debated in scholarship, and the current
paper will not revisit those issues. Instead I want to consider what Belinsky
and others meant when they used the word provintsial’nyi as a term of abuse
— as a way to write off, as it were, certain forms of cultural production, or
certain readers or ways of reading.

“Nichto o nichem” argues that Biblioteka dlia chteniia is best understood as
a symptom of Russia’s acute provincialism. In fact, the label provintsialnyi is
repeatedly offered up — in italics! — as though it possessed explanatory power:

I ask you not forget that my basic idea concerning Library for
Reading is that this journal is provincial, that it is published for
the provinces, and that it is strong thanks only to the provinces.
Thus I will proceed to a more detailed explanation of the signs
of [the Library’s] privileged provincialism.4

In another passage claiming to have figured out why Biblioteka (repugnant
as it is to literary elites) is proving so successful with readers, Belinsky’s
long lead-up would seem to be preparing us for a major revelation — but
again, the only explanation turns out to be that the journal is “provincial”:

It seems to me that I have identified the reason for this success,
[this success that is] so contrary to common sense and so unwa-
vering, this strength that carries within itself the seed of death
and is so constant, so unweakening. I will not pass my discovery
off as something new, because it may be shared by many; I will
not pass my discovery off as a weapon meant to prove lethal to
the journal I am reviewing, because truth is not a strong enough
weapon where there is not yet literary public opinion. The Li-
brary is a provincial journal: this is the reason for its success.’

A few pages later he makes the same point with the same vocabulary, and
the same italics: “The secret of the Library’s constant success lies in the fact

4 “TIpoury Bac He 3a0bIBaTh, YTO OCHOBHAS MbICIb MOsi O BHONIMOTEKE COCTOMT B TOM, YTO
9TOT JKYpHAJI IPOBHHIMAIBHBIH, YTO OH M34AeTCsl ISl IPOBUHIIMU M CHIICH OJHOIO IIPOBUHIIHCIO.
Wrak, mpuctymaio K mnoxpoOHelmeMy OOBSICHEHHIO IPH3HAKOB €€ IPUBUICTHPOBAHHOTO
nposuninanuima.” (Belinskii 1953-1959, 2: 21).

5 “MHe KaxeTcs, 4TO s HallleJl IPUYMHY 3TOro ycliexa, CTOJIb IPOTHBOPEYAILEro 31paBoOMY
CMBICIIy M TaK HPOYHOTrO, TOH CHIIBI, TaK HOCSIIEH B caMOH ce0e 3apOoiblll CMEPTH H TaK
MOCTOSIHHOM, Tak He ciaberomieil. He BbIIal0 MOEro OTKPBITHS 32 HOBOCTB, MOTOMY YTO OHO
MO’KET IIPUHAJUICIKATE MHOTHM; HE BBIIAI0O MOETO OTKPBITHS U 32 OpyAHUe, JOJDKEHCTBYIOIEe OBITh
CMEpTeJIbHBIM AT PACCMaTPHBAEMOT0 MHOIO JKypHaja, IOTOMY YTO HCTHHA HE CIMIIKOM CHIBHOE
OpyZaHe TaM, IZie elle HeT JUTEPaTypHOro OOLIeCTBEHHOro MHEHWs. bubimnoreka ecTh KypHal
[POBUHIMAIBHEIHA: BOT mpuynHa ee cusl.” (Ibid.: 1y).
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that this journal is chiefly a provincial journal.”® And again, at the end of the
article, by way of conclusion: “The Library is a provincial journal, and in this
lies the secret of its power, its strength, its credit with the public.””

These are just a few of the many (approximately fifty-six!) examples I
could adduce of how “Nichto o nichem” makes use of the label provintsialnyi.
But Belinsky is not the only writer of this period who deploys the word more
or less in this way. Pushkin, as editor of Sovremennik, wrote and published
an obtuse “letter to the editor” in the voice of a reader from Tver’, claim-
ing to express the opinions of “humble provincials”; and Pyotr Vyazemsky
in 1836 complained of provincial parvenus who were lowering standards of
taste.® An anonymous author in an 1834 issue of Teleskop notes that “in Rus-
sia [nowadays], a writer achieves glory in the hinterlands (v glushi), on the
steppe, in Saratov.”? And Gogol, in his 1835 article “O dvizhenii zhurnal’noi
literatury v 1834 1 1835 godu” (“On the Development of Periodical Literature
in 1834 and 1835”), explicitly relates provinciality to the rise of a new reader-
ship by insisting on the “provincial” nature of nearly all Russian journals:
he writes that poor and elderly readers “in the provinces” need a little some-
thing to read, just as they need to shave twice a week.”

Comments like these draw an explicit connection between ideas about
“provinciality” and the literary elite’s uncomfortable awareness of Russia’s
changing readership: to be provincial was to be a bad reader — in some un-
defined way — wherever you happened to live.

However, I would argue that Belinsky took a different view of the “pro-
vinciality problem” than did someone like Vyazemsky. For Vyazemsky, a
bad reader was simply the kind of reader who threatened the taste hegem-
ony that was still exercised (if tenuously) by his own class through the first
third of the nineteenth century. But Belinsky, like Gogol, was interested in
training readers, and his works devote a great deal of thought to how one
might go from being provincial to being not provincial — which is precisely
why he was so worried about Biblioteka dlia chteniia.

For better or worse, Biblioteka practiced what literary elites tended to
see as a thoroughly unprincipled eclecticism, a willingness to serve as

¢ “TaliHa MOCTOSHHOTO ycriexa BHONMOTEKH 3aKITF0YAETCS B TOM, YTO 3TOT JKyPHAT €CTh MO

HPEHMYIIECTBY XKypHAJ MpoBUHIHATbHBIA.” (Ibid.: 19).

7 “bubnnorexa ecTh ypHas IPOBUHIHAIBHbIN, M B ITOM 3aKJIFOYaCTCs TaliHa ee MOTYIIECTBa,
ee cusl, ee kpeaura y myOmuxn.” (Ibid.: 41).

8 Pushkin 1937-1959, 7: 96; Viazemsky P.A., review of Revizor, Sovremennik, 1836, 1. 2: 296.

9 Teleskop 1834, n. 21: 330. This writer is adapting a quotable line from Griboedov’s Woe
from Wit, in which Famusov threatens his maid Liza with exile to the glush “He Gbitb Tebe
B MockBe, He kHTb TeOe ¢ monpMy;/ [lomanee ot 3TuX XBaToB./ B mepeBHIO, K TeTke, B TIyIIb, B
Caparos,/ Tam Oyzerub rope ropesars./ 3a IsIbLAMU CHJETH, 3a CBATLAMHU jKeBaTh” (Act 4, Scene
14). (Griboedov 1967: 170).

© Gogol’ 1937-1952, 8: 164.

119



| ANNE LOUNSBERY |

what Nikolai Nadezhdin called “a storage room for all the wares produced
by writers.”" In his assessment of Biblioteka, Belinsky emphasizes precise-
ly this motleyness and inconsistency, the journal’s propensity for “speak-
ing in several different languages at the same time”: “what a variety,”
he writes, “a motley, varied blend.” Belinsky is equally dismayed when
he finds such incoherence in other publications: he accuses Moskovskii
nabliudatel’, too, of having “no fundamental basis, no center,” of “lacking
all unity, order, [and] character.”3 For him these incongruities exemplify
what it means to be provincial: to be provincial is to be incapable of mak-
ing proper distinctions.

Melissa Frazier’s book on Biblioteka dlia chteniia draws a parallel be-
tween the journal’s “motley [...] blend” and German Romantic theorists’
conscious embrace of heterogeneity and fragmentariness. But for Belinsky,
such indiscriminate combinations were clear signs of aesthetic failure re-
sulting from lack of judgment: as Frazier acknowledges, for him, “this ec-
lecticism pointed straight to the provinces.” In fact one passage in “Nichto
o nichem” refers explicitly to the geographic provinces, picturing the delight
of a “a steppe landowner’s” household when a new issue of Biblioteka ar-
rives: the journal’s strange mixture of texts ensures that there will be some-
thing to please everyone, and in any case, the steppe offers so little else to
read that the pages will be consumed cover to cover. “Isn’t true that such a
journal is a treasure for the provinces?” he asks.”

Behind the unevenness of Biblioteka’s contents was what Belinsky
deemed its editors’ rejection of the correct principles of literary criticism,
and particularly Senkovsky’s explicit abdication of the right kind of judg-
ment. The way Belinsky saw it, Biblioteka dlia chtenia was promulgating
a definition of criticism that threatened to remove it altogether from the
realm of shared standards. Senkovsky wrote, for example, “My idea of
impartial criticism is when, with a clear conscience, I tell those who wish
to hear me what personal impression a given book has made upon me
[...] Consequently, there can be no room for argument after one has read
a critique.”™® Frazier points out the relationship between Senkovsky’s
unsavory version of “personal criticism” and the much more reputable
Romantic idea of criticism as a primary form of literary creativity. But
from the point of view of critics like Belinsky and Stepan Shevyrev, Sen-

" Fanger 1979: 73.

2 “Kakoe pa3HoOpasue, necrpasi, pasnobpastas cMmech.” (Belinskii 1953-1959, 2: 20, 22).
3 Ibid.: 49.

4 Frazier 2007: 132.

5 Belinskii 1953-1959, 2: 20.
6

Fanger 1979: 43, emphasis mine (A. L.).
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kovskian “personal criticism” threatened to obviate the utility of criticism
altogether.”

For all “theories, systems, laws, and conditions” of aesthetic judgment,
Belinsky writes, Biblioteka substitutes “personal impressions”:

And in any case, what could he possibly write, he for whom there
exist no theories, no systems, no laws or conditions of the fine
arts? We will be told [...] that there are still personal impressions,
and that the critic can record these [impressions]. That is so, but
the personal impressions made on an educated person by some
work or another must nonetheless be in agreement with some
theory or another, with some system or at least with some law of
the fine arts, because even leaving aside theories and systems,
there are now many well-known laws that have been established
on the basis of the creative work’s very essence.®

Belinsky was convinced that publishing “personal impressions” was just
a self-serving abdication on the part of Biblioteka’s editors, one that would
be disastrous given the burgeoning numbers of unsophisticated readers in
Russia. Because of his bleak assessment of his countrymen’s level of literary
culture, Belinsky’s primary goal was to develop these readers’ capacity for
discernment, their ability to distinguish good from bad, or bad from worse.
And it is worth pointing out that to assume such an ability is acquirable is
to make a whole list of other assumptions as well: as Pierre Bourdieu puts it
in his charmless but precise way, “the ideology of charisma regards taste in
legitimate culture as a gift of nature, [but] scientific observation shows that
cultural needs are the product of upbringing and education.”"
Furthermore, Belinsky recognizes that the ability to judge is a longed-
for marker of cultivation. In fact he sounds like he is practically channeling
Bourdieu when he writes, “inhabitants of both the provinces and the capi-
tals don’t just want to read, but also to judge what they’ve read; they want to

7 Frazier 2007: 71. And furthermore, as Frazier points out, Senkovsky claims to “base his
critical authority on his own personality while at the same time undermining the notion of his
own personality through the use of pseudonyms.” (Frazier 2007: 52).

8 “[[a n B CaMOM [O€JIC, 4TO ObI OH CTal carb, OH, JJIs1 KOTOPOr'o HE CYHICCTBYET HUKAKHUX

TeOpHil, HUKAKMX CHCTEM, HHKAKHX 3aKOHOB M YCIOBUH wu3siiHoro? Ham ckaxyr [...] 4TO
OCTaIOTCs ellle JIMYHBIC BICUATIICHUS U YTO KPUTHK MOXET UX H3Jlararte. Bcé aTo Tak, ma Bexb
JIMYHBIC BIICYATIICHHUS, TTOJIy4aeMble 00pPa30BaHHBIM YEIOBEKOM OT KaKOrO-HHOY/b IIPOU3BEACHNUS,
HENPEMEHHO JI0JDKHBI OBITh COMIACHBI C TOFO MIIH JPYTO0 TEOPUEIO, CHCTEMOIO MM, MO KpaifHeit
Mepe, ¢ TeM HJIM APYTHM 3aKOHOM H3SIII[HOTO, TOTOMY YTO, JQ)K€ OCTABISAS B CTOPOHE TCOPHU U
CHCTEMBI, TENeph M3BECTHbI MHOTME 3aKOHbI, BBIBCICHHBIC M3 CAMOW CYIIHOCTH TBOpYecTBa.”
(Belinskii 1953-1959, 2: 38).
9 Bourdieu 1984: 1.
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distinguish themselves by way of their good taste, to shine with sophistica-
tion, to astonish others with their opinions [or judgments, suzhdeniiami].”*°
(And as I will discuss below, for Belinsky this desire to demonstrate one’s
ability to judge, along with the fear of getting it wrong, explains “provincial”
readers’ eagerness to defer to authority, an eagerness that leaves them dan-
gerously vulnerable to critical manipulation.)

“Inhabitants of both the provinces and the capitals”: as this phrase sug-
gests, here as elsewhere, Belinsky is not using “the provinces” merely or
precisely as a geographic designation. For Belinsky what is most provincial
about Biblioteka dlia chteniia is not the geographic location of its readership,
but rather the journal’s failure to adopt consistent standards, standards that
could atleast in theory be defined, and thus shared and taught. To be provin-
cial is to lack defensible standards. Interestingly, in “Nichto o nichem” and
in his other writings, Belinsky does not lean heavily on the idea of “taste”
(vkus), and when he does use this word, he tends not to be using it as “his
own word” but rather to represent someone else’s thinking, or, sometimes,
to mean something closer to “opinion.” It is likely that we would find a
heavier emphasis on taste — given the word’s tendency to suggest a non-
acquirable, probably “inborn,” and essentially aristocratic “je ne sais quoi” —
in the thought of a writer like Vyazemsky, who adhered much more closely
to the norms of elite salon culture than did an upstart proto-intelligent like
Belinsky. Belinsky’s focus is on a set of acquirable tools and skills. Thus
he insists over and over on the need to develop and disseminate aesthetic
norms that will facilitate sound judgment — which is precisely what Bibli-
oteka refuses to do.

And how does one develop the sort of standards that Belinsky wants to
see established? By comparing. Thus in “Nichto o nichem” instead of talk-
ing about taste, Belinsky talks a great deal about assessment, and especially
about comparison. Over and over he asks questions like, Was this latest
issue of Moskovskii nabliudatel’ better than the last issue, or was it worse? Is
this play by Ushakov a little worse than this play by Zagoskin, or is it a lit-
tle better? In a book review published the same year as “Nichto o nichem,”
Belinsky makes this assumption explicit, declaring that aesthetic worth is
judgeable chiefly by way of comparison: “For the worthiness of things is re-
vealed and defined most accurately by way of comparison. Yes — comparison
is the best system and the best mode of criticism of the fine arts.”* Thus
Belinsky calls for the wide dissemination of numerous examples of good lit-
erature, because more opportunities for comparison will lead to better judg-

2o Belinskii 1953-1959, 2: 21.
* “V60 TOCTOMHCTBO BEIIEH BCETo BEpHEE MO3HACTCSA M ONpeenseTcss cpaBHeHHeM. [la —
CpaBHEHIE eCTh caMasi JIydIliasi CHCTeMa i KpHTHKa n3simuoro.” (Belinskii 1953-1959, 1: 130).
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ment. As he puts it, “anyone who has read and understood even one novel
by Walter Scott or Cooper will be in a position to truly assess the value” of
mediocre efforts like Bulgarin’s Dmitry Samozvanets.** (And here I think we
catch of glimpse of what would later develop into the intelligentsia’s truly
fantastic faith in the supposedly universal appeal of high culture, their con-
viction that the prostoi narod, once exposed to literary works of high quality,
would certainly leave behind their various trashy entertainments).

When Belinsky talks about the kind of discernment that can be acquired
only by comparing, he also points out, more than once, that this experience
is generally not available in the provinces. But again, “in the provinces” is
not exactly a place, at least not always. Context often suggests that the for-
mula refers not simply to the provinces of geography, but also to the prov-
inces of meaning. For example, he notes that the “foreign literature” section
of Biblioteka is as “entirely saturated with provincialism” as is the rest of
the journal, notwithstanding the French provenance of the texts. The entire
journal, even the foreign bits, is characterized by “provincial wit, provincial
amusement.”? Similarly, when Belinsky calls for the translation of more
and better contemporary European literature for readers who do not know
foreign languages, he explicitly includes readers in the capitals, thereby con-
firming that not all provincials live in the provinces. Twice he repeats the
phrase “there are so many readers of this sort even in the capitals” (“kak
MHOTO H B CTOJIMIAX TaKKX Jofei”) when referring to those who are loathe
to exercise any sort of independent literary judgment for fear of exposing
their own ignorance.*

These readers, Belinsky says, would be “reduced to a state of extreme
distress and confusion if you were to read them a poem and demand their
opinion of it without telling them the author’s name.”» They rely on a
version of Foucault’s author function, trusting that “the names printed at
the bottom of the poems and articles in Biblioteka will free them from any
danger,” eliminating the possibility that their own “ignorance in matters of
art” might be exposed.?® For provincial readers an author’s name serves to
“youch for [a work’s] worthiness, and in the provinces such a warrantee is
more than sufficient.”

Thus provincial opinion is marked by its “respect for the authorities,”
Belinsky says, a habitual and unquestioning deference that leaves it dog-

22 Ibid.

3 Belinskii 1953-1959, 2: 32.
24 Ibid.: 20.

2 Ibid.

26 Ibid.: 21.

27 Ibid.: 20.
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matic and rigid, incapable of adapting to aesthetic change and slow to accept
innovation.?® Referring to a series of markedly outdated or otherwise super-
ceded literary texts, Belinsky writes, “the provinces cannot even imagine
that the celebrated Mr. Ushakov has now been pensioned off from the ranks
of the celebrated. Who would doubt the worthiness of the stories of Mssrs.
Panaev, Kalashnikov, Masal’skii? Yes, in this sense the Library is a provincial
journal!”29 (In fact statements like this suggest that for Belinsky, one way we
can know that a standard is good — that it is legitimately authoritative — is
that it can change, that it can evolve of its own accord in response to chang-
ing circumstances).

He also notes that provincials’ deference to authority makes them easy
targets for manipulation — which explains why he sees such danger in jour-
nalism’s abdication of critical responsibility. In a sense Belinsky’s provincial
readers are like the bumbling but dangerous revolutionaries in Dostoevsky’s
Besy, isolated in their far-off gorod N. These provincials are vulnerable to ma-
nipulation precisely because they are always seeking validation from some
distant authority; they are ever ready to change their minds “at the first hint
from our progressive corners in the capital.”?° In the same way that Dosto-
evsky’s provincial terrorists cannot act unless they believe their actions to
be line with some far-away “central” intelligence, so Belinsky’s provincial
readers prefer their opinions pre-validated: one result of being provincial, it
seems, is a constant readiness to take orders from someplace else.

Belinsky was not alone in believing that opportunities for comparison
on a large scale form the necessary basis for genuine discernment. His con-
temporary Balzac makes the same point explicitly in the 1837 novel Lost II-
lusions, the story of a provincial’s education in the capital. Balzac writes, “In
the provinces there is no question of choice or comparison,” whereas in Par-
is, “one learns, one compares.”s Lost [llusions devotes long passages to the
myriad subtle distinctions that life in the capital will require its provincial
hero to master. The account of Lucien Chardon’s introduction to fashiona-
ble society, for instance, is structured entirely around words like “compare,”
“different,” “distinctions,” and “subtle perception.”s In Paris, Balzac tells us,
it is “the scale of everything” that forces Lucien to repudiate what Balzac
calls his “provincial ideas of life”; Lucien’s perceptions are transformed once

8 Tbid.: 19.

29 “TIpOBHMHIMS M MO03PEBATh HE MOXKET, YTOO 3HAMEHMTHIN TI. YIIIAKOB Terieph ObLT YBOJICH
M3 3HAMEHUTHIX BUMCTYI0. KTO ycyMHHTCS B 1OCTOMHCTBE ToBectei IT. [Tanaesa, Kanamnukosa,
Macabckoro? — Jla, B 9ToM cMbicie, bubnuoreka — xypHai npoBuHumanbhbiii!” (Ibid.: 21).

3° Dostoevskii 1972-1990, 10: 28.
3t Balzac 1997: 195, emphasis mine (A. L.).
32 Ibid.: 166-167.
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“the horizon widened, [and] society took on new proportions.” For Balzac
as for Belinsky, with changes in scale come changes in judgment, a fact re-
flected in an old Parisian’s sage advice to a newcomer: “I do beg of you,” he
says to Lucien, “wait, and compare!”3+

It is writers who are located on some sort of periphery (whether of geog-
raphy, class, or “civilization”) who worry most about provincialism. Take
T.S. Eliot, for example — that English writer and British subject from St.
Louis, Missouri. In his 1944 essay “What is a classic?” Eliot’s understanding
of provincialism has quite a bit in common with Belinsky’s. Eliot defines the
phenomenon as follows: “By ‘provincial’ I mean here something more than
I find in the dictionary definitions. ... I mean also a distortion of values, the
exclusion of some, the exaggeration of others, which springs, not from lack
of wide geographical perambulation, but from applying standards acquired
within a limited area, to the whole of human experience.” The result is a
sensibility that “confounds the contingent with the essential, the ephemeral
with the permanent.” For Eliot as for Belinsky, provincialism is not nec-
essarily geographically conditioned; rather, it springs from an inability to
weigh one idea against another. In the absence of comparison, Eliot empha-
sizes, there can be no standards, no correct proportion: “Without the con-
stant application of the classical measure, we tend to become provincial.” 35

Much like “Nichto o nichem,” Eliot’s “What is a classic?” seems obsessed
with assessment: over and over Eliot exhorts us to “preserve the classical
standard, and to measure every individual work of literature by it.”3® Clearly,
“measure” here means something very different from the provincial’s nervous
sidelong glance toward a dominant culture that demands slavish emula-
tion.” Rather, Eliot is talking about a kind of measuring that is capable of
saving a culture from provinciality, something I would characterize as a
kind of ongoing under-the-radar practice of discernment, a practice imply-
ing the confident and virtually unconscious awareness that one has access

3 Ibid.: 162-163.

34 Ibid.: 16s.

3 Eliot 1975: 129. For Eliot the “classical measure” is represented by Virgil’s poetry. Pascale
Casanova, too, in The World Republic of Letters, notes that “the classic” functions above all
as a standard, a “unit of measurement for everything that is or will be recognized as literary.”
(Casanova 2004: 15), emphasis mine (A. L.).

3¢ Eliot 1975: 129.

7 By contrast, the provincial’s version of comparing — always asking, am I getting it right? —
helps explain why artistic originality and innovation rarely reach full flower in provincial places
(though they may originate there in some sense). If you are straining to conform to an external
standard that seems to exist chiefly to pass judgment on you, you are unlikely to do much that
is intentionally new or strange. Or rather, you are unlikely to be able to master newness and
strangeness and turn them to your advantage. This is what is so remarkable about Gogol: he
managed to make conscious and highly sophisticated use of the disproportions that attend
provinciality (thereby, I think, making it easier for other Russian writers to do the same).
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to a wide but defined range of aesthetic and intellectual choices, along with
an implicit understanding that these choices all signify differently. This is
what Eliot calls the “maturity of mind” that “needs history, and the con-
sciousness of history,” because only “with [such] maturity of mind [comes
the] absence of provinciality.”s

For Belinsky as for Eliot, the ultimate aim is a kind of universality.
Belinsky says he aims to cultivate readers’ aesthetic sensibility (chuvstvo
iziashchego, literally a “sense of the elegant”) not for its own sake, but be-
cause this sensibility is an essential “condition of human worthiness” (uslovie
chelovecheskogo dostoinstva) that can help an individual transcend what one
might call a provincialism of the soul (in Belinsky’s words, those “personal
hopes and personal interests” that limit our capacity for clear judgment).
Only those who develop such a sensibility (which one might also term, in
deliberately prosaic language, a “skill set”) are capable of “rising to the level
of universal (mirovykh) ideas, of understanding nature [ ... ] in its unity.”+°
If we are unable to rise to the level of the universal, we are left with a con-
ception of life (and an aesthetic) that is impoverished in its provinciality,
provinciality in the sense of a sadly limited and blinkered “localness”: “what
remains is only the banal ‘common sense’ that is necessary for the domestic
side of life, for the trivial calculations of egoism.”+

For Belinsky as for Eliot, what universality really means is, not surpris-
ingly, a version of Europeanness. For Eliot the ultimate non-provincial is
Virgil, a poet who is never beholden to what Eliot calls “some purely local
[...] code of manners” but is rather “both Roman and European,” and thus
“the classic of all Europe.”# In an 1843 book review Belinsky makes explicit
the same equivalence (universality = Europeanness), arguing that only “edu-
cated Europeans’ possess the ability to be simultaneously “national” and
“universal.”# (Of course, this equation of Europeanness with universality
was what Dostoevsky would soon be contesting so bitterly, and it is what
postcolonialists are still contesting today.)

In conclusion I would like to reflect more generally on provincialism in
order to consider why Belinsky was far from alone among Russian intel-
lectuals in perceiving it as such a threat. From at least Belinsky’s own time
onward, the culture of provincial Russia was thought to be characterized

38 Eliot 1975: 122-123.
39 Belinskii 1953-1959, 2: 47.
4o Ibid.

4 Ibid. Note, too, the subtly gendered nature (domashnii, domestic) of the banal and the
provincial.

4 Eliot 1975: 124, 130, emphases mine (A. L.).
# Belinskii 1953-1959, 7: 46.

126



| HOW NOT TO READ: BELINSKY ON LITERARY PROVINCIALISM |

by a disorder so pervasive that it threatened to swallow up all meaning: in
literary texts, everything v provintsii (in the provinces) is represented as jum-
bled, inappropriate, mongrelized. The classic example is Dead Souls, where
“culture” is whatever detritus happens to have washed up on the provincial
shore (as Gogol’s narrator says, “there was no way of knowing how or why it
had all had gotten there”). The pattern repeats itself over and over in litera-
ture: provincialism is incongruous mixing, the sense that ideas and objects
have been appropriated without any understanding of their meanings or re-
lationships. Thus in a story by Mel’nikov-Pechersky, for instance, the décor
of a provincial merchant’s house is typical in its motleyness: we are shown
a parrot, some icons, a bust of Voltaire, and the letter “®” cut out of paper.++
And when Turgenev, in Fathers and Sons, has a tacky provintsialka refer to
George Sand, German chemists, and Ralph Waldo Emerson in one breath-
less sentence, these incoherently combined ideas signal the same radical
indiscriminateness as do the physical objects in Dead Souls.# This is about
as far as we can get from Eliot’s “history, and the consciousness of history.”

All of this can help to explain why Biblioteka dlia chteniia’s seemingly
shameless heterogeneity struck such a nerve with Russians who were wor-
ried about their tradition’s coherent development. In the end, as I have ar-
gued elsewhere, the discourse on provintsiia and provintsial'nost is not really
about the provinces; nor is it really about literary elites’ attempts to maintain
cultural hegemony. Rather, it is a way of thinking about the worrisome pos-
sibility that all of Russia might be provincial. And as a sort of provincial
himself - since class outsiders are very much like provincials — Belinsky was
well positioned to understand this persistent anxiety.
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WRITING THE RUSSIAN READER INTO THE TEXT:
GOGOL, TURGENEV, AND THEIR AUDIENCES

Edyta M. Bojanowska
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY

In a well-known episode from War and Peace (Voina i mir), the young
Nikolai Rostov fails to narrate his experience of battle truthfully because
he succumbs to his audience’s expectations. These expectations annul the
story of what actually happened: how he fell off a horse, sprained his arm,
and ignominiously fled from a Frenchman. His listeners “expected a story
of how, beside himself and all aflame with excitement, he had flown like a
storm at the square, cut his way in, slashed right and left, how his sabre had
tasted flesh, and he had fallen exhausted, and so on. And so he told them
all that.” Tolstoy uses Nikolai’s lack of spine to illustrate the cardinal sin of
authors: writing to please readers, changing the story to fit worn-out con-
ventions, taking one’s cue from the audience.

For an author like Tolstoy, who felt answerable not to any inner vision
of reality but to Truth, such transgression looms large. But many Russian
writers were less squeamish about modifying their text on cues from their
readers. Leaving beside the question of verisimilitude, so central for Tolstoy,
this article will examine the practice of specific textual operations — revi-
sions, additions, or deletions — which authors made to existing texts, or to
those in progress, in response to readers’ reactions or in order to tailor these
texts for specific audiences.

Serialization, which for most of the century determined the course of
Russian literature more than book publishing, provided a mechanism for

' Tolstoy 2o10: 258. (“OHHM *kpmaau pacckasa O TOM, Kak IOpeil OH BeCh B OTHE, caM ce0s He
MOMHS1, KaK Oypero HajleTall Ha Kape; Kak BpyOaJicst B HEro, pyOuI HampaBo M HaJeBO; Kak cadis
OTBeJIaNa Msica U KaK OH I1aJiajl B M3HEMOXKEHHH, 1 ToMy nojobHoe. M oH pacckasan um Bce 310"
[Bk.1, Pt.3, ch.7; Tolstoi 1928-1964, 9: 296]).
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such a dialog.> Periodical culture created a class of professional readers —
the reviewers. Both the reviews and word-of-mouth opinions that followed a
work’s test run in the journals often prompted authors to revise their works
prior to separate publications.? Though part of a much larger institutional
framework in which Russian literature functioned, one should also men-
tion in this context the negotiations between writers and the readers on
government pay — the censors — that altered many works either temporarily
or permanently.# The practice of reading one’s work-in-progress at salon
gatherings allowed writers the opportunity to modify their drafts based on
listeners’ spontaneous reactions. A reception of an earlier work could also
to some degree fashion a subsequent one. I therefore wish to argue for a
generative role for reading in the actual writing of some of Russia’s famous
classics. In discussing this dynamic, I will draw upon Nikolai Gogol’s and
Ivan Turgenev’s interactions with their readers.

As T have shown elsewhere, the stormy reception of The Government
Inspector (Revizor, 1836) in part shaped Dead Souls (Mertvye dushi, 1842).5
Faddei Bulgarin and J6zef Sekowski had accused Gogol in their reviews of
passing off in Revizor as Russian the Ukrainian trash with which he was
familiar. “His small town is more likely to be located in Ukraine [Little Rus-
sia] or Belorussia than in any other part of Russia” — opined Sekowski.®
Bulgarin chimed in: “The spitting image of the Sandwich Islands in the era
of Captain Cook!” But later he too settled on a correspondence a bit closer
to home: “[the author] dragged the landowners from Ukraine [Little Rus-
sia]. This is the real Ukrainian or Belorussian petty gentry, in all its beauty.
Such noblemen, with such mores and tricks [ukhvatki], are not to be found
in the Great Russian districts.”” Such accusations are the reason why the

2 Reitblat 2009: 38-53.

3 Though readers’ input is not his focus, William Mills Todd, IIT offers an illuminating
account of a transition between the serialized and book versions of Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina
(Todd 1995). See also his discussion of a “poetics of serial publication” (Todd 1986).

4 Examples of censors tampering with texts aimed for publication are too familiar for any
researcher of Russian literature to require an account. Soviet editors eliminated most such
emendations. However, some remain inscribed on the now famous classics. Apparently, tsarist-
era censors were sensitive about Polish government officials peopling Russian fiction. The
clerk hero of Gogol’s “The Overcoat,” the hapless Akakii Akakievich, was initially conceived as
a Pole by the name of Tyszkiewicz but then Russified as Bashmachkin (Gogol 1937-1952, 3: 451;
Bojanowska 2007: 175). The censor required Chekhov to change the name of the government
official in The Duel (Duel’, 1891), Ladziewski, to a less overtly Polish “Laevskii” (Bojanowska
2012b: 44). Captain Kopeikin’s decision, in Gogol’s Dead Souls, to emigrate to the United States,
also remains among the censor’s cuts (Bojanowska 2007: 223).

5 Bojanowska 2007: 224-233.

¢ Sekowski J., Review of Revizor (1836), by N.V. Gogol, Biblioteka dlia chteniia, 1836, 16: 38
(“Kritika”).

7 Bulgarin F., Review of Revizor (1836) by N.V. Gogol, Severnaia pchela, 1836, 97: 1-4.
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narrator of Gogol’s Dead Souls is adamant that the novel takes place “not in
some backwater, but, on the contrary, not far from both capitals.”® Far from
a random detail, this is a strategy aimed to locate the novel’s place of action
in Russia’s ethnic heartland. Taught by his earlier experiences, Gogol is at
pains to establish that his satirical edge is aimed at Russia, not its imperial
peripheries.

Indeed, a significant textual component of Dead Souls stems from
Gogol’s polemic with the critics of The Government Inspector. These include
the three famous lyrical digressions, which Gogol added to his novel in the
final stages of his work: about the Russian word, Russian space, and Russia
as troika. Taken jointly, these digressions provide the nationalistic antidote
(though not without its own ironies) to the distinctly anti-nationalistic main
body of the novel that paints a satirical image of contemporary Russia. Ac-
cused of Ukrainian two-facedness and defaming the Russian nation in his
comedy, Gogol added these digressions to Dead Souls in order to deflect
similar criticisms and beef up his novel’s nationalistic bona fides.

While attempting to mollify his readers, Gogol simultaneously strove to
argue with what he saw as their very narrow conception of authorship and
of permissible subject matter. Chapter 7 of Dead Souls thus features a long
digression about the lucky lot of a writer who shows only the beautiful ex-
ceptions to real life, and the unenviable lot of a hard-hitting satirist, unafraid
to expose ugliness yet able to “elevate it into a pearl of creation”:

Happy is the writer who, after ignoring characters that are bor-
ing, repulsive, astounding in their sad actuality, gravitates to-
ward characters that manifest the high dignity of man, who |[...]
has chosen only a few exceptions, who not once has altered the
elevated pitch of his lyre[...]. He has beclouded people’s eyes with
intoxicating incense, he has flattered them wondrously, conceal-
ing what is sad in life, showing them man in all his splendor.
All clap their hands and hasten after him, and rush to follow
his triumphal chariot. A great universal poet they dub him, one
who soars high above all the other geniuses of the world [...] But
such is not the lot [...] of the writer who has made bold to sum-
mon forth [...] all the dreadful, appalling morass of trifles that
mires our lives, all that lies deep inside the cold, fragmented,
quotidian characters with which our earthly path swarms [...] [T]
he false, unfeeling judgment of the time, which will brand as
worthless and base the creations cherished by him, will assign

8 Gogol 2004, Dead Souls [1842]: 233. The Russian text reads: “ropox He 6bl1 B mIywH a,
HAIIPOTHB, Heganeko ot obenx cromun” (Gogol 1937-1952, 6: 206).

131



| EDYTA M. BOJANOWSKA |

him an ignoble corner in the ranks of those writers who offend
humanity, will attach to him the qualities of the heroes depicted
by none but himself [...] For the judgment of the time does not
acknowledge that much spiritual depth is needed to illuminate
a picture drawn from ignoble life and elevate it into the pearl of
creation |[...] and that lofty enraptured laughter is worthy of tak-
ing its place beside the lofty lyrical impulse.?

This passage vividly accentuates the prerogative of Gogol’s own poetics
over the Pushkinian one, as the crowd-pleaser in this dichotomy strongly
resembles Gogol’s image of Pushkin.” But it also directly responds to many
reviews’ criticisms of The Government Inspector’s dirty, unseemly subject
matter and tries to educate Russian readers that artistic treatment of lowly
subjects can be lofty."

Gogol was obsessed with readers’ opinions. The stormy reception of his
comedy shocked him. The road from the reviews of The Government Inspec-
tor to Dead Souls leads through a text titled “Leaving the Theater after the
Performance of a New Comedy” (Teatral'nyi raz’ezd posle predstavleniia no-
voi komedii). Although Gogol began writing it immediately after his com-
edy’s premiere, the text appeared only in the 1842 edition of Gogol’s Collected
Works. “Leaving the Theater” is a long, thirty-six page dramatized scene of
audience’s conversations that followed a performance of The Government In-
spector, though the title is not mentioned. It is essentially a play about read-
ers’ responses to the play, which echoes, parses, and deflects points raised
in official and unofficial polemics around Gogol’s comedy.

9 Gogol 2004:148-149. The Russian text (with corresponding abbreviations) reads: “Cuactius
THCaTeNb, KOTOPBI MEMO XapakTepoB CKy4YHBIX, MNPOTHBHBIX, MOPAXKAIOIINX MEYaIbHOIO CBOCH
JEHCTBUTENBHOCTBIO, TIPHOIMKAETCS K XapaKTepaM, ABJISIOIINM BbICOKOE IOCTOMHCTBO YENOBEKa,
KOTOPBIHA [...] W30pan OjHN HEMHOTHE UCKIIFOUEHHS, KOTOPHII He M3MEHS HH Pa3y BO3BBIIIEHHOTO
CTpOst cBOEH JIHMPHI [...] OH OKypHIT yTOMTEIBHBIM KyPEBOM JIIOJCKUE OYH; OH YyIHO MOJIBCTUI UM,
COKpBIB TI€UaJbHOC B JKH3HM, IIOKA3aB UM IPEKpacHOro uenoBeka. Beé, pykommema, Hecercs 3a
HHUM M MYHTCS BCIIE/L 32 TOPKECTBEHHOM €ro KoJecHHIIeH. BennkuM BceMUPHBIM MOITOM HMEHYIOT
€ro, NapsIuM BBICOKO HAJ| BCEMH JIPYTHMHU TeHusMu mMupa [...| Ho He TakoB yxern |[...| nucaress,
JICP3HYBILETO BBI3BATh HAPYKy BCE, 4TO KEMHHYTHO MPEJ OYaMU M 9€TO HE 3pAT PABHOIYIIHBIC
OuM, BCIO CTPAILIHYIO, TIOTPACAIONIYIO THHY MEJIOUEH, ONyTaBIIMX Hally JKH3Hb, BCIO IIyOMHY
XOJIOJIHBIX, Pa3APOOICHHBIX, MOBCEHEBHBIX XapaKTePOB, KOTOPHIMHM KHIIHWT Halla 3eMHas |...]
gopora [..] Emy He [...] u306exarh HakoHell [...] JHIEMEpPHO-OECUyBCTBEHHOIO COBPEMEHHOIO
Cy/la, KOTOpHI HA30BE€T HHYTOXKHBIMH M HHU3KUMH WM JICJICSHHBIE CO3JaHbs, OTBEICT €My
TIPE3PEHHBIN yTON B Py MHCATeNneH, OCKOPOIAIONIMX YeTOBEYECTBO, NMPHIACT €My KadecTBa
UM JKe M300paKeHHBIX TepoeB |[...| 100 He mpu3HAST COBPEMEHHBII CyJ, [...| YTO MHOTO HYXKHO
TITyOMHBI TyIIeBHOI, 1a0bl 03apUTh KapTHHY, B3ATYIO N3 IIPE3PEHHOI KNU3HH, K BO3BECTH €€ B IIepI
CO3/1aHbsT; 10O HE MPU3HAET COBPEMEHHBIH CyJ1, YTO BBICOKUI BOCTOPKEHHBIN CMEX JOCTOUH CTaTh
PSZIOM C BBICOKHM JIMPHUeCKUM IBIKeHbeM” (Gogol 1937-1952, 6: 133-134).

 Bojanowska 2009: 173-196.
" Bojanowska 2007: 197-204.

132



‘ WRITING THE RUSSIAN READER INTO THE TEXT. GOGOL, TURGENEV, AND THEIR AUDIENCES |

Gogol invokes in “Leaving the Theater” the ideas from the printed re-
views of Viazemskii, Androsov, Belinskii, Bulgarin, and Sekowski.” For ex-
ample, in his review in The Moscow Observer (Moskovskii nabliudatel’), V.P.
Androsov defended Gogol from those detractors who were eager to classify
The Government Inspector as popular entertainment of questionable taste
because it was a comedy, hence a “low” genre. Androsov countered that
contemporary comedy was a high genre, one that aimed to reveal how one’s
position in society enabled the flourishing of one’s vices.? Gogol picks up
this line of defense and makes it the central claim of “Leaving the Theater”:

It’s strange. I regret that no one noticed the positive character in
my play. Yes, there was one honest, noble character that acted
throughout the play’s duration: it was laughter. It was noble be-
cause it dared to perform despite the lowly importance given to it
in society [...] and despite the demeaning calling of a cold egoist
given to the comedy’s author [...]. Indeed, laughter is deeper and
more meaningful than people suppose.™

A comedic author can be a serious writer, Gogol avers, following Androsov.
This argument from “Leaving the Theater” then resurfaces in Dead Souls in
the digression about the hard lot of a satirical author. The argument’s trajec-
tory is traceable to Androsov’s review, and leads through Gogol’s “Leaving
the Theater,” all the way to Dead Souls. In sum, specific, and often quite
prominent, passages in Dead Souls, found their way into the novel as a result
of Gogol’s dialog with the audience of The Government Inspector.

Yet despite his defiant posturing, Gogol did not have the stomach for po-
lemic. His example shows that the audience’s reactions may have made the
lifespan of certain potentially famous texts exceedingly short. Such was the
fate of Gogol’s tragedy about Zaporozhe that he worked on in 1839-41. Gogol
billed it as his “best work,” but then suddenly burned it after Zhukovsky
fell asleep during Gogol’s reading of it. Since Gogol was hailed as a mes-
merizing lector, he had reasons to worry about this soporific reception. His
friends’ impatience with the continuance of Gogol’s Ukrainian interests,

2 Ibid.: 205-207.

3 Androsov V.P., Review of Revizor (1836) by N.V. Gogol, Moskovskii nabliudatel, 1836, 7:
IZI'I}I.

4 “CTpaHHO: MHE aJlb, YTO HUKTO HE 3aMETHJI YECTHOIO JIMIA, ObIBLIETO B MOel mbece. [la,
ObUIO YeCTHOE, O1aropoIHOE JIMLIO, ICHCTBOBABIIEE B HEMl BO BCE MPOJIOIKEHHUE €e. ITO YeCTHOE,
GraropojiHoe Juio 0T — cMex. OH GbUT 6J1arOPOJIEH, TIOTOMY, YTO PEIIMIICS BBICTYITHTH, HECMOTPS
Ha HU3KOE 3HA4YCHHE, KOTOPOE JaeTCsi eMy B CBETE [...] HECMOTpS Ha TO, YTO JOCTABHI OOMIHOE
[pO3BaHHE KOMHKY, IPO3BAHHE XOJIOIHOTO 3roucta [...] Her, cMex 3HauuTeNnbHEH U TIyOKe, YeM
nymator” (Gogol 1937-1952, 5: 169, emphasis Gogol’s, translation mine — E. M. B.).
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when a panoramic epic of Russia was in greater demand, may have played
a role in this episode.5 The famous incineration of the drafts of Dead Souls,
vol. 2, in my view also involved what by then had become Gogol’s tug-of-war
with his readers. This act represented Gogol’s recognition that he was un-
able to cater to his readers’ demand for an uplifting vision of Russia in a way
that would allow him to remain true to his vision of reality as well as to his
literary inclinations and narrative habits.

A negative reaction of readers to a work-in-progress is also responsible
for the fact that Ivan Turgenev’s uncharacteristic exercise in the long nov-
el form has not survived the draft stage. Turgenev’s projected 3-part novel
Two Generations (Dva pokoleniia, 1852-1855), of which he realized the first
soo-page part and began the second, suffered the fate of Gogol’s ill-starred
manuscripts. An unfavorable reaction of a small group of friends caused
Turgenev to destroy it. The novel told the story of a despotic female land-
owner and, for all we know, took inspiration from Gogol’s satiric vistas of
provincial Russia. Turgenev was eager at the time to make a transition from
the short story genre, which brought him fame with his Notes of a Hunter
(Zapiski okhotnika, 1852), to longer narrative forms. He was crushed by his
friends’ rejection of Two Generations. He later reported to V.P. Botkin: “I
did not burn [the manuscript] (because I was afraid of falling into an imita-
tion of Gogol), but I ripped all my beginnings and plans and threw them
into a watercloset.”® In a letter to one of the novel’s most zealous critics,
N.Kh. Ketcher, he later claimed to have burned it precisely because of these
negative reactions: “as a consequence of your judgment, compounded by
the judgment of others, I threw one novel I had begun into the fire.”” That
two editors of the prestigious journal The Contemporary (Sovremennik) —
Nikolai Nekrasov and Nikolai Chernyshevsky — begged to publish the novel,
was not enough to save it.®

It is entirely possible that in the case of both Gogol and Turgeneyv, read-
ers’ reactions may have mercifully spared future generations of scholars
painful slogs through substandard works of otherwise great writers — we
will never know. Yet from the perspective of Russian intellectual and liter-
ary history, it is significant that the opposition to these works was in large
measure ideological or grounded in artistic objections that do not in them-

5 Bojanowska 2007: 155-156, 320-321; Bojanowska 2012a: 162-167.

© “S He cker (MOTOMY 4TO GOSUICS BIACTH B MOApakaHUE 1Oromo), HO H30pBal U GPOCHI B
watercloset Bce MOM Ha4MHaHWs ¥ [UTaHbI U T.1...."; Turgenev’s letter of 17 February (1 March) 1857
to V.P. Botkin, quoted in Nazarova 1964: 57.

7 “SI BCIIGACTBHE TBOCTO CY)KICHHS, IPHOABICHHOIO K CYXICHHSM JPYTHX, OPOCHI OXHH
Havarelii poman B oronp”; Turgenev’s letter of 26 September (8 October) 1861 to N.Kh. Ketcher,
quoted in Nazarova 1964: 57.

% Ibid.
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selves appear sound today. Though praised for its depictions of nature, Tur-
genev’s Two Generations was ultimately given thumbs down because it did
not feature sympathetic characters, did not show worthy social ideals, and
because it followed too close in Gogol’s footsteps.” Indeed, the period im-
mediately following Gogol’s death in 1852 saw a sharp debate about the value
of Gogol’s contribution to Russian culture. Many saw him as the spiritual
father of the natural school, whose critiques of Russia’s contemporary life
were deemed overly sharp and nihilistic.

Turgenev happened to admire Gogol and was in fact rereading his satiri-
cal works while writing Two Generations. It is on account of his politically
sensitive obituary of Gogol, published in The Moscow News (Moskovskie ve-
domosti 32 [1852]), that Turgenev was exiled to his estate and placed under
police supervision in the years 1852-1853.2° He used this time to work on Tivo
Generations. Indeed, one of Turgenev’s critical readers, Sergei Timofeevich
Aksakov, is the very same person who had earlier tried to correct Gogol’s
“falsely” pessimistic visions of Russia. Aksakov’s golden wisdom for Turge-
nev was: “social relevance — that’s the true goal of literary works.”>" If such
were the work’s transgressions, we may well wish it had not ended up in the
watercloset.

As the above examples from Gogol’'s and Turgenev’s creative biogra-
phies show, the communities of Russian readers had a powerful and largely
unappreciated influence over the course of Russian letters. We know a lot
about censorship as a tool of ideological surveillance in tsarist Russia. But
the functionaries of the Censorship office were not Russian literature’s only
Censors.

The text’s disappearance was one possible effect of the readers’ negative
verdict. Additions or changes to texts that continue their life to the present
day was another. I will now illustrate examples of the latter in reference to
Turgenev’s 1860 tale “First Love” (Pervaia liubov’). Turgenev’s worries about
readers’ reactions to this tale are an important reason why its ending fea-
tures a grim scene, completely unrelated to the rest of the narrative in terms
of plot, of the death of an old woman, a neighbor of the narrator, Vladimir
Petrovich. From the perspective of now much older age, the narrator reports
that this event had an unexpected effect on him: this woman’s death opened
him up to mourning the death of his beloved Zinaida. There may well be
both an artistic and a psychological rationale to triangulate the narrator’s
experience of death in much the same way that his desire, in a dynamic well

9 Ibid: 56.

22 Ostrovskii 1999: 103-105.

1 “O0IeCTBEeHHBII HHTEPEC — BOT YTO JOJDKHO OBITh 3a1a4eii INTepaTypHbIX IPOM3BEACHHUIH”;
quoted in Nazarova 1964: 56.
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traced by René Girard, is triangulated in the story.?> But Turgenev himself
cited anticipated charges of immorality as an important reason for including
this episode: “I attached the old woman to the ending — firstly because that’s
what really happened, and secondly, because without this sobering ending
the outcry about immorality would have been even stronger.” The story’s
“sobering” ending, though based on autobiographical verisimilitude, is a
preemptive strike against anticipated accusations in immorality and levity.

Turgenev continued to repackage “First Love” for the benefit of the
European reader. The story actually exists in domestic and export varie-
ties, so to speak. For the purpose of the French translation by Delaveau,
which appeared in 1863, Turgenev wrote what he came to call the story’s
“tail” (khvost). In this ‘export’ version the story became also known to Ger-
man speaking audiences. Unlike the Russian version that we know well,
the French and German texts featured a return in the ending to the frame
narrative in which Vladimir Petrovich’s friends discuss the story of his first
love. This is how they report their reaction:

“We felt dreadful after hearing your simple and artless tale —
not because we were struck by any immorality in it. No, there’s
something deeper and darker in it than simply immorality. You
yourself are not to blame at all, but one senses here some gen-
eral, national guilt, something resembling a crime.”

“What an exaggeration!” remarked Vladimir Petrovich.
“Perhaps. But I repeat the words from Hamlet: ‘something is rot-
ten in the state of Denmark!"”24

To Vladimir’s fictional audience, the story appears uniquely Russian, and
features some collective, national guilt that resembles a crime. The famous
quote from Hamlet augments a foreboding of political unrest: “something
is rotten in the state of Denmark.” The meaning of this political ‘tail’ has

22 Girard 1965.

» “Ilpugenan s *e CTapyLIKy Ha KOHIIE — BO-TIEPBBIX, TOTOMY, YTO 9TO ACHCTBUTEIBHO TaK
OBLII0 — @ BO-BTOPBIX, IOTOMY, 4TO 6€3 3TOT0 OTPE3BIISAIONIETO KOHIIA KPUKH Ha 6E3HPaBCTBEHHOCTD
Obutn OBl emme crtaee.” Turgenev’s letter to A.A. Fet of 1(13) June 1860 in Turgenev 1962, Pis'ma,
4: 86.

> “. Ham cTajio )KyTKO OT Balllero MPOCTOro U OE3bICKYCCTBEHHOIO Pacckasa... He MOTOMY,
4TOOBI OH HAC MOPA3Wl CBOCK) OE3HPABCTBEHHOCTBIO — TYT YTO-TO DIyOXKE M TEMHEE HPOCTON
6esnpaBcTBeHHOCTH. COOCTBEHHO BBl HU B 4eM HE BHHOBATBI, HO UyBCTBYCTCS Kakas-TO 0OIIas,
HapOJHAs BHHA, YTO-TO ITOXOXKE HA MPECTYIICHHE.

- Kakoe npeysenuyenue! 3amernn B<nagumup> [1<erpoBnu>.

- Mosxer 6biTh. Ho st HoBTOpSIIo [ amnema: “ectb 4TO-TO HCIOpUYEeHHOE B JlaTckoM KoposecTse”
(Turgenev 1960-1968, Sochineniia, 9: 374-375, translation mine. E.M.B.).
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generated some commentary but no robust explanation.> My own political
exegesis of the story, which this export ending corroborates, focuses on the
problem of empire. This is a story not just about first love, but about the anxi-
eties of empire, and the weight of state violence that dooms a Russian idyll.

But for the subject of relations between authors and readers, two things
are important. First, the ending is a direct response to charges of “immo-
rality” (beznravstvennost’) that shadowed Turgenev’s career and peaked in
reactions to “First Love.” Both the political ‘tail’ and the appearance of the
old woman in the ending represent concrete textual additions that respond
to actual readers’ responses. The political ‘tail’ of the French translation of
1863 also responds to the accusation of indifference to burning social ques-
tions that Russian readers of “First Love” leveled at Turgenev.?® Second, the
existence of two different endings opens up a question of whether Turgenev
fashions a different story for his foreign readers, or whether the ‘export’
ending merely makes explicit what is already encoded in the ‘domestic’ text.
I support the second view. The Western European reader needed to be sen-
sitized to what the cultural native could read between the lines. Turgenev
invites us in this alternative ending to ponder the elusive political backdrop
of his love story and to see this love’s twisted course as evocative of the
“something” that is “rotten” in the Russian state, the “deep dark immoral-
ity” on which this state rests. This would certainly have been a censorable
sentiment within Russia, so it belonged between the lines.?” It could only be
broached openly in versions published abroad.

And yet the paratextual presentation of “First Love” in the French edi-
tion did result in a different story. The story appeared in a volume entitled
Nouvelle Scénes de la Vie Russe. Eléna. Un premier amour (Paris, E. Dentu,
1863). This signals a subtle change. The ‘domestic’ “First Love,” if it fashions
itself as a metonymy of a larger national landscape, it does so only timidly.
But for the purpose of French readers, this aspect is brought to the fore.
The “national guilt,” which in Turgenev’s manuscript appears as politically
less strident “narodnaia vina,” is rendered in the French in emphatically na-

> See, for example, Kiiko 1964 and Brouwer 2o10. The explanations typically mention
the deleterious social consequences brought on by the superfluous men’s inactivity or the
dissatisfaction with the continuing legacy of serfdom.

26 Kiiko 1964: 64.

7 Already in 1852, in his correspondence with Konstantin Sergeevich Aksakov, Turgenev
contrasted his pessimistic view of Russia’s political realities with those of his pollyannaish
Slavophile correspondent: “Here is the precise point where we diverge in our views on Russian
life and Russian art: I perceive the tragic fate of a tribe, a vast social drama — where you find
tranquility and an approach of the epic” (“3zech uMeHHO Ta TOUKa, HA KOTOPOIl MBI PACXOAUMCSI C
BaMH B BallleM BO33PCHHUH Ha PyCCKYIO JKHU3HB H HA PyCCKOE HCKYCCTBO: S BIDKY TPArHYECKYIO Cyab0y
IUIEMEHH, BEJIMKYIO OOIIECTBEHHYIO Ipamy TaM, I/ie Bbl HAXOAMTE YCIOKOCHHE U NPUOIMKCHHE
snoca,” Turgenev, 1960-1968, Pis'ma, 2: 72).
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tional terms, as “un crime national.”?® This is no longer a scene from a life,
but from a Russian life. Turgenev allows his work to participate in French
essentializing of Russia. Up to this point, he had consistently done so in
other volumes of his fiction translated into French, presenting himself as a
purveyor of Russian couleur locale and of authentic contemporary Russia.?
In its ‘export’ version, “First Love” becomes an icon of Russianness for the
consumption of Western European audiences, one that, through its political
ending, signals Turgenev’s sense of a national malaise.>®

As Jonathan Rose usefully reminds us in his work on the British work-
ing class reader, given the variety of forms in which texts were available in
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries — periodical versions, chapbook
abridgements, anthologies, or unauthorized knock-offs — a recovery of what
a text meant to readers and why it came to mean it is exceedingly hard to
reconstruct by sitting down with today’s ‘definitive’ scholarly editions. Rose
offers an example of one mid-century chapbook edition of Robinson Crusoe
that is eight pages long and mentions Friday only in the last paragraph.3' A
similar problem obtains in the case of translations, which, as Turgenev’s
example shows, may have had different textual and paratextual incarnations
for different communities of readers. Differences in the texts of “First Love”
available to western European and Russian readers would make the story
mean slightly different things to these two publics.

While concrete flesh-and-blood readers changed the shape of Russian
literary works, some works may have been refashioned by their authors or
editors to suit their conceptions of different target audiences. Translations
could be geared toward foreign audiences, but the domestic audience was
also further differentiated, for publishing purposes, by class or educational
level. Tolstoy’s repackaging of Chekhov’s short story “The Darling” (Du-
shechka) for his common reader Sunday Reading (Nedel'noe chteniie) is a
case in point. Much as he inveighs against tampering with the story to suit
an audience in the Nikolai Rostov episode with which I began, late Tolstoy
had no problem ‘tolstoyfying’ Chekhov’s text for the lower-class reader. He
makes the Darling character into a saintly symbol of selfless love, rather out
of keeping with Chekhkov’s more complex design. In order to reengineer

28 Kiiko 1964: facsimile of the French translation facing p. 67.

29 These volumes were: Scénes de la vie russe, par M. 1. Tourgenéff. Nouvelles russes. Traduites
avec Lautorisation de lauter par M. X. Marmier, Paris, Hachette, 1858; and Scénes de la vie russe,
par M. 1. Tourgenéff, Deuxiéme série, traduite avec la collaboration de l'auter par Louis Viardot,
Paris, Hachette, 1858 (Turgenev 1960-1968, Pis'ma 5: 707).

3* Much later, in 1882, Turgenev denied that he wrote the ‘tail’ to “First Love,” but the
evidence to the contrary is indisputable. See Turgenev’s letter to L. Pietsch in Turgenev 1960-
1968, vol. 13, Pis'ma 1: 196, 511; see also Sochineniia 9: 462-463.

3 Rose 2001: 107-109.
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Chekhov’s central character, Tolstoy deleted portions of Chekhov’s text and
resorted to a paratextual manipulation by appending his own explanatory
afterword to the story. In this afterword, Tolstoy recognized Chekhov’s at-
tempts to ridicule the Darling, but claimed that this character escaped the
author’s intention: Chekhov ended up “blessing what he meant to curse.”?
As a reader-turned-editor, Tolstoy boldly inscribes his own intentions on
Chekhov’s text.

The material I presented prompts certain reflections of a theoretical na-
ture. My claim that readers should be seen as co-generators of texts may well
seem obvious. We all know that writers routinely ask friends for opinions
about their work-in-progress and are typically sensitive about published re-
views (Gogol and Turgenev certainly were). We all know about the practice
of self-censorship. And it is also true that, whatever the advice, the author
nearly always exercises the ultimate say.

And yet, reception theory and book history all work with the notion of the
reader as a receptor of basically completed texts. For reception theory, readers’
creativity comes in only at the point of reconstituting the work of art in one’s
reading. Meaning is not an object to be decoded, but an effect of a tension
between the explicit and implicit that is to be experienced. This tension, in
Wolfgang Iser’s view, introduces into texts places of indeterminacy, or struc-
tural ‘blanks’ which the reader must fill.» It is a text-based approach, whereby
interpretive choices are always already encoded in the text itself. Book history
and history of reading aim to reconstruct a social context of reading: “who
read what, in what conditions, at what time, and to what effect.”3* Such stud-
ies move away from reception theory’s abstract ‘reader’ toward empirically
located reading communities, differentiated by factors such as class, educa-
tion, gender, religion, nationality, or geographic location. Their experiences
are reconstructed through research of such sources as library data, readers’
private journals or correspondence, sales records, social practices associated
with reading, or transnational trajectories of dissemination.

In contrast to reception history’s abstract reader, who reacts to structural
prompts of the text itself, and book history’s socially located reader (or, argu-
ably, socially constrained one), the reader posited by Stanley Fish is granted
considerable agency. Arguing against reception theory’s treatment of read-
ing as “the disposable machinery of extraction,” Fish argues that there is no
sense in texts; sense is created only through the reading of texts. In Fish’s con-

32 Tolstoy, “Posleslovie k rasskazu Chekhova ‘Dushechka’” 1928-1964, 41: 374-377; the text of
“The Darling,” as printed in Nedel'noe chteniie, can be found on pp. 363-373. For a textological
comparison of Chekhov’s and Tolstoy’s versions of “The Darling,” see Evdokimova 1993. The
English text of Tolstoy’s “Afterword” can be found in Tolstoy 1989: 189-192.

3 Iser 1978.
34 Finkelstein and McCleery 2006: 21.
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ception, reading is a dynamic process of sense making that proceeds through
perceptual closures and their continuous revision with each subsequent por-
tion of the text. For Fish, both author’s intentions and formal features that
supposedly encode them do not exist prior to interpretative acts, so in this
sense, readers ‘write’ texts.’> Roger Chartier departs from these models in yet
another direction by extending the role of the reader prior to the production
of the printed text. He argues that “strategies for writing and publishing were
governed by the supposed skills and expectations of target publics.”*® This
means, for example, that the nineteenth-century social practice of reading
aloud was factored into how certain nineteenth-century books were written.

What I am suggesting in this article is at once more basic and more radi-
cal. As my examples show, readers ‘write’ texts not only by endowing them
with semantic and formal dimensions that could not otherwise be said to
exist (as Fish has it). And reading may well factor into writing as more than
just a set of assumptions and expectations that writers adopt when writing
their books (Chartier’s focus). While the social context of reading is un-
doubtedly important, the social context of writing merits attention as well,
by which I mean the interactions between authors and their contemporary
readers who aided, validated, directed, and disciplined the authors’ ongoing
creative work before it reached the printed page.

My encounters with Russian readers on the occasion of my research in
nineteenth-century Russian literature show that they were feisty and en-
gaged, sometimes pushy, hands-on even when their hands were not wel-
come. Russian readers influenced the course of Russian literature not mere-
ly from birth, but from inception. If I may be permitted a clinical metaphor,
theirs were in utero interventions. These readers have claimed an amazing
degree of ownership in various authors’ works-in-progress and exhibited a
sense of joint responsibility for the unfolding course of Russian letters, its
direction and values. The reaction against the Gogolian trend in Russian
literature, to which Gogol himself and later Turgenev were subjected, was
marshaled by an influential elite of readers with close ties to the authors.
These were often personal interactions, not with some disembodied, ab-
stract ‘reader, but with concrete people. Texts were burned and altered in
response to, or in anticipation of, these readers’ reactions — their reviews or
letters or reactions to drafts or to salon readings.

35 Fish 2006: 450, 452. As Fish puts it, “Rather than intention and its formal realization
producing interpretation (the ‘normal’ picture), interpretation creates intention and its formal
realization by creating the conditions in which it becomes possible to pick them out. In other
words, in the analysis of these lines from Lycidias I did what critics always do: I ‘saw’ what
my interpretive principles permitted or directed me to see, and then I turned around and
attributed what I had ‘seen’ to a text and an intention” (Fish 2006: 453).

3¢ Chartier 1994 21.
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Russian readers thus come into the picture before the publication of the
books they read. Their role begins prior to the completion of a work of art.
As such, we should see the reader as part of textuality, not its aftermath. The
Russian readers wrote themselves into texts. As scholars, we should write
them back in too.
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DOSTOEVSKY’'S POOR PEOPLE: READING AS IF FOR LIFE
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Finally the coffin was shut, nailed up, placed in the drayman’s cart and hauled
away. . . The old man ran after him, weeping loudly, his weeping shaken and
punctuated by his wailing. The poor fellow had lost his hat and had not stopped
to pick it up. His hair was sodden with rain. . . The sleet was lashing and
stinging his face . . . The skirts of his threadbare coat fluttered in the wind like
wings. Books peeped from every one of his pockets; in his arms he was carrying
an enormous tome, to which he clung tightly. Passers-by would remove their hats
and cross themselves.

(Varvara Dobroselova’s description of Old Pokrovsky at his son’s funeral, from
her autobiography in Poor People)

From the first of Dostoevsky’s fictions, Poor People (1846) to his last, The
Brothers Karamazov (1880), acts of reading and misreading have functioned
as primary vehicles for characters’ efforts to both understand and, whether
deliberately or inadvertently, to misrepresent themselves and others. Poor
People, a short novel in the already outdated eighteenth-century epistolary
form re-emerges in our present era of email, twitter and other social me-
dia as a starkly modern work in which the two primary characters, near
neighbors, literally read each other in preference to being in each other’s
company.’ The virtual clashes with and endeavors to supersede the actual.

' Despite the datedness of the epistolary form, Joseph Frank has pointed out that “nothing
is more impressive in Poor Folk than the deftness with which Dostoevsky uses the epistolary
form to reveal the hidden, unspoken thoughts of his characters; what one reads between the
lines of their letters is more important than what appears on the surface — or rather, it is the
tension between the spoken and unspoken that gives us the true access to their consciousness”
(Frank 1976: 137).
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The novice Dostoevsky was defining himself in a literary landscape in
which writers passed the time reading themselves and others aloud. Read-
ing aloud Belinsky’s letter to Gogol at a literary circle was enough to send
Dostoevsky to Siberia. The more rarified atmosphere of the literary salon
described so well by William Mills Todd I1I had given way in the 1840s to
somewhat more unruly, more ubiquitous reading circles.> For us today
reading is a largely private activity or it takes place at occasional, more for-
malized “readings” and “slams”; for Dostoevsky and his contemporaries in
the 1840s it could frequently be as social as it was private. In this essay I shall
revisit a famous anecdote about Dostoevsky’s “discovery” as well as certain
well-known episodes in Poor People, reframing and recasting them with a
view toward learning what they can tell us not about Dostoevsky, Nekra-
sov and Belinsky or even Devushkin’s readings of Pushkin and Gogol, but
rather about acts of reading in a more general context.

First, consider Dostoevsky’s well-known account in The Diary of a Writer
(January, 1877) of his “discovery” some thirty years earlier by Nekrasov and
Belinsky: Grigorovich persuades the young Dostoevsky, who had “no con-
tacts in literature at all,” to bring Nekrasov his manuscript:

I brought the manuscript, saw Nekrasov for a minute, and we
shook hands. I was embarrassed at the thought that I had come
with my work and left quickly, having said scarcely a word to
Nekrasov [...] On the evening of the day I handed over the manu-
script, I went off to visit an old friend who lived some distance
away; we spent the whole night talking about Dead Souls and
reading the work — I can’t remember how many times we had
read it before. This is what young people did in those days; two
or three would get together: “Why don’t we read Gogol, gentle-
men!” And they would sit down and read, perhaps all through
the night. Many, many of the young people of the day seemed
to be filled with a spirit of some sort and seemed to be awaiting
something.’

2 Todd 1997: 37-39. Todd writes about the “widespread obsession with literature as a social
activity” in the first half of the nineteenth century. In another essay in the same volume Robert
L. Belknap writes how in the period from 1840-1880, “the journals were a center around which
writers would structure their social and literary identity. Groups of like-minded authors and
editors [...] would read the same books, attend the same lectures and great public occasions,
and learn from their colleagues the substance of books they had not read.” (Belknap 1997: 92).
Poor People is on the cusp of both these traditions.

3 See Dostoevskii 1972-1990, vol. 25: 28-29 and Dostoevsky 1994, vol. 2: 840. Subsequent
references will appear in the text, with the Russian volume and page number preceding the
English translation. Frank points out that though this account is well-known, Dostoevsky also
“considerably exaggerates and sentimentalizes his own innocence and naiveté.” (Frank 1976:
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The narrative continues — Dostoevsky relates how, after a night of reading
aloud, he had arrived back home at four in the morning, “on a St. Peter-
sburg ‘white night,’ as bright as day.” And what happens? His doorbell rings
— his visitors? Another group of readers!

Suddenly the bell rang, giving me a great start, and then Grig-
orovich and Nekrasov, in utter rapture and both almost in tears,
burst in to embrace me. They had come home early the even-
ing before, taken up my manuscript, and begun to read it to see
what it was like: “We'll be able to tell from the first ten pages.” But
when they had read ten pages they decided to read ten more; and
then, without putting it down, they sat up the whole night reading
aloud, taking turns as one grew tired. “When he was reading about
the death of the student,” Grigorovich told me later when we were
alone, “I suddenly noticed that at the point where the father was
running after the coffin, Nekrasov’s voice broke; it happened once,
and again, and suddenly he couldn’t restrain himself; he slapped
the manuscript and exclaimed, ‘Ah, the so-and-so!” He meant you,
of course. And so we kept on all night” When they had finished
(there were 112 pages (seven printer’s sheets) in all!) the two of
them agreed they must come see me at once (25: 29; Diary, 2: 841).

Luckily, as we have seen, that other all-night reader, Dostoevsky, had just
arrived home from his own reading-aloud marathon.

Despite the abysmally low literacy rates in Russia of the 1840s, the liter-
ate seemed to read feverishly and as often as possible.# Poor People paints a
vivid picture, not of the intellectual readers of Dostoevsky’s set — the serious,
would-be authors and the already famous ones interacting — but of reading
amongst clerks and seamstresses, drunks and starving tutors. Poor People’s
characters “read as if for life,”s and for them, the reading of words — not only

137). Nevertheless Frank still credits this anecdote’s seminal importance to literary history and
points out how it is buttressed by P.V. Annenkov’s less well-known but “graphic account of
Belinsky’s enthusiasm”: “I saw him from the courtyard of his house standing at his parlor
window and holding a large copybook in his hand, his face showing all the signs of excitement
[...] ‘Come up quickly, I have something new to tell you about. [...] I haven't been able to tear
myself away from it for almost two days now [...] Just think of it — it’s the first attempt at a social
novel we've had, and done, moreover, in the way artists usually do their work; I mean, without
themselves suspecting what will come out of it.” (Frank 1976: 137-138).

4 B.N. Mironov reports that the literacy rate in Russia for 1850 was 19% for men and 10% for
women. Compare this to rates in the United States respectively of 81% and 76%. See Mironov
1999, vol. 2: 386.

5 Dickens 1981: 53. At a low point in his childhood, the abused and neglected David
Copperfield begins to read, as the adult David narrator reports, “as if for life.”
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the words of the Bible, but of a hodgepodge of other texts as well as their own
written words prove to be as necessary to them in their dire poverty as bread.

Upon Dostoevsky’s return in 1859 from his ten year sojourn in Siberia
as a convict and a soldier reduced to the ranks, he wrote an impassioned
series of articles advocating the importance of peasant literacy and freedom
of choice of reading materials rather than trying to control the reading of
the newly literate through suitable “readers.” “Mr. —bov and the Question of
Art” is the most famous of the articles on literacy.® But Poor People already
makes a similar case for universal literacy and freedom of choice in what
one reads — with more nuance and passion — a decade earlier. Dostoevsky’s
fiction frequently makes the same points his journalism advocates directly,
but it does so with more nuance, indirection and persuasiveness. Few peo-
ple today read “Mr —bov” or his other worthy essays on the importance of
literacy, but Poor People has endured.” The midnight oil burned in Russia’s
ubiquitous reading circles not just for Dostoevsky and his ilk but for readers
living in corners and in kitchens, provided they could read.

Dostoevsky’s reminiscence of this white night of reading continues: on
that momentous early dawn, the encounter among Dostoevsky, Grigorovich
and Nekrasov went on into the morning. “They spent about a half-hour
with me then, and in that half-hour we discussed God knows how many
things; we spoke of poetry and of truth and of the ‘current situation,” and
of Gogol too, of course, quoting from The Inspector General and Dead Souls;
but mainly we spoke of Belinsky” (25: 29; Diary, 2: 841). Dostoevsky then
describes how Nekrasov brought the manuscript straight to Belinsky with
the words, “A new Gogol has appeared!” ““You find Gogols springing up like
mushrooms,” Belinsky [had] remarked sternly.” Upon Nekrasov’s return to
Belinsky’s place that evening, however, he found that Belinsky had already
read it. “Bring him here; bring him here as soon as you can” (25: 30; Diary,
2: 842). And so begins a second sleepless night of reading.

Every student of Russian literature knows this lovely, partly apocryphal
story of the discovery of Dostoevsky; it is a parable in its way of the deep
appreciation Russia had for its writers. “A new Gogol has appeared”; one
generation of writers welcomes the next into the folds of its overcoat. But
this anecdote is equally a tale about reading - reading aloud, dropping
everything to read something new, reading with hunger and devotion. Be-
linsky, in his praise to Dostoevsky of his story, focuses on the moment when
Devushkin’s button falls off in front of his supervisor, discovering there a

¢ See Dostoevskii 1972-1990, vol. 18: 70-104, and “Mr. —bov and the Question of Art,” in
Dostoevsky 1977: 86-138.

7 For a fuller discussion of this subject see my chapter, “Conversion, Message, Medium,
Transformation: Dostoevsky and the Peasants,” in Miller 2007: 1-22.
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moment of tragic horror. He asks Dostoevsky, “have you yourself compre-
hended all the terrible truth that you have shown us?” (25: 30; Diary, 2: 842).
He tells Dostoevsky that people like Belinsky himself, “critics and journal-
ists,” try to awaken their readers to the social horrors surrounding them,
but that Dostoevsky with single images like his copy-clerk’s wayward button
“touches the very essence of the matter [...] in a single instantaneous image
that is tangible, so that the most unthinking reader suddenly understands
everything! That is the secret of art; that is truth in art” (25: 30-31; Diary, 2:
843)! In Belinsky’s view (as refracted by Dostoevsky), an artist’s rendering
of a button can stir a reader to action more powerfully than the persuasive
rhetoric of a thinker or social activist. One can almost hear Freud some
seventy years later saying, “before the problem of the creative artist, analysis
must, alas, lay down its arms.” 8

Before considering Makar Devushkin and Varvara Dobroselova as read-
ers both of themselves and of each other, it is useful to take stock of the
general milieu of reading we encounter in Poor People. The space of this
short novel is crowded with impoverished, nearly destitute readers — read-
ing grammars, almanacs, journals, autobiographies, letters, stories, satires,
poems, novels — both actual and fictive, that is, written by other charac-
ters. I will designate these fictive works as “secondary works,” peopled with
“secondary characters.”® The characters of Poor People — most on the edge
of irremediable, dire poverty — are as busily writing and reading as their
more prosperous and respectable counterparts. Writing and reading in the
poverty-stricken urban underworld Dostoevsky creates are not simply lei-
sure activities; they are as essential as food, shelter, money and work. Man
does not live by bread alone but, for better or worse, by the written word. He
defines himself by it.

It is no surprise that the young Dostoevsky was himself at this same time
writing and reading in a similar way. He writes numerous feverish letters
about all kinds of literature during this period. In a single letter of 24 March,
1845, for example, he describes, as he often does, his literary thoughts, his
progress in writing, and the degree of his financial woe and debt, to his
brother Mikhail:

And now about food! You know, brother, that in this regard I am
left to my own resources. But no matter what, I have sworn that
even if things reach the point of desperation, I will stand firm

8 Freud 1962: 98.

9 In a paper delivered in November, 2012 at the ASEEES meeting in New Orleans, Anna
Berman designated the term “secondary characters” to describe characters who appear fictions
within fictions. Extrapolating from her line of thought, Ratazyayev’s novels and stories are
“secondary novels.” See Berman 2012: 3.
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and won't write to order. . . Perhaps you want to know what I do
when I'm not writing — I read. I read a terrible lot, and reading
acts on me strangely. I'll read something again that I've long
since read and reread, and I seem to acquire new energy, to go
deeply into everything, to understand distinctly, and I myself ex-
tract the ability to create.”®

Poor People addresses subtle questions about what it means to be a reader,
why we read, and the moments when writing and reading merge. But what
are these characters actually reading? The novel begins with an epigraph
about reading from Vladimir Odoevsky’s 1839 story “The Living Corpse”:

Oh, those storytellers! They can’t rest content with writing some-
thing useful, agreeable, palatable — they have to dig up all the
earth’s most cherished secrets! ... I'd forbid them to write, that’s
what I'd do! [ mean, have you ever known the like? A man reads
... and finds himself reflecting — and before he knows where he
is, all kinds of rubbish come into his head. I'd forbid them to
write, truly I would; forbid them to write altogether! *

As with all Dostoevsky’s subsequent epigraphs, however, the epigraph (al-
though it constitutes the words of another author) seems to be the only
moment when Dostoevsky speaks directly to his readers. Thus we, the
readers of the novel, are asked to contemplate its significance in the light of
what is to follow. The epigraph does not emanate from the correspondence
between Devushkin and Varvara, and so, in that sense, does not count as
part of the world of their reading, although for us it soon melds with De-
vushkin’s literary insights.

Devushkin’s first letter to Varvara abounds with literary references,
much of it to now forgotten popular literature of the time. He tells Varvara
that he is reading a book that makes similar comparisons to his own wish
to live as free as a bird. Its (unknown) author writes, “Why am I not a bird,
a bird of prey?” In addition to this unnamed work of poetry, Devushkin
throws out allusions that constitute a motley literary grab-bag: the story of

 Dostoevskii 1972-1990, vol. 28/1: 106; and Dostoevsky 1988a: 106-107 (Letter to Mikhail
Dostoevsky, 24 March, 1845).

" Dostoevskii 1972-1990, vol. 1: 13; and Dostoevsky 1988b: 3. This epigraph comes from V.F.
Odoevsky’s story, “The Living Corpse” (1839). Subsequent references to Poor People will appear
in the main body of the text with the Russian reference to Dostoevskii 1972-1990 preceding
McDuff’s translation.

= For further discussion of the subtleties of this epigraph and how it contributes to the
polyphony of Dostoevsky’s narrative, see Belknap 1982: 67-69.
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Noah’s Ark and Homer are referenced, as is Baron Brambeus — the pseudo-
nym for O.1. Senkovsky, the editor of the conservative The Library of Reading
— a journal popular, as Gogol himself had noted, among civil servants and
other less well-educated readers. Devushkin himself clearly does not know
all these at first-hand, but he is proud to report that his fellow lodger, “a civil
servant” who “works in the literary department somewhere” does (: 16; 5-6).

In swift succession in other letters follow references to Pegasus, to the
merits of Lomond’s French grammar versus Zapolsky’s, to an “ancient,
semi-decomposed, utterly worm-eaten treatise in Latin,” to Theresa and
Faldoni, the eponymous characters in the novel by the French writer N.G.
Leonard that had been translated into Russian in 1824, to the many (un-
named) books Petenka Pokrovsky had lovingly acquired and had lent to
Varvara, to the complete eleven-volume collection of Pushkin’s works, to
the bookstalls of Gostiny Dvor where old Pokrovsky rummaged through
numerous folios, songbooks and almanacs, and to his money wrapped in a
greasy scrap of newspaper. Aside from the pivotal centers of “The Station-
master” and “The Overcoat” which form the literary nexus of Poor People,
and which have tended to be the focus of critical readings of this work,
the characters are also engaged with the popular and scandalous French
novelist Paul de Kock, the villainous Lovelace from Richardson’s Clarissa,
and the journal The Bee. There are also Ratazyayev’s “secondary fictions
and characters,” Italian Passions, Yermak and Suleika and an “extract” from
a humorous-satirical work of his as well. Devushkin himself contemplates
writing The Poems of Makar Devushkin, but realizes that as soon as (his)
book appeared, “I should certainly not dare to show my face on the Nevsky
Prospekt [...]. Well, what would happen if everyone found out that the au-
thor Devushkin’s boots were covered in patches”(r: 53; 55)? The world of
these poor people teems with printed matter.

Devushkin’s reading of Pushkin’s “The Stationmaster” is transformative.
On July 1, Devushkin confesses to Varvara that thus far he has read little:

Very little, practically nothing: The Picture of Man, a clever book;
The Little Bell-ringer, and The Cranes of Ibicus, that is all, I have
never read any more than that. Now I have read “The Station-
master” [...] let me tell you [...] it can happen that one spends
one’s life not realizing that right at one’s side there is a book
in which one’s entire life is set forth as if on the ends of one’s
fingers [...] when I read this one, it’s as though I had written it
myself; just as if, in a manner of speaking, I had taken my own
heart, exactly as it is, and turned it inside out so that people could
see what was in it [...] I really think I should have written it in
the same way; why shouldn’t I have written it?> After all, I have
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the same feelings, exactly the same ones as are described in the
book”(: 58-60; 62-63).3

It is the great writers — the finest stories — that, for better and for worse, in-
delibly pierce Devushkin’s heart and transform his existence. No matter that
Devushkin misreads Pushkin’s story; his entire being has been moved and
uplifted. The artist’s intention is secondary to the response of the reader; the
work of art lives its own life in the world.™

In brief, this is the literary milieu that encases the correspondence be-
tween Devushkin and Varvara. Although both write to convey the narratives
of their lives, Devushkin is, above all, struggling to discover his own writing
style. Presentation of self means nearly everything to him. Devushkin is
aware that his search for style leads him to a kind of verbosity. When he and
Varvara do finally have an outing together, he delights in the concise man-
ner in which she then represents it in a letter. He writes to her on June 12,
“I was thinking you were going to describe everything we saw yesterday in
proper verses, yet all you have produced is one single small sheet of prose
[...] [but] it is none the less uncommonly well and pleasingly described |[...]
Even though I fill ten pages with my scribbling nothing comes of it. I am
unable to describe anything [...] but when a man reads the kind of thing
you write, his heart is moved, and then various painful thoughts come into
mind” (1: 46; 46). As we will see, however, this kind of reading — when the
heart is moved and painful thoughts come to mind — becomes increasingly
fraught with danger for Devushkin once he encounters Gogol. Pushkin may
have been bearable, but Gogol is not. Nevertheless, her letter to him of June
1™ inspires him to tell her about his life and, from the age of seventeen
onward, his experiences of having been bullied. “And it was not enough that
they made me into a watchword, into a term of abuse almost — they latched
on to my boots, my uniform, my hair, the shape of my body” (1: 47; 47).

Devushkin proclaims himself to be living at what he characterizes as
“double intensity,” because his Varenka is so nearby and because he is be-
ing invited to the literary evenings in his lodging. Both these intensities
have reading at their core. He reads not only Varvara’s letters, but her ap-

3 McDuff points out that The Picture of Man, an Edifying Treatise on Aspects of Self-knowledge
for All the Educated Classes, Drawn by A. Galich, was produced by a psychologist and philosopher
who was one of Pushkin’s teachers at the Tsarskoye Selo Lyceum. Dostoevsky may have heard
extracts from this book as a child. The Little Bell-Ringer was a novel by the sentimental French
writer, F.G. Ducray-Duminil. “The Cranes of Ibicus” was a well-known poem by Schiller,
translated into Russian by V.A. Zhukovsky in 1813 (Dostoevsky 1988b: 268).

"+ Recall Northrop Frye’s observation: “It has been said of Boehme that his books are like
a picnic to which the author brings the words and the reader the meaning. The remark may
have been intended as a sneer at Boehme, but it is an exact description of all works of literary
art without exception” (Frye 1957: 427).
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pearances at her window — and whether her curtain is drawn or open. To
his delight there is a reading circle of sorts right in his lodgings: “We are
going to read literature” (1: 49; 50). Devushkin’s attendance at the literary
evenings in his own apartment, led by Ratazyaev, indoctrinate him with a
panoply of opinions that offer us a humorous glimpse into the clichés of the
1840s, which are, ironically, not so different from our own platitudes as we
struggle to convince our universities of the importance of literary studies.
Devushkin earnestly explains to Varvara why the reading of literature is so
important: “Oh, literature is a wonderful thing, Varenka, a very wonderful
thing. I discovered that from being with those people [...]. It is a profound
thing! It strengthens people’s hearts and instructs them, and — there are
various other things about it all in a little book they have [...]. Literature is
a picture, or rather, in a certain sense both a picture and a mirror; it is an
expression of emotion, a subtle form of criticism, a didactic lesson and a
document” (t: 51; 52).

These lofty, aesthetic and moral considerations quickly give way to eco-
nomic ones. "Goodness, you should just see how much money they get
for it. [...]. What effort does it cost [Ratazyayev] to write a printer’s sheet of
prose? Indeed, some days he writes five [...]. He'll produce some little anec-
dote or other, or an account of some curious event [...]. I mean, that’s real
estate, it’s a capital-investment property” (1 51-52; 53)! To prove his point,
Devushkin copies out for Varvara uproarious excerpts from Ratazyaev’s
novels Italian Passions and Yermak and Suleika, which Devushkin, awash in
confusion, admires. “He writes floridly, in gusts, with figures of speech and
all sorts of ideas; it’s very fine!” He urges the skeptical Varenka to try reading
him again, “preferably when you're happy and content and in a good mood,
as when, for example, you have a sweet in your mouth — that’s the time you
should read it” (1: 56; 59). Should literature delight or instruct? Devushkin
seems torn. In either of its guises, Dostoevsky shows us in this first novel,
it can have both a positive and a negative effect. Dostoevsky was to continue
to explore the myriad ramifications of the double-edged power of literature
and art all his life.

Devushkin’s ongoing effort to understand himself and represent himself
thus plays out more in his conscious search for his own style and less in any
more traditional effort to examine and evaluate his past. In the first letter
to Varvara, he had told her that his tender expressions of his dreams were

5 Todd describes the controversy over the “commercialization” of writing. Shevyrev “led
the charge against The Library for Reading. Much of his attack borders on hysterical accusations
that payment by the signature makes writers long-winded; hyperbolic accounts of the fortunes
to be made [...], fears that commerce would destroy all taste, thought, morality, learning, and
honest criticism.” Gogol and Belinsky, on the contrary, “embraced the professionalization of
literary life” and so did not attack “commerce per se.” See Todd 1997: 56.
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taken from a book. But in his second letter to her, he was already rejecting
that style. “After all, it does sometimes happen that a person goes astray in
his feelings and writes down nonsense [...] As regards poetry [...] it would
not be seemly for a man of my age to engage in the art of writing poems.
Poetry is nonsense” (1: 20; 10)! However, when his narrative does veer into
recollections of his past, his tone sounds uncannily like Dostoevsky’s dec-
ades later at the beginning of “The Peasant Marei” (1876) where Dostoevsky
muses upon his own process of artistic creation. Fact and fancy blend, and
Dostoevsky allows himself to “correct” his memories.’® Even Dostoevsky’s
memories of Belinsky’s and Nekrasov’s discovery of Dostoevsky through his
Poor People are subject to a similar blending of fact and fancy. He reports, “I
recall the moment with the most complete clarity. And never could I forget
it thereafter. It was the most delightful moment of my entire life. Recalling
it while in prison used to strengthen my spirit. Even now, I recall it each
time with delight” (25: 31; Diary, 2: 843).

Correspondingly, Devushkin writes, “In my memory even the bad
things, the things that sometimes vexed me, are somehow cleansed of what
was bad and appear to my mind in an attractive light” (1: 20; 11).” Fact and
fancy inevitably blend in memory. But when Devushkin rereads these re-
marks, he writes to Varvara that he finds his letter to be incoherent, conclud-
ing in a P.S., “I can’t write satires about anyone now. I have grown too old
[...] to show my teeth in vain! People would just laugh at me — as the Russian
proverb says, “The man who digs a pit for another will end up in it himself””
(12 21; 12). In this letter of April 8 he has played for Varvara the tripartite role
of writer, reader and critic of his own words. Throughout the novel Devush-
kin searches for a style. Varvara’s approval of it is more important to him
than any interaction with her in the real world.

On July 6, five days after having given Devushkin The Tales of Belkin to
read, Varvara sends him Gogol’s “The Overcoat.” The contrast between his
impassioned but positive misreading of “The Stationmaster” and his equal-
ly passionate reading of “The Overcoat” lies at the very heart of this novel

© Dostoevsky describes how “memories arose in my mind of themselves [...]. They would

begin from a certain point, some little thing [...] and then bit by bit they would grow into a
finished picture [...]. I would analyze these impressions, adding new touches” (Dostoevskii
1972-1990, vol. 22: 46; Dostoevsky 1994, vol. 1: 352). For a fuller discussion of the ramifications
of this passage see Miller 2007: 75-78.

7 Varvara’s insights on memory throughout her embedded autobiography are keen and
worth analyzing in the light of Dostoevsky’s own mediations on this subject. For example,
“memories,” she writes, “whether bitter or joyful, are always a source of torment; that at least, is
how I find it; but even this torment is sweet. And when the heart grows heavy, sick, anguished
and sad, then memories refresh it and revive it, as on a dewy evening after a hot day the
drops of moisture refresh and revive the poor withered flower which has been scorched by the
afternoon sun” (x: 39; 36).
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and has been recognized as such by virtually all its readers. Where Devush-
kin’s identification with Vyrin was manageable — painfully pleasurable — for
him, his reading of “The Overcoat” cuts too close to the bone:

After this I can’t live quietly in my own little corner any more
[...]- So what if T do sometimes walk on tiptoe in order to save
my boots where the pavement’s bad? [...] Do I look into other
people’s mouths to see what they’re eating? [...] And what is the
point of writing things like that? What use do they serve? Will a
person who reads that story make me an overcoat? [...] No, Var-
enka, that person will simply read the story and then demand a
sequel to it [...]. People can concoct a lampoon about one out of
anything at all, anything, and then one’ entire public and private
life is held up for inspection in the form of literature” (1: 63; 68).

Devushkin’s fear of exposure is as acute as Golyadkin’s in Dostoevsky’s next
work, The Double (1846); he finds himself exposed and shamed by imagin-
ing the general public recognition of him in fiction. Although writers may
frequently write to provoke a burst of self-recognition in their readers, and
readers may read for this experience, such recognition brings Devushkin no
catharsis, only horror and shame. His identification with Akaky Akakevich
is complete; the line between real life and fiction has vanished. Yet is
perhaps Devushkin partly right in his critique? Do more well-off readers go
out and purchase overcoats for the poor or do they merely demand a sequel?

Devushkin’s reading of Gogol unleashes a chain reaction which threat-
ens to destroy him, even as his prose starts to take on the eloquence of
Pushkin or Gogol. Unwittingly he is finding that very style he has been seek-
ing but is now too devastated to notice it. Gogol’s Akaky Akakevich, like the
knight of the mirrors in Don Quixote, reflects an image of Devushkin that
he cannot bear to confront. He becomes overcome with irrational fears of
exposure, of invasions of privacy: “The landlady said that the devil had taken
up with the infant, and then she called you an indecent name. But all of that
was nothing compared to Ratazyayev’s villainous intention of putting you
and myself into literature and describing us in an elegant satire” (1: 7o; 77).
While his reading of Gogol crushes him, our reading about the effects of his
reading, even as it moves us, may also make us smile.”® Devushkin’s predic-

¥ Consider Belinsky’s remark about another painful moment in the novel — Pokrovsky at
the funeral of his son. Frank writes, “Belinsky remarked that it was impossible not to laugh
at old Pokrovsky; ‘but if; he told his readers, ‘he does not touch you deeply at the same time
you are laughing . . . do not speak of this to anyone, so that some Pokrovsky, a buffoon and a
drunkard, will not have to blush for you as a human being” (Frank 1976: 142-143). This is the
familiar notion of “laughter through tears” with a moral punch at the end.

153



| ROBIN FEUER MILLER |

tions prove partly right. In his suffering he never realizes that he has found
his style, even if he is about to lose Varvara, both virtually and in reality.

Devushkin and Varvara thus read all manner of written materials, and
they read for all manners of reasons, whether for distraction, pleasure, af-
firmation, self-recognition, or knowledge. For Devushkin in particular, read-
ing has become increasingly fraught with danger; it has burdened him with
a degree of self-recognition and shame that is too intense, that can drive
him to drink and even be life-threatening. His recognition of himself in
Akaky Akakevich is a tragedy that offers him no catharsis. When his supe-
rior pities Devushkin in the episode with the vagrant button, Dostoevsky
engages in the kind of dual narrative that occurs later in Crime and Punish-
ment when Marmeladov tells his drunken tale of woe to Raskolnikov in the
tavern: here, Devushkin, full of shame, describes the incident to Varvara,
while the young Dostoevsky manages to render a narrative that is redolent
of both Pushkin and Gogol and on a par with each of them. Within Devush-
kin’s own narrative, the reader may wonder if Devushkin’s superior, His Ex-
cellency, might not have been partly influenced by his own reading of “The
Overcoat,” as evidenced by his subsequent generosity to Devushkin. If so,
Devushkin’s despairing cynicism is partly wrong, “a person [who has] read
that story” is indeed ready to buy him new clothes (r: 63; 68). No wonder
Nekrasov and Belinsky were euphoric.

Ironically, Dostoevsky shared the same terror of exposure as did his
timid hero — in a letter to his brother of February 1, 1846, he worries that
he will be mistaken for his character. Sounding not unlike Devushkin, he
renounces any shared voice with him, but finds himself to be a new Gogol:

Poor Folk came out on the 15™. Well, brother! What fierce abuse it
met everywhere. . . There was the Devil only knows what in The
Northern Bee [...]. They rail at it, rail, and rail at it, but neverthe-
less read it. (The almanac is being bought up unnaturally, ter-
ribly [...]). I've thrown them all a dog bone! Let them gnaw away
— the fools are building my fame [...]. Our public has an instinct,
as does any crowd, but it lacks education. They don’t understand
how one can write in such a style. They’ve gotten used to seeing
the author’s mug in everything; I didn’t show mine, however.
But they can’t even imagine that it’s Devushkin speaking, and
not I, and that Devushkin can’t speak in any other way (28/1: 117;
Letters, I: 121-122).

Devushkin and Varvara exchanged fifty-two letters between April 8 and

September 30 of an unnamed year. The final letter, the fifty-third, is writ-
ten by Devushkin but is not sent. In general these letters — thirty sent by

154



| DOSTOEVSKY’S POOR PEOPLE: READING AS IF FOR LIFE ‘

Devushkin, twenty-two by Varenka — portrayed two characters with an
obsessive need to narrate their stories in order to craft a version of them-
selves through words that can render their existence bearable. Devushkin
regarded himself as Varvara’s protector against the vile seducer Bykov (and
failed to notice any possible overlap between himself and the hated Bykov),
whereas Varvara, increasingly pragmatic and succumbing to the allure of
material possessions (and, for example, not hesitating to send Devushkin
hither and thither to obtain the perfect kind of lace for her wedding gown),
ultimately accepts a marriage proposal from Bykov as the best solution to
her situation while still making an effort to preserve the sentimental drama
of her correspondence with Devushkin. Behind their backs Dostoevsky was
able to tell a story to his actual readers in which darker tones emerged: is
the sentimental Devushkin a “bird of prey” too? What is the significance of
Varvara’s intention to wed the father of the young man she had loved? If she
had indeed been seduced by Bykov before the events of the novel began and
even possibly been made pregnant by him, the triangle among Bykov, the
dead Petenka Pokrovsky and Varvara becomes even more troubling.

As Devushkin searches increasingly frantically for a style and for Var-
vara’s approval of it, their interaction becomes a prototype of those internet
courtships where one party wishes to avoid actually meeting the other even
through skype. He is loath to wave at her from his window or to cross the
courtyard to her apartment; he sees her only on rare occasions. He fears her
critique of his style more than her actual anger. “Don’t be too hard on my
writing, darling; I have no style, Varenka, no style at all. If only I had just a
little bit! I write what wanders into my mind, so as to provide you with some
diversion. If only I had done some studying, everything would be different”
(r: 23-24; 16-17). Yet Devushkin is the skilled narrator of the tragic story of the
Gorshkov family, reworked by Dostoevsky later in both Crime and Punish-
ment and The Idiot, as well as of other vivid, yet delicately told anecdotes and
vignettes that stand in contradistinction to the lavish and self-deprecating
frames and apologies which festoon his letters.

It is curious that his rendering of the disturbing Gorshkov story and
Varvara’s heartrending autobiography with its account of old Pokrovsky and
his son’s death, as well as other anecdotes they narrate to each other, go
oddly unremarked on by either of them in their letters of reply. As readers
of each other, they are selfish; each focuses on details pertinent to them-
selves; each, despite robust qualities as a narrator and observer, fails to read
the other carefully but is, rather, subject to whims, moods and needs of the
moment.” Each responds powerfully to the other, even as they misread or

9 Varvara’s inserted autobiography rivals other rich inserted narratives in Dostoevsky’s
work. It is of particular interest because it is the narrative of a woman, although it contains
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neglect to respond to what seem to be important communications. Devush-
kin’s misreadings of Varvara are as substantial as his misreading of “The
Stationmaster.”

Devushkin, however, does not misread Akaky Akakevich in “The Over-
coat.” Instead, his identification with him becomes so extreme that, as we
have seen, he loses track of the fact that he is a reader — he and Akaky
are one. Devushkin’s profound identification with Akaky and his ongoing
search for style converge. He proposes an improved ending for the story that
reflects a desire for his own happy ending. The need for Varvara’s critical ap-
proval is temporarily forgotten: “Why, in this instance it will be impossible
for me to go out in the street; in this instance everything has been described
in such detail that I will now be instantly recognized by my walk alone” (x:
63; 68). His alternate ending suggests a happy resolution to Akaky’s predica-
ment:

It would, however, have been much better not to have left him
to die at all, the poor man, but to make his overcoat be found, to
have that general find out more about his virtues, invite him into
his office, raise him in rank and give him a good hike in salary,
so that then, you see, vice would have been punished and virtue
would have triumphed [...]. That's how I, for one, would have
written it, but the way it is, what’s so special about it, what’s good
about it? It’s just a trivial example of vile, everyday life [...]. After
reading such a book one feels like filing a complaint, Varenka,
one feels like filing a formal complaint” (1: 63; 68).

Belinsky believed that literature like “The Overcoat” could inspire readers
to meaningful social action, whereas Dostoevsky, even at the outset of his
career, knew that the power a great work could have upon a sensitive reader
could also, through an unmediated shock of recognition, drive him to despair.

Devushkin goes on a drunken binge after his reading and is not seen
for four days. Varvara, in a moment of tender reflection, writes to him, “But
why did you despair in this fashion and fall into the abyss into which you
have fallen” (1: 63-64; 69)? Yet she has not responded at all to his previous
letter of July 8 about his devastating experience of reading “The Overcoat.”
Instead, she attributes his “fall” to their situation. “Unhappiness is an infec-
tious disease. Poor and unhappy people ought to steer clear of one another,
so as not to catch a greater degree of infection. I have brought you unhap-
piness such as you never experienced earlier in the modest and isolated

ideas and vignettes that Dostoevsky was to use later. One can argue that she is the true center
of this novel.
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existence you have led. All this is tormenting me and making me waste
away with grief”(1: 64; 70). Ignoring the content of Devushkin’s last letter
and neglecting to carefully read Devushkin himself between the lines, Var-
enka fails to realize that both of them are, at this moment, being mediated
by “The Overcoat.” Akaky Akakevich is as much the cause of Devushkin’s
drinking bout as is Varvara. Varvara, with her allusion to Devushkin’s pre-
vious quiet existence which she has disrupted, has unconsciously placed
herself in the role of the overcoat.

Devushkin’s despair mounts. He tells her, “I have lost all playfulness
of feeling” (1: 67; 74). Still reeling under the experience of having read “The
Overcoat,” he laments:

The poor man is a severe critic; he looks at God’s world from a
different angle, he [...] looks about him with a troubled gaze, and
listens carefully to every word he overhears — are people talk-
ing about him? [...] Everyone knows that a poor man is worth
less than an old rag, and cannot hope for respect from anyone,
whatever they may write, those scribblers, whatever they may
write (: 68; 75)!

At this point Devushkin as reader has become the content of what he reads
— the subject has decomposed into the object — “because, according to their
lights, the poor man must be turned inside out; he must have no privacy, no
dignity of any kind” (1: 68; 75).

In contrast, as a writer Devushkin writes to preserve his dignity, to cre-
ate a bearable narrative of his life, to express his notions of beauty and suf-
fering in the world. He wishes to read for escape and pleasure but is in-
stead undone by the kind of self-recognition great art can engender. This
letter closes with a passionate, heartbroken outburst against literature
which emerges, because of course Dostoevsky’s voice is orchestrating the
whole here, as being perhaps more complex than the debates of the 1860s
among Chernyshevsky, Turgenev and Dostoevsky about the relative worth
of Shakespeare or a pair of boots: “You said you would send me a book [...]
Fie upon it, the book [...]. What is a book? It is just a fable with faces! Novels
are rubbish, too, written as rubbish, merely for idle people to read [...] And
if they come telling you about some Shakespeare or other [...] then be aware
that Shakespeare is rubbish, too, it’s all the purest rubbish, and all made
simply for the purpose of lampoonery” (1: 7o; 77)! When Devushkin laments
that even Shakespeare is the “purest rubbish” and that it’s all “lampoonery,”
Dostoevsky has created a tragic brand of lampoonery of his own. Devushkin
sinks further, writing to Varvara, “My enemies [...] what will they say if I go
around with no overcoat on? After all, one wears an overcoat for the sake of
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other people, and the same is true of boots [...] listen to me, and not to scrib-
blers and scrawlers” (1: 76; 86).

Yet he continues to write to her, to “cover sheets with writing, when I
ought to be getting shaved.” He writes as if for life. On September s, shortly
before their correspondence is to end on September 30, Devushkin, seem-
ingly without noticing it, describes an encounter with a child on Gorokho-
vaya Street which offers up a haunting prequel to Dostoevsky’s later story,
in The Diary of a Writer, “A Boy at Christ’s Christmas Tree” (January, 1876).
(I am exploring this connection elsewhere in my work.) Devushkin’s well-
crafted account bristles with the searing impact of his other narratives — the
ongoing one throughout the novel of the Gorshkov family or, on September
9, of the loss of his button — or of Varenka’s autobiographical narrative. De-
vushkin describes the suffering child who is begging by handing out letters:

And what does the poor boy learn from handing out these let-
ters? His heart merely grows hardened; he goes around, runs
up to people, begging [...]. His child’s heart grows hardened, and
the poor frightened boy shivers for nothing in the cold, like a
little bird that has fallen out of a broken nest. His arms and legs
are frozen; he gasps for breath. The next time you see him, he
is coughing; it is not long before illness, like some unclean rep-
tile, creeps into his breast, and when you look again, death is
already standing over him in some stinking corner somewhere,
and there is no way out, no help at hand [...], it’s so agonizing to
hear those words, ‘For the love of Christ and to walk on, and
give the boy nothing (1: 87; 101).

Devushkin’s wrenching account of the child continues, but then abruptly,
with a disturbing intimacy, candor, and a sly “sideward glance” that seems
even to surpass that of his author, Devushkin unexpectedly examines his
motives for writing this vignette about the child: “I began describing all this
to you partly in order to unburden my heart, but more particularly in order
to provide you with an example of the good style of my literary compositions
[...] I think you will agree [...] that my style has improved of late” (1: 88; 102).
Engaged in a dialogue with himself, he then asks why he undercuts himself
and “take[s] the wind out of his own sails.” His reply: “To use a comparison,
perhaps this happens because, like that poor boy who begged me for alms,
I myself am bullied and overworked” (r: 88; r02). Taking on the tones of a
feuilletonist, he imagines an apartment building in which the residents —
poor and rich — are all dreaming, albeit “in different aspects” about boots. “I
am here implying [...] we are all [...] to a certain extent cobblers” (1: 89; 103).
Are we in the realm of actual boots or meta-boots? What does it mean to as-
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sert that we are all cobblers? Is this analogous to the insight of Dostoevsky’s
dreamer in White Nights in which he famously maintained that we are each
“artists of our own life” or does this image suggest something else entirely?
Devushkin concludes his description by asking Varvara if she imagines he
has copied this idea from a book (as he claimed to have done in his first let-
ter). “I didn’t copy this out of any book — so there” (1: 89; 103)! Ironically, in
this very instance when Devushkin asserts his originality, Frank discerns
the strong influence of the English and French social novels. “This passage
about ‘boots’ clearly contains the central social theme of the book, which is
Dostoevsky’s variant of the same plea one finds in the French social novel
of the 1830s and in Dickens.”>> Nevertheless, this passage, merging the in-
sights of dreamer and flaneur, stands as one of the most haunting and meta-
phoric in the novel.

Four days later, on September o, the incident with the button occurs.
When Devushkin, expecting to be fired for his copying error, instead is pit-
ied by his superior and given by him the huge sum of one hundred rubles,
it seems that a miracle, a happy ending, like the kind Devushkin would have
affixed to “The Overcoat” has occurred. (Gorshkov, too, seems miraculously
to be granted a happy ending: a victorious settlement of his lengthy, nearly
hopeless lawsuit. Yet on September 18, the very day of his triumph, he dies.
The good news has killed him.) As Devushkin heads to bed at the end of this
momentous day, he writes to Varvara, “I feel peaceful, very peaceful. Only
there is a crack in my soul, and I can hear it trembling, quivering, stirring
deep inside me” (1: 94; 110). His soul does indeed crack. Devushkin starts
telling strangers about “what His Excellency had done [...] T told it all out
loud” (x: 95; 112). That is, he makes himself ridiculous. By narrating to others
this act of kindness to himself, he inadvertently brings more shame upon
himself. Devushkin, Dostoevsky’s first “ridiculous man,” is crushed. Nor is
he rescued by God, despite his entreaties to Him.

The last several letters of Poor People begin to take the novel in surpris-
ing new directions. On September 29, Devushkin tells Varvara that he could
spend every minute of the day “just writing to her.” He asks if he could keep
her copy of Tales of Belkin, although he is not much interested in reading
now. The desire to write has transcended his desire to read. He describes his
visit to her now empty apartment, which he hopes to rent. He examines her
lace frame and her sewing only to discover that she had begun to wind her
thread “around one of [his] miserable letters” (1os; 126). This detail evokes
Belkin’s housekeeper and seems to indicate that Varvara had already begun
to devalue and discard both the actual and the virtual Devushkin sometime
earlier than we might expect. In addition he finds an unfinished letter from

2> Frank 1976: 146.
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her which begins, “Makar Alekseevich, Sir, I am in a hurry” — nothing more.
Her reply to him the next day, her final letter, is tender yet ambiguous. “I
am leaving you the book, my lace-frame, the letter I began, did not write”
(106; 126). She suggests that he now continue their correspondence in his
imagination. Her unfinished letter, consisting only of that single hurried
line, is now to offer a template for his own future writing: “When you look
at those lines, you must imagine the words you would like to hear me say or
have me write, all the things I would like to write to you; and what would I
not write to you now” (106; 126-127)! She informs him that his letters to her
are in the top drawer of the bureau — she has left those behind too. The letter
is signed, simply, “V."*

Suddenly the reader of the novel is perhaps presented with a question
about the narrative. Have we been reading an actual correspondence be-
tween two characters or could Devushkin, in the role of Dostoevsky’s very
first dreamer, have created the entire correspondence, filling in the blanks,
not just in her final unfinished letter, but everywhere? The evidence of
course is weighted toward the former, but the latter possibility, however
remote and fantastic, has been introduced.?* Dostoevsky’s fantastic realism
has thus appeared, albeit in muted fashion, in his first work.

Devushkin’s final letter to Varvara also raises new questions for the read-
er. Is it even a letter or is it written to himself? He does not know her ad-
dress, nor does he sign the letter. He imagines her fate, but is his tone one

2 Although Frank reads this final letter of Varvara’s as “a touching expression of gratitude
to her friend and benefactor,” he also cites a darker reading by Valerian Maikov, a close friend
of Dostoevsky at the time. He suspects that this comment is all the more interesting because
it may have come from Maikov’s conversations with Dostoevsky at the time. “It is clear that
Makar Alekseevich’s love could only arouse repulsion in Varvara Alekseevna, though she
stubbornly and constantly conceals this even perhaps from herself. And is there anything
more burdensome on earth than concealing a dislike for a person to whom we are indebted
for something, and who — God forbid! - is in love with us besides? Whoever jogs his memory
a bit will surely recall that he felt the greatest antipathy, not towards enemies, but to those
whom, devoted to him to the point of self-sacrifice, he could not repay with an equal depth
of feeling. [She] [...] was much more weighed down by the devotion of Makar than by her
crushing poverty, and she was not able — she found it impossible — to deprive herself of the
right to torture him a little by treating him as a lackey [...] A sentimental soul, who finds the
comprehension of such facts difficult to bear, can be consoled all the same because, before her
voyage to the steppe [...] [she] wrote a note in which she called him friend and darling.” Frank
suspects the influence of Dostoevsky’s own explication du texte here. See Frank 1976: 141. He
quotes from Maikov 1891: 326.

22 In The Brothers Karamazov (1880), for example, Dmitri imagines several possible courses
of action that he might have taken when Katerina Ivanovna came to borrow money from him.
He only follows one path, but the shimmer of these other possible scenarios lingers on in the
reader’s mind and deepens Dmitri’s characterization. Likewise, although it is most likely that
there was an actual (albeit fictional) correspondence between Devushkin and Varvara, at the
end of the novel the possibility that Makar had created it himself gains a precarious foothold
that serves to make our understanding of him even more fragile than it already is.
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of tragic sympathy or does he express a certain pleasure in imagining her
future suffering and pain?* “Your little heart will be so sad, so sick and cold
[...]- Anguish will suck it dry; sadness will split it in two. You will die there,
they will put you to rest in the damp earth; there will be no one to shed a
tear for you there. Mr. Bykov will be off coursing hares all the time” (1o7;
127). (His words foreshadow the sadistic vignette the underground man de-
scribes to Liza as he imagines what will happen to her if she remains a
prostitute, whereas luckily Varenka never reads this final letter.) He then
turns his attention upon himself: “To whom am I going to write my letters?
[...] T have worked, copied documents, walked, strolled, and conveyed to you
my observations in the form of friendly letters” (ro7; 128). What terrifies him
most is not her actual absence or the lack of her letters to him, but that if
she does not write to him, “this will be my last letter [emphasis added].” It
remains inconceivable to him that cessation of their correspondence could
come about “so suddenly” (108; 129).

He returns to what had been his preoccupation from the beginning of
their correspondence: to his style. “No, I will write, and you will write... oth-
erwise the style I'm developing now won't... Oh, my darling, what is style? I
mean, I don't even know what I am writing. I've absolutely no idea, I know
nothing of it, I read none of it over. I never correct my style; I write only in
order to write, only in order to write as much as possible to you” (108; 129).
Dostoevsky’s subsequent dreamers, solipsists all, were disconnected and
isolated enough not to maintain that they needed an actual reader for their
writing. Yet Devushkin, the first, most passionate and poorest of Dostoevs-
ky’s dreamers, could not find his voice or his narrative without his reader. In
that sense he is the most dialogic of Dostoevsky’s dreamers.

Is Poor People an account of the relationship between a meek character
or a would-be petty tyrant and a helpless young woman or a resourceful,
pragmatic one? Or is the basic unit of personality fundamentally a protean
one? Dostoevsky’s first published work sets the standard for the dialogic
portrayal of character that endures throughout his entire career. Poor People
provokes fundamental questions and contradictory responses in its readers
in the same way as do Dostoevsky’s other important works. Dostoevsky has
long been recognized as a master of doubling, whether through narrative
devices, plot motifs or through representation of character. Those that oc-
cur in Poor People put forth a unique quartet of doublings and interactions
between the virtual and the real that, far from seeming outdated as they did
several decades ago, now seem unusually fresh and relevant. Devushkin

3 Belknap argues convincingly that we misread Dostoevsky when we look to find that
suffering is ennobling. He finds very few cases in Dostoevsky’s canon in which suffering
redeems a character. Of Poor People he writes, “[not] one of these characters is evil, but the
more one has suffered, the worse one is” (Belknap 1982: 76).
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and Varvara exist as actual characters in their fictional world, they exist as
readers of each other — one reading the other’s carefully presented self; they
exist as a set of fifty two letters, yet what they each are in essence remains
unfixed, with the virtual endlessly colliding with and responding to the ac-
tual and vice versa.

We deduce and construct our images of the actual Makar Alekseevich
Devushkin and Varvara Alekseevna Dobroselova through their epistolary
self-representations, just as they do. Each, despite mutually bleak circum-
stances, is more concerned with self-presentation than with straightforward
communication. Which of their selves is the most authentic? How does their
shared propensity for literary self-representation dovetail with Dostoevsky’s
own later writings on the importance of general literacy? What is the signifi-
cance of their forays into literary criticism, whether of actual texts or imagi-
nary ones? Increasingly we shape ourselves through reading the selves and
correspondences we have chosen to create online. Devushkin and Varvara,
much like Stepan Trofimovich and Varvara Petrovna several decades later
in The Possessed (1872) in their ridiculous but tragic correspondence across
the garden or even within the same house, do the same. It is the reader’s
job to unravel the plot and to discern, in however kaleidoscopic a fashion,
the authentic.

Finally, Poor People seems to have had a special connection to Dosto-
evsky in his role as reader of his own work (an activity which we know he
tended to avoid, although he frequently reworked repeatedly certain motifs
and episodes in his works). In the excerpts from The Diary of a Writer with
which this essay began, Dostoevsky was recalling his own cherished and
touched-up memory of his discovery by Nekrasov and Belinsky. Moreover, in
The Diary, fragments of Poor People seem to have reconstituted themselves
abundantly in “The Boy at Christ’s Christmas Tree” (January, 1876), “The
Peasant Marei” (February, 1876), “A Gentle Creature” (November, 1876), and
“The Dream of a Ridiculous Man” (March, 1877). Most compellingly, one
of the parts of the novel that Nekrasov and Belinsky had been most moved
by — Petenka’s funeral at which old Pokrovsky runs after the hearse scat-
tering books, losing his hat as he runs, and awakening the genuine pity of
passersby — is reworked by Dostoevsky, shortly before his death, in the final
chapter of his last work of fiction: the scene of Iliusha’s funeral in The Broth-
ers Karamazov. Scattered books are replaced by flowers and breadcrumbs,
but the scenes are otherwise similar. A pathetic father’s grief over a dead
son fills the world. “Snegiryov ran fussing and distracted after the coffin, in
his short old summer overcoat, with his head bare and his soft, old, wide-
brimmed hat in his hand.” Later someone “calls to him to put on his hat as
it was cold. But he flung the hat in the snow as though he were angry and
kept repeating, ‘I won't have the hat, I won't have the hat” Smurov picked it
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up and carried it after him. All the boys were crying.”*+ From the beginning
until the end of his literary career, even as Dostoevsky grappled with the big
questions, he embedded his arguments and brought them to life through
everyday details such as boots, breadcrumbs, buttons, hats, and other con-
crete minutiae of daily life.

Poor People, brimming with readings and misreadings, offers us collec-
tion — a grab bag — of the ways in which literate characters, even those in
dire poverty, inhabit a world shaped as much by words as by material neces-
sity. The words these characters create and read infect, confuse, inspire,
sustain and define them.
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ITYBJIMYHLBIE JIMTEPATYPHBIE UTEHIM A 9II0XHW BEJIMKX
PE®OPM KAK ITPUMEP KOMMYHUKATHWBHOM (HE)YJIAUA

Paddasmna Baccena
UNIVERSITA DEGLI STUDI DI MILANO

OnHO# M3 XapaKTepHBIX YepT OOIICCTBEHHOTO HACTpoeHus B Poccuu mectu-
JECATBIX ToJ0B XIX BeKa CTall0 pacTyllee jKeJaHHe CaMOBBIPaKCHHS, 3aBlia-
JICBIIIEE BCEM OOIIECTBOM IOCIe OOBsBICHUs O Hadasie pedopm. Bceobmree
BO30YX/ICHHE OBICTPO HAIILIO BBIXOJ B OPraHMU3AIMH HOBBIX OOIICCTBEHHBIX,
KYJBTYPHBIX, SKOHOMUYCCKUX O6’LeJII/IHeHI/II‘/‘I, a TAaKXX€ BO MHOXKAIIUXCSA OCHb
OTO JHSI COOpaHMsSIX U “TOBOPHJBHSX,” MYOJIMYHBIX JUCITYTaX, MyONHMYHBIX
JICKIUAX, JTATEPATYPHBIX BEYEPAX, MY3bIKAJIbHBIX YTPEHHUKAX, JTIFOOUTENTBCKUX
CIIEKTaKJISIX, TAHIIEBAJIbHBIX BeUepax, KOHLEPTax, Mackapajax, JoTepesx, ayk-
[IMOHAX, OIArOTBOPUTENBHBIX MHUIMATHBAX pasHoro poxa.! M cmepkars oty
OBIOIIYIO KJTFOYOM DHEPTUI0 OOIIeHHWs, MpOOYKIECHHYIO HadaloM pedopm,
0Ka3aJI0Ch COBCEM HempocTo. JlecsaTuierue mecTuaecatoix B Poccun — Bpemst
COLMATIBHOTO OpOXKEeHUs1, OOIIECTBEHHBIX 1e0aTOB M JUCKYCCHIA, HO TaKKe U
BpeMs TPOTHBOCTOSIHUS, HEJJOTIOHUMAaHHUsI, YMEPEHHBIX YCTYIIOK, KOTOpBIEC Ye-
PEIOBAINCH C OCTPOIi peakiyeil co cTopoHsl Biacteil. [Ipumepom atoro ciy-
JKaT MyONUYHbIC JINTEPATYPHBIC YTCHHUSI, OMHO M3 CAMBIX XapaKTepPHBIX sBIIC-
HHH 3TOr0 BPEMEHH, JIOCTHUTIIICe HAUOOIBINCH MOMYISIPHOCTH B MIEPHOI MEXKTY
1860 1 1862 rogaMu.>

Jlo 1860 roma pycckue JAUTEpaTOpbl YMTAIW BCIYX CBOM IPOU3BEICHMS
MIPEUMYIIECTBEHHO B Y3KOM KPYTy KOJUIET M JIIOOUTENEH, U B INTEPATYPHBIX

* TMoxpobuee 06 atom cm. Kum6amut 1992; Lindenmeyr 1996. O 3nauenuu ‘3Bydarueil peuun’ B
snoxy Bennkux pedopm cM. Lovell 20133; Lovell 2013b.

> (DeHOMEH HeCKOJIbKO 000 IeH BHUMaHueM KpUTHKH. Hameku Ha 1myGnuyaHble THTepaTypHbIe
yreHus: 1860-X roJJOB MOXHO HalWTH B ApOHCOH, Peiicep 2001 275—279; CaxuH 1978: 155—157;
Kum691m1 1992: 165. O MyOIMYHBIX JINTEPaTypPHBIX YTCHHUSIX, 0COOCHHO O TeX, Iae BeicTynan O.M.
JloctoeBckuit, cM. Takxke Bonrun 1986: 64 u cnen.; Toan 2002.
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casioHax. EcTe cBefieHHs ¥ 0 TOM, YTO ITyOJIMYHbIC JINTEPATYPHBIE YTEHHS IIPO-
XOJIMJIA M B COPOKOBBIE TOMBI XIX Beka,’ OMHAKO MPOU3BEICHHS KaK MPaBUIIO
YUTAIIMCh HE CAMMMH aBTOPAMH, U UTEHHS HE MIPUBIIEKAIIH TOJIIBI CIyLIATENEH.
HoBu3sHa nurepaTypHBIX YTEHHUH HIECTHAECITHIX TOAOB 3aKJIIOYAETCS B TOM,
YTO BIIEPBBIE CaMble 3HAMEHUTHIE JINTEPATOPHI BHICTYIIANIH IIepe]] OOJIBIION ITy-
O1MKOH, ¢ KOTOPOH B3MMasach 3a 9To 1iara. [ B cBoro ouepens 3puTenu “im-
TepaTopoB OerKasll He TOJIBKO CITyIIaTh, @ U CMOTPETh, TOXKaJyH, 1axe Ooblie
CMOTpETb, YeM CiTymiarh...”.*

OpranuzoBare MyOIMYHOE YTEHWE — O3HAYaJl0 HAyaTh KOMMYHHKATHB-
HBIIl TIPOLIECC, KOTOPBIH COBEPILAJICS BOKPYT COOOLICHUS (UUTaEMOIo TEKCTa)
U OJIHOBPEMEHHO BOBJIEKaJ] B CeOsl pa3iiMuHbIX yYACTHUKOB — OT JIMTEpPATOpa
JI0 TyONIMKHN, HE TOBOPS YK€ 0 KPUTHKAX U IeH30pax. OTIHUNTETFHON 4epTOH
KOMMYHHKaTUBHOTO TIpOliecca MyOIUYIHBIX YTCHUIH IPH COIMOCTABICHUH €T0 C
JUTEPaTypHBIM ‘KaHOHMYECKHM IIPOIIECCOM SIBISETCS KaHAI, 4Yepe3 KOTOPbIH
OH TIpoucxoamI. YTeHHe BCIyX Ha MyONnKe BBISBISET Y YNTAEMBIX BCIYX JIH-
TepaTypHBIX NMPOU3BEICHNI OCOOCHHbBIE XapaKTEPUCTHKH, KaKHe TPH YTCHUH
‘po cebs1,” moKamyd, He TMPOSIBIINCH ObI TaK 3aMETHO. B KOHTEKCTE SITOXH
Benuknx pedopm uTeHHE BCITyX OIPEAEICHHBIX TEKCTOB 000CTPSIIO HX HICO-
JIOTMUYECKUI MOTEHIMaN A0 KpailHero npezaena. Het HuU4ero yauBUTENBHOTO B
TOM, 4TO OOCTAaHOBKA, B KOTOPOH MPOUCXOIUIIO ITyOINYHOE YTEHNUE MOIJIA BITHU-
ATh Ha BOCIIPUSITHE YUTAEMOTO TEKCTa: MPEACTaBUM ceOe MeperoIHeHHBIH 3all,
BBIXOJI JINTEPATOPa Ha CLEHY, MOAYJISILIUK €r0 rojioca, MUMHUKY, SH(QOpPHUIO ITy-
Ommku. OTHaKo B 0COOCHHOM HCTOPUYECKOM KOHTEKCTE Havaja MeCTUIECIThIX
ronioB B Poccun untaemple Ha ITyOMUYHBIX YTEHUSIX IPOM3BEACHHUS MTpeodpaka-
JIMCh JI0 TAKOH CTETIEHH, YTO, Ka3aJI0Ch, UX HE Y3HABAJIHN caMu aBTOpPbl. CIIOBHO
OJTHO M TO € MPOMU3BENEHIE TOBOPHIIO HA HECKOIBKHUX SA3bIKAX B 3aBUCHMOCTH
OT TOTO, CIyIIAIOCh JTU OHO WJIM YUTAIO0Ch, KTO €T0 YUTAa U KTO CIyIIall, U KOT-
Jla OHO YUTAJIOCh WU CITyIIaNochk. Takum 00pa3om, 4TeHHE TIOPOXKIAJIO CBOETO
poJa ‘KOMMYHHKaTUBHOE KOPOTKOE 3aMbIKaHUE.

Yem 00ycCIIOBIMBAIOCH ATO KOPOTKOE 3aMBIKAaHHUE, U HA KAKOM 3Tare KOM-
MYHHUKaTHBHOTO TIporiecca OHO BOo3HUKas0? KakoBo ObUIO HCTHHHOE copepiKa-
HHE MyOJIMYHBIX YTEHUH [IECTH/IECSTHIX TOJIOB: KyJIBTYPHBIH U JINTEPaTyPHBIN
SKCHEPUMEHT, KOTOPBII MPOBAMICSA TaKXkKe U U3-32 TeX (HO HE TOJIBKO), KTO
cTapasicst Ipeodpa3oBaTh UX B IIATGOpMY [UIS PEBOJNIOLMOHHON IpolaraH-
JIbl, JINOO OCO3HAHHBIM M HAMEPEHHbII aKkT MPOTeCcTa MPOTHB MPABUTEIbCTBA?
Henp3st 0qHO3HAUHO M OKOHYATEIBHO OTBETHTH Ha 3THU BOMPOCHL. PakKTOpEHI,
OIpENIENINBUINE BOSHUKHOBEHHUE M PA3BUTHE, UM OTKIIOHEHUE OT IEPBOHAYAIb-
HOTO 3aMbICJIa IyOJINYHBIX YTEHUH B Iepro] peopM, ObUTH MHOTOUNCIICHHBI 1

3 Cm. Toroms 1937-1952, 8: 233—234; HUKHTEHKO 1955: 258-260.
4 BeitnOepr 1895: 96-97.
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pasHoobpasHel.” TeM HE MEHee, €CIIM PacCMaTPUBATh ITyOINYHbIC YTCHHS KaK
KOMMYHHKaTHBHBIN 3KCIIEPUMEHT, TO IPUXOAUTCS KOHCTaTHPOBATh, YTO MBI Ha-
XOIMM ropa3o OoJbIIe MPHU3HAKOB B TOJIB3Y TE3UCA O MPOBAIBHOCTH 3TOTO
MIPOEKTA, HEJKEITH €0 YCIEITHOCTH.

['maBHBIM OpPTaHM3aTOPOM IYOIMYHBIX JIMTEPATypHBIX 4TeHHH B Poccun
cran Jluteparypuslit pona, mim OOIIEcTBO A1 TOCOOHS HY K TAIOIHMCS JINTE-
paropam u y4eHsIM. B HOsi0pe 1859 rona o npemioxkennto A.@. [Tncemckoro,
A.H. Octposckoro n U.C. Typrenesa, Komuter OOmiecTBa mocTaHOBUI Op-
raHU30BaTh MyOIMYHOE YTCHHE C IeNbI0 cOopa cpeacTs.® DTo mepBoe uTeHHE
COCTOSIIOCH 10 siHBaps 1860 rona B [letepOypre B 3ane [laccaxa, na HeBckom
npocnekre. Ha atom urenun BoicTynunu: TypreHes, IpOYUTABIIMK CBOIO €11E
HensgaHHyto ctarbio “I'amiet u Jlon-Kuxot,” H.A. Hekpacos, mpoaekiaMupo-
BaBIINI CTUXOTBOpeHUs “‘brnaskeH He3moOuBHIH MOAT ...” 1 “Exy nmu HOUBIO TIO
yaune TemHoi,” A.H. MaiikoB, BeICTynHUBIIHII ¢ mosmoit “Ilpurosop,” B.I. be-
HenukToB co ctixamu “U mere” u “boprda,” S.I1. TlomoHCKHi ¢ CTHXOTBOpE-
Husmu “Hasner” u “Unas 3uma” u 5.M. MapkeBud — ¢ IepeBOIOM HEKOTOPBIX
oTpbIBKOB U3 Puuapoa Il B nepeone A.B. Jlpyxxunnna.” Bedep umen noiHbii
ycrex, ¥ B HOCIIEAYIONINE MECSIIbl COCTOSIINCH MHOTOYHCIICHHBIE ITyOIMYHbIC
JIMTEPATypHBIC YTCHHUS U JINTEPATYPHBIC CIIEKTAKIN® B Moib3y camoro Oorie-
CTBa, BOCKPECHBIX IIIKOJI, OC/IHBIX CTY/ICHTOB, H T.1l., OPraHU30BAaHHBIE HE TOJIb-
ko OOIIECTBOM, HO TaKKe U IPYyTUMH O0IIECTBAMH HITH YaCTHBIMH JINI[AMH KaK
B [letepOypre wiu MockBe, Tak U B TPOBUHITUH.’

[TpeniokeHne OpraHu30BaTh MyOIMYHOE YTEHHUE MCXOAMIO INIABHBIM 00-
pa3oMm ot wieHoB OOmiecTBa A MOCOOUS HYKAAIOUIMMCS JUTEPaTOpaM U

5 ITogpobHee 06 3TOM cM. Vassena 2014.

¢ Pykomucueiii Otnen Poccuiickoii Hanuonansrolt BuGnuoreku (mamee PO PHB). ®@. 438
(Komuter O6mecTBa Juis OcoOMs Hy KIaIOIUMS JINTEPATOPaM U ydeHbIM - JIutdonn), ex. xp. 1
("Kypnansr 3acenannit Komurera O6mectsa 8 HOA0ps 1859 T. — 6 stHBaps 1864 T.), L. 7 00., 9 00.
Pazymeercs, myOnuuHble TUTEpaTypHBIC YTCHHS NIPEACTABIIAIN COOOMH UMb ONUH U3 HCTOYHUKOB
noxonoB OOmectBa. J[pyruMu HCTOYHHKAMHU SIBJSUINCH OXKAJIOBAHMSI MMIICPATOPCKOIl CEMBH,
€KEeTOIHbIe B3HOCH WieHOB OOmIecTBa, HOKEPTBOBAHUS OTACIBHBIX JIUII, IIPOLCHTHI OT IPOJAXKU
HEPUOIMYECKIX U3/IaHUI U N3 HEKOTOPBIX KHUKHBIX Mara3suHOB, JOXOZbI OT ITyOJIMYHBIX JIEKIHUH,
criekrakneit, koHuepros (cMm. PO PHB, ¢. 438, exn. xp. 9 (IIpunokenns x xKypHanaM 3aceiaHHit
Komurera u cobpanuii 0-Ba 3a 1861 T.), JuI. 63-63 00.).

7 PO PHB, ¢. 438, en. xp. 1, 1. 15.

8 Ha sacenanuu 7 heBpaist 1860 roja, no npeaioxennio ILU. Beitn6epra u A.®. [Tucemckoro,
Komuter O6miecTBa Hy K IAIONMMUMCS THTEPATOPAM U yUSHBIM II0CTaHOBIII yCTPOUTH TUTEPATyPHEIC
CrieKTaKIy ¢ 1enbio coopa cpencts (PO PHB, ¢. 438, en. xp. 1, 1. 41 00). IlepBblit auTepatypHsIit
CIIEKTaKJIb COCTOSUICS 14 arpelist 1860 roza B 3ane Pyanse: B mocranoBke Pesuszopa H.B. Toroms
Y4acTBOBAJIUCH JUTEpaTopel, B ToM uucie [Tucemckuit B pone [opoxnuuero, Beiinbepr B pone
XnecrakoBa, ®.M. JlocroeBckuii B pone nourmeiicrepa, M.C. Typrenes, A.H. Maiikos, A.B.
Jpyxunun, J.B. I'puropoBuy u A.A. KpaeBckuit B ponsix kymnuo. Ha BropoM nureparypHOM
CIIEKTAKIIE, COCTOsBILIEMCs 18 anpeis 1860 roja, ObLtn mocrasieHsl /Iposunyuanka TypreHesa u
JKenumwvba I'oroms. O6 9THX IBYX CIIEKTAKIIIX cM. BeitnOepr 1895.

9 PO PHB, ¢. 438, en. xp. 1, 1. 33 00., 36, 36 00., 40 00.
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yUeHBIM (HO TaKXe U M3BHE) KOTOPbIE, B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT KOHTEKCTa, MOIVIH
MIPEATIOKUTD OAWH MM HECKOJIBKO TEKCTOB JUIsl uTeHns. Cpeay UTeroB MbI Ha-
XOIINM, TIOMHMO YyXe YHOMSHYTHIX, Takke A.H. Octposckoro, @.M. JlocTo-
eBckoro, A.®. Ilucemckoro, pexxe — N.A. Tornuaposa, H.I. UepHsIeBckoro
n ykpautckoro nodta T.I. lleBuenko. ¥ kaxaoro yrena Obuta CBOSI TEXHHKA
JeKJIaMalin: o rojoce TypreHeBa COBpEMEHHHKH IHUIIYT, YTO OH yMeJ mepe-
JIaTh XapaKTep caMbIX Pa3HBIX CBOMX IIEPCOHAYKEH MPH MOMOIIN OECKOHEYHOTO
KOJTMYECTBA OTTCHKOB MHTOHAIMH;'® OCTPOBCKHUIA JTIOOMIT YUTATh OYCHb ME-
JICHHO, CJIOBHO JKeJasl yCJIBIIIATh BCIO aKyCTHUECKYIO TEKCTYPy COOCTBEHHOTO
ronoca;'! JlocTtoeBckuit MMen ¢1abblii 1 MOHOTOHHBIH T0510¢;'2 TOHYapOB YKTal
6e3ynpedyHo, HO U3ITHIITHE OTCTpaHEeHHO U hopmainbHO;'® y Hekpacosa ObL cia-
OBIN TONOC, TIOYTH 3arpOOHBIN, HACTOIBKO XapaKTEPHBIH, YTO CKOPO Pacipo-
CTpaHMIIaCh MOJIa Ha yreHue d-la Nekrasov;' TInceMCKOro CunTaaIn MacTEpPOM
repe/aBaTh MHTOHAINK PAa3IMIHBIX MepcoHakeid,!” a IlomoHckuit mopoit Ha-
[POTUB CKOJB3MJI K TOHY H3JIHIIHE BO3BBIICHHOMY U HCKYCCTBEHHOMY. '®

Uro kacaercsi KpUTEpHEB, HA OCHOBAaHMHM KOTOPBIX JIUTEPATOp BHIOMpAI
MIPOM3BEACHUE ISl YTCHHS, 0OCOOCHHO B Haualle, 0OHAPyKMBACTCS CTPEMIICHHE
BBIOMpATh HEW3/IaHHBIC WIIM TIEYATAIOUINECs] B TOJCTHIX JKypHAJIaX TEKCTHI, C
OYEBUIHOW IEJIbIO MPOPEKIaMUPOBaTh UX. MIHOTa MpOMCXOAWIo U Tak, 4To
MOJyYSHHBIH OT UCIIOIHEHUSI ellle HeN3/1aHHOTO IIPOU3BE/ICHHS YCIIEX MOATa-
KHBAJI KaKoro-TH00 M3/aTeNs 3aodyulTh IpaBa Ha ero u3aanue.'” Takoit xomn
Jielia II0Ka3bIBAEeT, YTO MEXKAY )KYPHAIHCTHUKON U MyOIMYHBIMU YTEHUSIMH ObLi1a
YCTaHOBJICHA TE€CHAaA CBA3b, U IIOMHUMO BBIIIOJIHCHUSA 6J'IaI‘OTBOpI/ITe.HI)HI)IX ne-
J'Ieﬁ, YTCHUA YAOBJICTBOPATIN U KOMMEPUCCKUEC UHTEPECHI.

OOpamasicb K KaHpaM YUTAE€MBIX MPOU3BEICHUH, OTMETHM, YTO 3]1€Ch
npeo0nagany NOITHIECKUE TEKCThI, OTOOPAaHHBIE TI0 MPUHIUITY KPATKOCTH U
TOTO BIICYATIICHUS, KOTOPOE OHHM MOIJIM MPOM3BOIUTH Ha MyOIuKy;'® He pex-
KM OBUIN M KOPOTKHE PacCKasbl, OTPBHIBKM M3 TEATPAIBHBIX NbEC, IIaBbl PO-
MaHOB, CTaThbH. YTEUbl CTPEMWINCH BHIOMPATH IIPOU3BEIACHNUS, OTPAXKABIINE

° Cp. [1aBnoBa 1946: 116-117; CyBOpHH 1875: 212-213; CaJOBHUKOB 1923: 76.
™ Cp. MaKCHMOB 1909: 149.

2 Cp. ITocce 1990: 440.

B JlanTenees 1905-1908: 149.

4 Tam xe.

5 Tam xe, 148; BeitnOepr 1895: 99.

© BeHrepoB 1911-1919, 4: 29.

7 E.A. IrakeHImIHeHaep NUILET, YTO 3HTY3Ha3M, BbI3BAaHHbIH UYTEHHEM CTUXOTBOPEHUM
BenenukroBa 1o stHBaps 1860 roma, moOyamn HekpacoBa omyOnukoBath ux B CospemenHike
(LITakeHIIHENHED 1934: 247).

B Bompoc 0 HEOOXOAMMOCTH COKPATHTh TEKCTBI JUIsl YTEHHS U OrPAHUYUTH JUIUTEIHHOCTD
BBICTYIUICHUI HEOJHOKpAaTHO oOcCyxaaics B npecce. CM., HanpuMep, MUCbMO B pepakimio “/IBa
CIIOBa 0 IUTepaTypHbIX Bedepax,” Canxm-IlemepOypeckue 6edomocmu, 20 anpens 1861, Ne 89; cM.
taxke “IlerepOyprekas xusHb. 3amerku HoBoro noata,” Cospemernux, 1860, Ne 3: 209.
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JyX BPEeMEH, U HE PEAKOCTHIO ObUTH 00JIee NI MEHEe OTKPBITHIC OTCHUIKH Ha
npoBonuMele pedopmbl. HekoTopsie Mponu3BeneHns MOBTOPSUINCH HACTOIBKO
4acTo, YTO Tpecca 3adacTyio CTaBHIIA IO/ COMHEHHE OorarcTBo (haHTazmu
aBTOPOB,'’ MyCTh JAaXke W IIPUUYKMHA 0 BCEH BUAMMOCTH ObLiIa B GONBIIION Tep-
MUMOCTH IIEH3YPHI IO OTHOIIICHUIO K OJTHUM TEKCTaM U MEHBIIEH — K IPYTHM.
OCTpOBCKHIA YaCTO YHATAJ CIICHBI U3 ApamMbl Cgou r0ou coumemcsi, JJocToeB-
CKHUH — OTPBIBKM U3 3anucok uz Mepmeozo ooma, Ilucemckuii — cBoii pacckas
Cmapas 6apeins, a MalikoB Tak 4acTo mpeaiarai cBoro moamy “Iloms,” uto
A.®. KoHu BCIOMHHAET:

Be3 “Tloneit” He 00XOQMIOCH HM OJHO JINTEPATypHOE UYTCHHE, U
cTons10 MaifKoBY MOSIBUTBCS HA 3CTPAJIe U MPOYECTh YTO-ITUO0 Ipy-
roe, KaK U3 MyOJIMKY HaYMHAIN pa3zaBarhkes TpeboBanus: “Ilomnsa!,”
“[Tons!”, 4TO MOJANO MOBOA OJHOMY M3 CaTUPUYECKUX >KypHAJOB
n300pa3uts MalikoBa mpes MHOTOYMCIICHHON ayTUTOpHEH, ¢ yKa-
COM IOBTOPSIIOLIETO BMECTE C HEI0 CBOM CTHX: ““A TaM MOJIsl, ONSATh

moyist! 0

Ha ocHoBanum npejiaraeMbeix npousseaeHuid, Komurer OOmecTBa uis 1o-
coOMsI HYXKIAIOIUMCS JIUTEPAaTOpaM U yUEHBIM COCTAaBIISLI MPEIBAPUTEILHYIO
porpamMmy, KOTopas 3aTeéM COBOKYITHO OTIIPABIISIAChH IOTICYUTENI0 Y4eOHO-
ro okpyra Cankr-IlerepOypra, 1a0bl oy4uTh ero paspeiieHue. ToT, B CBOIO
ouepeb, NpeabsBisul TekcThl B [naBHoe Ympanenue LleH3ypbl, KoTOpoOe
YKa3bIBaj10, YTO MOXXHO U YTO HEJIb3A OBLJIO YHUTATH. HOII KOHTPOJIb I'maBHO-
ro Yopasienus LleH3yps! monaganu u yxe ormyOInKOBaHHBIC JpaMaTHICCKHe
TEKCThI, KOTOPBIE TOJIBKO B 1862 ro/ly NEPELUIN B OPUCIUKLINIO MUHUCTEPCTBA
BHYTpEHHHUX Jien 1 Tperhero oraenenus.”! Ha ocHOBaHWY 3THX yKa3aHHIA, T10-
TICYUTEIh BBIIaBaJ WIIM HE BBIIABAI paspernieHue. Eciam pa3pemnenue ObUIo mo-
nmy4deHo, Komurer onpenessit mporpaMmy u riedatai OObSBICHHUS, a TAKKE pa3-
MeIIaji U3BEIICHHUS O BeUepe B Ie4aTH, 0OBIYHO B pasfeie “‘Pa3Hble m3BeCTHS

9 O pebarax B mpecce 1o MOBOLY MyONHYHBIX YTEHHH cM. Vassena 2014: 55-57.

20 Konu 1965: 136-137. O BOCTOP)KEHHOM BOCHPHATHM ITyOIMKOM CTHXOTBOpeHHs MalikoBa
oM. takxke H. Bespsutos [A.®. ITucemckuii], “@enberon. Ilectpeie 3amerkn,” bubnuomexa 0
umenust, 1862, T. 169: 138.

2 CormacHo HoBomy yctaBy 1828 rozma, jApamaTtiyecKue NPOU3BEICHUS OTHOCHIIUCH K
KOMIIeTeHIINH o0uieii BHyTpeHHei LeH3yphl B TOM, 9TO Kacaloch OIOOPEHNs beC K H3IaHUIO, U
K KOMIETCHIUH TpeThero OTAeNeHH B TOM, YTO KacaloCh HX LEH3YPOBAHHs A HOCTAaHOBKU HA
cuene (cM. Tpu Beka Cankt-IletepOypra, 2: 657). DTOT ABOITHOI Gapbep LEH3yphl ONPAB/BIBAICS
OIIACEHUSIMH, 4TO IIPOU3BEICHHUE, IPEACTABICHHOE B TeaTrpe, MOXKET UMETh Oonbmnii 3 dexr Ha
yOJIMKY, HEKEIM TeKCT HaredyaTaHHblid. [1o MeHblIel Mepe B Hayalie, TEKCThl B IIPOrpaMMme JIst
IyOJIMYHBIX YTEHUH IPOXOAMIIN TOT JK€ CaMbIi [IEH3yPHBIH MapIIPyT TEKCTOB JUIS IEYATH; TOIBKO
B HIOHE 1862 rona, Ha ()OHE MOBTOPSIONUIMXCS OECIOPSAKOB, IIEH3ypa TEKCTOB Ul MyOIUYHOTrO
MPOYTEHHUS Ieperuia B IOPHCIUKIII0O MHHHCTEPCTBO BHYTpeHHHX Jen U Jlupekropa Tperbero
otaeneHns (moapobHee 06 3ToM cM. Vassena 2014: 61).
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Cankm-Ilemepbypeckux 6edomocmeil, C yKa3aHUEM YY9aCTHHKOB, BPEMEHH U
MECTa Beuepa, a TAK)Ke LIEHbI Ha OMIICTHI.

[TyOnmanbIe YTEHUS MONB30BATUCH UPE3BBHIYAHON MOMYISPHOCTBIO Cpe-
1u my6nukm.?? Cam (akT TOro, 4to 3pUTENb BHIET HHUCATENS HAa CLEHE, BbI-
CBOOOJKIA B HEM ILIeNyl0 Oypro SMOIMH, KOTOPbIE MEPEeBOPAUYNBAIN BCIO €TO
cymHocTb. [IpuMep Takoro SMOLMOHATBHOTO BOCHPUSATHS MBI MOXKEM HAlTH B
JTHEBHHUKE OJJHOTO HEU3BECTHOIO MPENoaBaTeNss MOPCKOTro KaJeTCKOro KOpILy-
ca, KOTOPBIH 3armcai CBOM BIEYATICHUS OCIIE MOCEIICHHs TyOIMYHOrO uTe-
HUs 10 HBaps 1860 roja:

Hapony tema. B 8 wacoB Hauanocs. Beimen [lonoxckwii [...]. Yu-
Taja aexiaamaropcku “Hasapr,” “3uma.” lllymuo amnonuposanu. S
He noMHuI ceds. Tak cnaako MHE ObUI0... Beimen Maiiko. Ero
BCTPETHIIH arnoaucMeHTaMu. OH 4uTai ctos. .. Jlumsb 10 Toro me-
CTa, TJie eCcTh CIIOBO “‘cBOO0Ma,” eMy BCE TaK M pa3pa3miIuCh aruio-
mucMenTaMu. 3Hams BpeMeHu! ... UyBCTB He MOTy Hepenartsh...
Korna sieuncst TypreHeB, HACTOSIINI CTEMTHON MTOMEIINK, BECh 00-
pocuii 60poIoi, BCe JIUIIO B BOIOCAX CEABIX, TO IIyMY, U KPUKY, U
KIIMKY Taroke He ObuIo mpenedny. [...] Bemmen Hexpacos, cMyribri,
XyZIOH, 3ayMUHBBIH, OyITO YOUTHIH KH3HBIO. BOJIe3HEHHBIM 1 TH-
XMM rOJIOCOM OH YuTall. [...] bonb noacrynana k cepauy, u s coBep-
LIIEHHO 4yBCTBOBaJ CIpaBeUIMBOCTE ero cioB: “Korna nox cepaue
MOAOIIYT cAepskaHHbIe MyKH, Tora oro.” Tak pBai MO0 Aylly Ha

YaCTH, 4YTO sI ¥ TIOJIBEPIKCHHBIHN MBITKE HE Tak Obl cTpasar.”

JlocTaTouHO B3MISIHYTHh Ha NMPOrpaMMBbl MyOJINYHBIX JUTEPATypPHBIX YTEHHH,
YTOOBI MOHATS, YTO, 110 KpalfHEH Mepe Ha MEPBBIX MOpPax, IPABUTEILCTBO J10-
BOJILHO TEPIIMMO OTHOCHJIOCH K 3TOMY HOBOMY SBJICHHIO, U JJa’kK€ OTHOCH-
TEJIBHO JIETKO BBIAABaJIO paspemieHus. Cirydanaochk Tak, 4YTO CO CICHBI 3Byda-
JIU TEKCTBI, NECTPSIUE BOMHCTBEHHON PUTOPUKOH, Takue kak “U HbHE” U
“bopr6a” beHenukTOBa, KOTOpPBIC OBUIM NMPOYNUTAHBI HA NEPBOM JINTEPATyp-
HOM YTEHHUH 10 SHBAPS 1860 rofia U 4bM 3aKIHOUUTENIbHBIE CTPOUYKHU COAEpIKaA-
JH cIefyoulee:

22 Cyns o MarepuajiaM, HaMH pacrionaraeMbIM, Cpeau MyOIHKH OBUTH JIMTEPATOpBI, MOPOH
1 JIBOpsIHE (M WHOTZA JIaXKe 4ICHBI MMIIEPATOPCKOIl CeMbH), YNHOBHUKH, CITy)KalllUe, BOCHHBIC,
HEOOIIBbIIIOE KOJIMYECTBO JKCHIIMH, HO OOJBIIYI0 YacTh ITyONMKH COCTaBIIAIM CTYHEHTHI (CM.
Hecxkaxycs [I1.]1. Bo6opsikun], “Denberon. Ilectprie 3amerkn,” bubauomexa ona umenus, 1862,
Ne 2: 140-143). Takas HomyIsIpHOCTH BedepoB Bekope 3acTaBuiia Komurer O6mecTBa a1 HocoOms
HYKJIQIOIIMMCS JINTEPATOPaM M YUCHBIM HCKaTh OOJiee BMECTHTENbHbIC, 110 CPABHEHUIO C 3aJI0M
TMaccarxa, 3amb1, HanpuMmep, 3a11 Jloma Pyanse (Ha. Moiixn, 61) n 3a1 benapkaan (ra Hepcxom mp.).

3 [ur. B Caxxun 1989: 8-9.
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He ynbIBaii, 0 Mangoxyusslii pox!

He mapatite, o miemMeHa 3eMHbIe!

bor ne ycran: bor mecTByeT Briepen;
Mup Gopetcs ¢ BpakaeOHOM CHIION 3MUSL.
(A vBIHE, 1860)

U up1He Ml omuin Obl B 00 —
He panu rpo6Ga juiis CBSITOTO,
Ho ¢ tem, 4T06 HOBOIO G0pHOOIA
OcBobouTh Xpucra KMBOro!
(bopnba, 1860)

OJiHaKO BCKOpPE CHUTYAI¥si M3MEHHIIACh: CTAJI0 OYEBHUIHBIM, YTO ONpEACIICH-
HBbIE MPOU3BEJCHUSI, MM, CKOpEe, ONpe/ICICHHbIC CJIOBA, MPOYUTAHHBIE HA
MyOIMKe, BBI3BIBAIN B CIYIIATENSAX OTKIIMK, BBIXOSIINI 32 pAMKH dCTETHYC-
CKOTO HACIAX/CHHUS, U MPUBOAMWIN K KpalHUM MpOsiBIeHUsM peakiun. Cam
(hakT BO3MOXHOCTH YBHJIETh IHCATEIIsl HA CIICHE, YCIbIIIATh BUOPALIUIO €ro
rojoca, IOYyBCTBOBATh YBICUCHHOCTh OKPYKAIOIICH 3pUTENs MyOINKH, ATh
BOJIFO CBOMM JMOIUSM, POXAANl B MyOJNMKE IIECTUICCATHIX TOJOB HppAallH-
OHAJILHOE BO30YXKICHHE, KOTOPOTO HE MOIJIO CIIPOBOIUPOBATh UYTCHHUE ‘TIPO
ce0st’ Tex ke caMbIX TeKcTOB. B cBoem nueBHuke E.A. llltakenmneinep, oT-
Meuast, Kakoi 3 GeKT MPOU3BOIUIM Ha MyOJIUKY OTICIIBHBIC CJIOBA TAKUAEC KaK
“mecrot,” “rmacHoOCTh,” “TyMaHHOCTH,” “cB00OOMA,”?* MPUXOAUT K MapagoK-
CallbHOMY BBIBOJLY, YTO IMyOJHMKe ObLTIO Oe3pa3iuyHO COAEPKaHHE TOTO, YTO
yutanock. M npasia, onHU U Te K& OypHbIE pEaKMi MOIJIH COIPOBOXK/IAThH
YTEHHE KaK MMOTEHIMAJIbHO OMACHBIX, TAK U OTHOCHTEIbHO HEBHHHBIX TEK-
CTOB, YbH aBTOPBI HE CTPEMUIIUCH TIEPEIATh MEXK/Y CTPOK KaKUX-JINOO HEeI0-
3BOJICHHBIX COO0MIeHNMIT.? BemencTBre 3TOT0, IIEH3ypa CTaja Jallle Bhpe3arh
W 3ampelarTh NPOU3BEACHUS, €CIIU T PACLIIEHUBAINCH €10 KaK MOTEHI[MAIbHO
OTIACHBIC JUIS TPOYTCHHS BCIYX HA IMyOJIMKE M 3TO KacalloCh JTaXKe MPOU3Be-
JICHHH, y’Ke OnmyOIMKOBaHHBIX B meyaru.”® HecMoTpst Ha 3TO, OCHOBOIMOIAra-
I0II[ee Ka4eCTBO YUTATEISA-IICH30pa — ‘YMEHUE YUTATh MEKIY CTPOK, MOJIBEP-
raJIoCh MOCTOSTHHBIM UCIIBITAHUSM. BBITH TaKUE TEKCThI, YbH HHTCPIIPCTAIIHH
HEBO3MOYXKHO OBLIIO ONPEACIUTH 3apaHee, H JTUTCPATOPhI, KOTOPHIC CUUTAIHCH
nyOIUKON YMEPEHHO JTHOCpaJbHBIMH HIIM JAXKEe KOHCEPBATOpaMH, HEOXH-
JIAHHO TMPEBPAIIAINCh B KpaHHUX paankaioB. [loka3aTesieH B 3TOM CMBICIIC

24 Tak, HaIIpUMep, CITyIHIIOCH 10 STHBAps 1860 rofa, korna Maiikos, mpounTas ctuxu “CloBoM,
BCE IPHILIM HA NaMATh/300ThIe Cep/Iia Iofibl/3010ThIe IPE3bl CYACThsI/30/10ThIe IHH CBOOOIBI,”
HE CMOT YHTaTh Jabllle, TaK KaKk OH ObIT MOKPHIT arutogucMenTamu (LllTakenmneiinep 1934: 246).

25 Tawm xke: 281-282.

26 Cp. ConaTeHKkoB 1890: 557.

I71



| PAG®ADIIIIA BACCEHA |

npumep ciaaBsHopuina A.H. MaiikoBa u ero mosmsl “Ilosis,” HanmucaHHOW B
03HAMEHOBaHNE KPEeCThIHCKON pedopmsl 1861 roxa. [locne moknama meH3zopa
o tekcre “Tloms,” 4 nexabpe 1861 roga MmuaucTp Hapomnoro IIpocsemenus
E.B. IlyTsaTiH BbI1aJ pa3pelieHue Ha YTEHUE 109Mbl MaliKoBa, py YCJIOBUH,
YTO IPU YTCHUU OyAyT U3BSITHI IEHTPAIBHBIE CTPOQHI TO3MBI, B KOTOPBIX CTa-
PBIi KPECThSHUH KaJIOBAJICS Ha MOCJIEAYIOIIYIO ITOCJIE OTMEHBI KPETIOCTHOTO
paBa 3aIyIIeHHOCTh 3€Mellb!

U 1yt cTapux

[Tosen pacckas, kKak Bpo3b UIET
Bechb KHSUKHUN ABOP: IAIUT MYXKHUK,
3a0polieH caxapHblid 3aBO/I,

Crnena yx HET opaHKepeii,
Ox0Ta, NITHIHUK U TIPY/IBI,
U Bce 3a0aBsI IS TOCTEH,
U kapycesl, U CaJiblL.

Bce B 3amyuienbu, Bce THUET. ..
VYeanpba — mpesxae Topogox

bruta! Besne npucmotp, Hapox!
U neii u ems! Bee ObL10 BIIpok!

“Jla, BCIIOMSHEUIb PO cTapuHy! —
On 3akmouni. — beut cknan na man!
D, Hy ux ¢ Boneit! [Ipaso, Hy!

[la uto ona — oguH pa3Bpar!

12

OnuH pa3spar!” - OH HOBTOPSI. ..
OTxuBIIMIT MUP B €TO JIHIIE,
Kaszanocs, cuibl Hampsiral,

Kak I1aMsl, BCIUIBIXHYTDH ITPU KOHIIC. . .

“BoT napeHb BaM U3 MOJIOJBIX, —
Cxka3aJt OH, KUHYB I'PO3HBII B3IJIsIT
Ha simmuka. — Cnipocure ux,

Kyna msgar? Yero xotar?”

ToT mornsien emy B JHIIO,
Ho 3a oTBeToM cTan B TynukK.
Huxaxk sxesraHHOE CIIOBIO

He nonanaio Ha sI3bIK. ..
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“Yero?” — oH Hayas ObIJIO BCIYX...

Jla BApYT Kak KyApsIMH BCTPSIXHET,

Jla BApYT Kak CBUCTHET BO BECh JyX, —
U tpoiika punynace Buepen!

Brepen — B mpoctpaHcTBO Oe3 KoHIIA!
Bunepen — He BHemIIs HU4YEMY !

To ObLT OTBET M MOJIOAIIA,

W xonu 51 BTOpUIU EMY, —

Ho MBI HeCITHCh, KaK OT BOJIKOB,
Kak u3-noa Ty4u rpo3oBoii,
Kaxk 6b1 MyunTeneii-6ecos
IToronro cislmia 3a coboif. ..’

DTU 1eH3ypHBIC YCTAHOBKU CUIIBHO yIMBUIM MaikoBa, KOTOPBIi B CBOEM
JUTHHHOM IHChbMe npezacenarero O0mecTsa is ocoOus HyKAAIOMIMMCS JIU-
Teparopam U yueHbiM E.I1. KoBaneBckomy oT 6 nexabpst 1861 rojia sxajioBacs
Ha TO, YTO €ro He MOHSUIM, U I0CTapalcs OObSCHUTh CIIOBO 33 CIIOBOM CMBICI
CBOHMX CTHXOB, KOTOPHIMH HaMepeBaJCs BOCXBAISITh, & HE KPUTHKOBATh Kpe-
CTBSHCKYIO pedopmy:

[Tomyuus Buepa or Bac moe cruxorBopenue “Ilons,” s kpaii-
He ObUT YIUBJICH, YTO I[EH3ypa BbIMapajia B HEM MOYTH BECh €ro
CMBICH, U MPUILIEN K yOekKIEHUIO0, YTO OHa OCTAHOBUIIACH TOJIBKO
Ha OJTHOM ITOBEPXHOCTHOM MPOUYTEHUH. S1 CTaj BLyMBIBAThCA B ATy
MIBECY M YBEPHJICS, UTO U3 HEE He/lb3sl BBIBECTH HHOTO 3aKITIOUSHN,
Kak CIIEIyIOIIee.

B neil npesncrasieH 1BOPOBBIN YeOBEK, KOTOPHII HEOBOJIEH ‘BO-
neit.” B3AT MHOIO TBOPOBBIN Kak MPEICTaBUTENh paOCKOTO, UCTIOP-
YEHHOI'0O KJ1acca; OH ¢ IOMELIMKOM CTaporo BpeMEHU KyTUIl, JaxkKe
pa30oifHHYaT MHOTa BMECTe, CIIOBOM, OBLI €r0 CEHJO0M; IpaB/a,
ObLI OMT M GaprHOM, HO 3aTO YBAHWJICS MEpes ABOPHEH M MyXKH-
KaMU, Urpaji poiib, BEpTesl BCEM JOMOM, — SIBICHUE HEHABUCTHOE,
HO HaM BceM 3Hakomoe. [...] Takoii yenmoBek HEAOBOJIEH ‘BOJIEH’
MIOTOMY, YTO OHA JIMILIMJIA €r0 MPEXKHEr0 3HaUCHHs, YTO OH yKe I10-
CTapoMy HE MOJKET YJOBJIETBOPATH CBOMM CTPACTSIM U TTOPOKAM, U,
pasymeercs, miadeT MO CTapUHE U PyraeT HOBoOE. [...] DTo sicHO
JUTSL KaXKJ0T0, KTO UMEET XOTh KaKoe-HHOY/Ib TOHATHE O XyHdOXKe-

27 MaiikoB 1977a: 360-361, 831. Coobmenue Ilyraruna xpanutcs B PO PHB, . 438, en. xp. 9,
JL. 377-377 06.
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cTBeHHOM 00pase. Hasio Gparh CMBICI BCeid MbeChl, a He OTACIbHbIS
BBIPAKEHHUS: BE/lb MO CTAPUK CMEIIOH TE€M, UYTO B CBOMX JIAMEHTa-
LUSIX TUIAYeT U 0 Kapycenax oas eocmeil! Heyxenn He scHO!
Jlanee: 3TOT XOJIOII MPUCTAET K SIMIIUKY, YT00 TOT CKa3all, 4eTo OHU
XOTAT? SIMIIUK HE HAXOAWTCS, YTO OTBEYATh: Ja Pa3Be WHCTHH-
KTHBHBII eIIle YeJIOBEK MOXKET CKa3aTh YTO-HUOY/Ib ONpe/iesieHHOE?
A B ero ABWXCHUH, YTO OH ITOCKaKaJl, BUIHO TOJIBKO, YTO OH, ITO
UHCTUHKTY, XOUem U 6 JCUSHU VUM Om mo2o nopaokd, KOmopblil
VHUUMODICEH Yoice NPAsUmMenbCcmeom, YUTH “‘kax om 6oakos,” “kak
u3-noo myyu 2po306oil” 1 1p. Bexp 3TUMU YyepTamMu XapakTepu3sy-
CTCsI cmapwlil Kpenocmuou nopsadok! A xyna yutu? oH ¥ 3TOr0 He
MOJKET CKa3aTh, a K 4YeMYy-TO Y)Ke OCYIIECTBILSIIOLIEMYCS JTyUIIeMY,
YTO XapaKTePH3yeTCsl MOCIECTHUM CTUXOM: A 0anb-mo, 0anb — KAk
wupoxa! SICHO — 3TO TOPU30HT, OTKPHITHIN HOBBIM [lonoxeHnem.
Ecnu 661 MOXxHO OBLTO OOpaTHTh BHUMaHHE LIEH3YPHI Ha OOLIHiA
CMBICT TTBECHI, & HE Ha OTAENbHBIC BEIPAXKEHHUS, B3SIThIC O3 CBA3N,
TO OHA OBI TOTYAC HAIIIA, 9TO 3TA MbEca €CTh caMas 00.1bLUdAsA NO-
xeana Ionosicenuio 19 ¢pespais, XKakyio s TONBKO MOTY CKa3arh, MO
SMHUYECKOMY CKJIaJly MOETO JHTepaTypHOTO JapOBaHUs, a ATy MO-
XBaly MHE Ja)e XOYeTCs 3asBUTH ITyOINYHO, HOO s TyIIEBHO CO-
YyBCTBYIO ATOMY BeJWYaiileMy JiesHuIo Harrero [ocynapst.
Bripouem, juist Gonblueii SICHOCTH, HO B TPaHHIIAX MOETO HCKYCCTBa
s clieIajl HeKOTOpbIe M3MEHEeHHUs B KOM-KaKMX CTHXaxX, 4TOObI pe-
m)e(l)Hee BBICTaBUTH MOIO MBICIb. MOXET 6]>ITI), OTH NONPAaBKU B
Ia3ax LEH3yphl MPOJIBIOT OoJiee SICHBII CBET Ha BCE COIEPIKAHUE
MIBECH, U 51 OYTH HE COMHEBAIOCh, YTO C ITUMM IOMPABKAMHU OHA
ee JI03BOJIMT JJs uTeHus. Beepsito Bawm enie pa3 moe neruiue, mo-
XJIOMOYHTE, YTOOBI M TEHEeph OHO HE BBHIIIIO ypomoM. Eii-Gory, B

HEM HET HUKAKOM 3aTaeHHOM MbIcu!?

CoxpaHuBIIKECS MaTepuallbl HE MO3BOJISIOT HAM BOCCTAHOBUTH M3MEHEHMS,
BHECEHHbIE MalfKOBBIM B TEKCT, YTOOBI JIyUIlle JOHECTH CMBICIT [T09MBI, OJTHAKO
0 €ro MOMBITKE MOXET CBHUETEILCTBOBATh YK€ OAHO TOJIBKO M3MEHEHHE Ha-
3BaHUsI, TIPEJICTABICHHOTO B IPOrpaMMe Beuepa 29 Jekadps 1861 roga kak “U13
MyTeBbIX BriedamieHnii.”” 110 Bceit BUIUMOCTH, TOT (haKT, YTO HE COXPAHUIOCH
MHBIX COOOIICHUH IIEH3YPHBIX OPTraHOB MOCTE YTSHUH OT 4 Aekalps 1861 roxa,
O3HAUaeT, YTO BEpCcus, NpounTaHHas MalikoBbIM Ha Bedepe 29 JeKadps, He Co-
JiepaKalla BBIPE3aHHBIX LIEH30POM CTPOK. M crie1oBaresbHO B TOT Be4ep B 3aje
JIOJDKHBI OBUTH 3ByUaTh CICAYIONINE 3aKITIOUNTEIBHBIE CTPOKH:

2 MaiikoB 19770: 111-112.

29 Cankm-IlemepOypeckue eedomocmu, 24 nexadps 1861, Ne 286.
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Hecnuce... A Bapyr o ctoponam
[lons menbkanu, u He pa3

OBeube CTaNO 37€Ch U TaM
Kunanoce B cTopoHy OT Hac...

Hecnucs... “Kyna x te npsBoa Muut!” —
Bapyr copBajioch y crapuka.

A TOT JIETHUT, JIMIIE BIAJb [JISA/INT,

A nanb-To, jaib — Kak mupoka!l’

Otpeuenne MaiikoBa OT MPUMHMCHIBAEMBIX ITO3ME CKPBITHIX 3HAYEHUH U €ro
’KaJo0bl Ha HECMOCOOHOCThH IIEH30pa MPOHUKHYTh B MOATHYECKHIl S3bIK HE
HCYEPIBIBAIOT BOMPOC O TAKOM 3aMETHOM pa3pbIBE MEKAY KOMMYHHKATHB-
HBIM 3aMBICIIOM TI03Ta U moHnMaHueM “Tlomeil” He TONbKO IEH3YypOoil, HO U
MIAPOKOH MyOMUKOW M Jaske ‘KOMIIETCHTHBIMHM UHTATEIIMH — KPUTUKaMH U
JKypHAJIMCTaMH TOTo BpeMeHH. Ilpennucanns neHsypsl Ha mosmy MaiikoBa, a
TaK)Ke N3MEHEHHMSI, UM JK€ BHECEHHBIE, OKa3aJINCh MaJo 3 ()EeKTHBHBIMU: IMEH-
HO YTEHHE 3aKITIOYUTEIBHBIX CTPOK Ha ITyOJMYHOM JMTEpaTypHOM UTCHHH B
Nosb3y OTHBIX CTYAEHTOB 2 sIHBapsl 1862 I COPBAJIO CTOJbL OypHBIC OBAIMU
3aa, 4To, KaK mucai cCOTpynHuK OmeuecmegenHuvlx 3anucox, ‘“Kazanoch, BCs
9Ta ThICSYEIIaBasl MyOJIMKa roToBa Obljla BCKOYHTH K JINXOMY SIMIIMKY Ha TeJe-
Ty ¥ KpUKHYTH: ‘morien!”.””*! Dra peakuust myOnuKy ynuBmia gaxe areuta Tpe-
Thero OT/iesieH s, HaXOIUBILETOCsl CPEAN MyOIUKH, M 3aCTaBHJIa €r0 BHIPA3UTh
COMHEHHE O TOM, YTO TI03Ma JICHCTBUTENBHO MOBEpIach rensype.’? Tem e
MEHee, He T03/IHEE YeM depe3 Mecsll, mosMa MaiikoBa, mocie myOnuKanuy B
JKypHane Bpems, Obllia 0CTpO MOABEPTHYTA KPUTHKE pPaJMKaIbHOM MeYaThio 3a
CBO# “CKpOMHBII JTHOEepamn3m.”3

Jpyroii cmy4aii moka3pIBacT, KaK ISl MyOIHKH ITOPOH YUTAEMBIH TEKCT dy-
JIECHBIM 00pa3oM NpHOOpeTan CHoCOOHOCTh NMpeodpakaThCs BIUIOTH 10 TOTO,
YTO TOJIy4yaJl COBEPIICHHO MHOE 3HA4YeHWE M ‘TaKUM 00pa3oM’ JaBajl MECTO
CKaHIAJbHBIM JIBYCMBICJIICHHOCTSIM. CaMbIM M3BECTHBIM CTAJIO IyOJIMYHOE
YTeHHe 2 Mapra 1862 roja B MOJIb3y HY)KJAIOIIUXCS CTYIEHTOB, IJ€ UCTOPUK
u opranusarop nepsbix B Poccun BockpecHsix mikon I1.B. ITaBnoB npounTan

3° Maiikos 1977a: 361.

3t “CoBpeMeHHas xpoHuka Poccun,” Omeuecmeennvie sanucku, 1862: Ne 2: 2-3. VIHTEpecHo,
49T0 COTPYAHUK Omevecmeennvix 3anucoxk mutHpyeT u Te crpoku “[lomeit” (u3 “Tor mormsmen
eMy B juno...” 10 “Iloronto cislma 3a co0oii...”), KOTOpblEe HE ObUIM JOMYILIEHBI LIEH30POM UL
MyOIMYHOTO YTEHUS 29 Aekadps 1861 T.

32 “CTHXOTOBOpEHHE ITO HPOM3BENO (ypop M NIyOOKOe BIECUATICHHE M CIIYXKUT IPEAMETOM
BceoOIIero pasroopa. Bee BuasT B 310i KapTuHe u3o0paxenne Poccuu u BnajaroT B KaKylo-To
HEBBIPa3UMyI0 TocKy. HemssecTHO, 6b110 1111 0HO Tiporien3ypoBano.” (I{ut. mo KpacHoB 1965: 146).

33 MaiikoB 1977a: 831.
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cBoto peub “Tricsaenetre Poccnn.” TekcT ObUT PEABAPUTEIHHO MTPOCMOTPEH
LIEH3YPOH ¥ YaCTHBIM 00Pa30M MPOCITyIIaH OOJBIIAM KOIHYECTBOM 3HAKOMBIX
camoro [TaBrmoBa, u comepKai HIer0, COTTACHO KOTOPOH JKAJIKHE YCIOBHS, B KO-
TOPBIX BCETJa MPOXKUBAJ PYCCKUN HAPOI, PUBEIH K PEaTbHONW CUTYaIU! IS
BO3HHKHOBCHHSI HAPOAHOTO OYHTA, HO, TIO CYACTBIO, MIPEATIPHHATHIC PEPOPMEI
napst ocranoBui ero. 1 Tem He MeHee, yM U BO30yK/EHHUE ITyOIMKN B 3aj1e
ONaronpUSATCTBOBAIM MPEBPATHOMY IMOHMMaHHIO peur [laBioBa, CMBICI OBLI
MCKa)K€H, U HEKOTOpbIe (hpa3bl ObUTH COBEPILIEHHO M3MEHEHBI: HAPUMEp, CBH-
JIeTeNM MUIIYT, 4To (pasa “Ko BpeMeHU BCTyIUICHMSI Ha MPECTOJ] HbIHE Olna-
TOIIOJIYYHO IapcTByromero [ocyaaps, yaiia HapoIHBIX CTPaAaHUi PEUCIION-
HUJIACh,” JOILIA 10 YuIed MyOauKH Kak “Bo Bpemsl BCTYIUICHHS Ha IMPECTOJ
HbIHE 0JIaronojyyHo IapcTByoLiero locynapsi, yaia HapoJHBIX CTpaJaHHUA
npercmoNHmIack.”* CMBICI, TAKHM 00pa3oM, OB COBEPIIEHHO MEPEBEPHYT,
YTO CHPOBOIMPOBANIO B 3aJi€ HACTOSAIIYI0 MacCOBYIO MCTEPHIO, KOTOPAs MMEa
CBOWM pe3yabsTaToM apect [1aBinoBa, a mo3ke 1 y>KeCTOUCHHE MTPaBUII OPTraHn3y-
EMBIX ITyOIMYHBIX YTCHHUH.

HWrak, B KaKoii ke MOMEHT TIpoIiecca IMyOIHMYHBIX YTEHUH CIIy4aiaoch ‘KO-
POTKOE 3aMbIKaHHE,” KOTOPOE MEPEBOPAUYNBAIIO CMBICI YHTAEMOTO IPOU3BE/Ie-
HUSL, OIIPOKHIBIBAS TUIAHBI KOMMYHHKATHBHOTO 3aMbICIIa aBTOPA U BOCIPUSATHE
pas3nn4HbIX ajgpecaroB TekcTa? OTBET Ha ATOT BOIPOC MOYKHO OTYACTH HANTHU B
0COOCHHOM CBOWCTBE POCCHUCKOH MYOJIMKHU Havasia IECTHICCATHIX TOI0B, CBET
Ha kotopoe nponuBaeT H.B. [llenryHoB B cBoux BocnmoMuHaHusX: “O4eHb ua-
CTO MyOJIMKa IIJ1a ropas3io Jajiblile, CTPEMUIIACh HEeyepIKUMee 1, TaK CKa3arh,
Oorepeikaia rneyarb, — BOT OTKyJda ABUJIOCH U3BECTHOC MHECHHUE, YTO TOF)IaHIHI/Iﬁ
YUTATeNb OBUT OYE€HBb YYTKUI M YT MEXKIY CTPOK. [...] BOT 3TH-TO cMenbie
JFOMA W YUTAM MEXKIY CTPOK TO, Y€r0 aBTOp WHOTIA COBCEM W He ayman.’
Kenanne cBOOOABI M M3MEHEHUs, BEI3BAaHHOE HadajioM pedopm, OBITO CTOND
CIJIBHBIM U CTPACTHBIM, YTO ITyOIHMKe Ka3ajJoch, YTO OHA yIaBIHBACT ACP3KHE
COOOIICHNS B YATAEMBIX TEKCTaX, O KOTOPBIX M CAMU aBTOPHI TOPOH HE Jora-
JbIBaUCh. Takne HeoXKHJaHHbIC PEaKIMK HI30B MOBJICKIIH TEPEMEIICHHUE [ICH-
Tpa TSHKECTH KOMMYHHUKATHBHOTO aKTa OT COOOIIEHHS K KOAY, C OCIIEAYIOIINM
METAJIMHTBUCTHYCCKUM YCHIIUEM JPYTUX YYACTHUKOB IMYOJIUYHBIX YTCHUM:
HEKOTOPBIE JINTEPATOPhl CTApaMCh HANPABUTh HHTEPIPETAIHIO COOCTBEHHO-
rO MPOU3BEJCHUS, MTPEABAPss UTEHHE KOPOTKOM mpeamOysol, KoTopasi CHsijIa
OBI BCSIKOE COMHEHNE OTHOCHUTEILHO CKPBITBIX CMBICJIOB. ATeHTBI TpeTBCFO oT-
JICTICHUS, 3aTECaBIINECs CPEIN MyOJIMKH, B CBOIO OYEPE/b, ITOCIE MyOIUUHBIX
YTEHUH MPOOOBAIH ‘TIEPEUUTHIBATE TEKCTHI B TOWCKAX BO3MOXKHBIX BPEIOHOC-
HBIX COOOIIEHHUH, KOTOPBIE MOTIIH YCKOIB3HYTh OT IIEH3yPHI.*°

3+ TlanTenees 1905-1908: 157.
35 IlenryHoB 1967: 135.

3¢ Cwm. nonecenue arenrta 11 otnenenus o urenun OCTpoBCKMM apambl Kosema 3axapouy
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B 3akirodeHuM OTMETHM, YTO 1O BCEH BHIUMOCTH, B KOMMYHHKATHBHOM
mporiecce, KOTOPhIA KaXKIbIA pa3 MPOUCXOAMI BO BPEeMs IMyOIHYHBIX YTEHUH,
B IIepeiady COOOIIEHUSI CHCTEMAaTHIEeCKN BKPa/IbIBAINCH BCSIKHE pa3HbIE ‘TI0-
Mmexu.” VIMEHHO MOBTOpPEHHE 3THX ‘TIOMEX  3aCTaBHJIO NPABUTEIBCTBO PE3KO
YMEHBIINTH KOJINYECTBO BhIJaBaeMbIX paspemiennii. Haunnas ¢ 1863 roga my-
ONMMYHBIC YTEHUSI CTAJIN ITPOBOUTHCS BCE PEXKE U Pexe, YTOOBI 3aTeM MOJIHO-
LIEHHO BO30OHOBUTHCS TOJBKO B KOHIIE CEMHIECSTHIX TOJI0B XIX Beka.

CBoll BKJIaJl B 3Ty KOMMYHHMKATHBHYIO HEy/lauy BHECJIM Ha PA3HBIX YPOBHSIX
MPUYUHBI TOJIMTHYECKOT0, KYJIBTYPHOTO0, IATEPATypPHOTO U 00IIECTBEHHOTO Xa-
paxTepa, cpeii KOTOPBIX BaKHYIO POJIb ChITpajia, C OAHOM CTOPOHBI, YaCTHYHAS
HECIOCOOHOCTh MpaBHUTENbCTBA Asekcanipa Il ToIKoBaTh 0OIIECTBEHHBIC Ha-
CTPOEHHUS, @ C IPYTOH CTOPOHBI, TPOTPECCUBHOE UICOIOTHUECKOE HHCITUPUPO-
BaHME MyOJIMYHBIX YTCHUI CO CTOPOHBI IeMOKpaTHuecKkoro nareps.. Hemamyo
POJIB ChITpalla TAKKe HEMTOCTOSTHCTBO PYCCKOM ITyOIMKY Havyasa MeCTHIECATHIX
TOJIOB ¥ HETIOJTOTOBJIEHHOCTh YaCcTH JINTEPATypPHOTO MHpPa CUUTATHCS C TPeOo-
BaHMUSMH HOBOTO 3apOXKIAIOIIETO IPaXkIaHCKOTo obmectBa. OMHAKO UCTOPUIO
BO3HMKHOBEHHMS 1 3BOJIIOLUH IMTyONMUYHBIX YTeHui B Poccuu Hago paccMarpu-
BaTh IMPEX/IE BCETO B CBETE OOIIEro HecomIacusi HacyeT NCTUHHOTO 3HAUYCHUS
pedopM u mpuposBl TOH ‘CBOOOIBI,” KOTOPYIO OHM HEM30EKHO 3aKIIOYaId B
cebe. B mrazax OONbIIMHCTBA, MTyOJIMYHBIE YTCHUSI CTAJIH CHMBOJIOM CBOOO-
JIbl CJIOBA — TAKOW CBOOOIBI, KOTOPYIO MAaKeT MPaBUTEILCTBEHHBIX pedopm He
MpeAycMaTpyBall U KOTOPYIO Ja)Ke JIMTEPaTypHbIA MUpP, WK YaCTh €ro, IOHU-
MaJl ropaszio MeHee paJiuKalibHO, YeM MacChl.

HWmMenHo coderanue TOJIUTUYCCKUX, KYJIBTYPHBIX, O6H_ICCTB€HHBIX u J-
TepaTypHbIX (PAKTOPOB JAENACT W3 MyONMYHBIX YTCHUH yHUKAJIbHOE SIBICHUE,
u emie Oosee MHTEPECHOE MOCTOJBKY, MTOCKOJIbKY MyOJIWYHBIE YTEHHS CTaln
MIPEIBO3BECTHUKOM OCOOOTO TMOHATHS YCTHOW KOMMYHHKAITNH — ‘3ByYallei
peun’ —, CrIOCOOHOHN 3apa3uTh AyAUTOPHUIO. 3a HECKOIBKO NECSATWICTHH 3TO
nousTre B Poccuu mpeomonenno JIMHrBUCTHYECKUE U 3CTETUYECKUE PAMKH, U
HAIIJIO TEOPETUKOB B MCUXOJIOTMYECKOH, COLIMOIOTUYECKON U MOTUTUYECKOU

Munun: “Jlionn, CIObIIIABIINE €€ B YTCHUU WM YUTABIINE €€ B PYKOIHCH, TOBOPAT PO Hee IMPOCTO
gyzeca: OyaTo Obl mepe ITUMH CTUXaMu OjeiHeeT cTux [lyIkiHa, ¥ 9T, HAIKCABIIN OA00HOE
COUHMHEHHE, IOJTy CIeAyeT CIOMarh Mepo M MOYHTH HaBeKH. B aToil npame, omHako, IpoBeneHA
BpeHasi MbICIb: MUHMH, 9TOT UCTOPUUYECKUH UCIOIHMH, B KOTOPOM PYCCKUE IPUBBLIKIN BHAETH U
[OYUTATh BHHOBHUKA APCTBOBAHMS goMa PoMaHOBBIX, MHUHUH, KOTOpBIi BMecTe ¢ CycaHHHBIM
eCTh I HapoAa OIWH U3 aTIacoB, MOAACPKUBAIOIIMX MIPECTON M LAPCKUH JOM, H H300paskeH
TakoBbIM B ipame [loneBoro Pyka ecegviuinezo - MunuH B JipamMe OCTPOBCKOTO JIEHCTBYET TOJIILKO
BO MMs Hapoza M 3€MIIMHBI U HU cjI0Ba He ynomuHaeT o mnape” (Lut. no KpacuoB 1965: 146).
IIpumep apambl OCTPOBCKOIO IMOKA3bIBAET, KaK BOCHPHUATHE HEM3IAHHBIX IPOU3BEICHUH Ha
IMyOJNMYHBIX YTEHMSX HMMENO BIIHSHHE HAa MOCIEHYIOIYI0 MCTOPUIO UX ITyONUKArnu. XpOHHKA
Kosbma 3axapvuy Munun, xotopyto OCTpOBCKHMI MyOINYHO YHUTAJl JI0 U TOCIIE ee MyOauKaluu B
Cospemennuxe B sHBape 1862 rojia, He MOJIy4YMIIa pa3pelleHus Ha ITOCTaHOBKY /10 1866 roja, koraa
LeH3ypa 0f00pHIa HOBBIH BapHAHT, IPeJHA3HAYCHHBII A7 HCIIOTHEHHS.
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chepax.’
Ipunoxenne

TTYBJIMUHBIE JINTEPATYPHBIE UTEHUSI U JIMTEPATYPHBIE CIIEKTAKJIM, COCTOSIBLIMECS B
CAHKT-TIETEPBYPIE B IEPUOJ] 18 60-1862 IT.

Hipke npuBOAUTCS OMHBIHA CIIECOK ITyOJIMYHBIX JINTEPATyPHBIX YTCHUH, CBEICHUS O KO-
TOPBIX MBI HAIIUTH B apXMBHBIX Marepuaiax Jlnteparyproro ¢oHzaa u B meTepOyprekoi
nepuozauke 3a 1860-1862 rr. M3 nurepaTypHbIX CHEKTakiaed Mbl IPUBOJUM TOJIBKO T€,
JIOXOJ] OT KOTOPBIX TomIeN B oyb3y JlureparypHoro ¢onma. {is Kakaoro myOoanaHoro
JUTEPATypHOTO YTEHUS WM CIIEKTAaKJIsA yKa3bIBAIOTCS: YUCIO, MECTO, MporpamMma, Io
BO3MOYKHOCTH, OT3BIBBI U UTOTOBBII cOOp Beuepa. (P. B.)

1860

10 STHBApSI.
[Tybnmmanoe nuteparypHOe dTeHHE B 1M0b3y OOMmecTBa s MOCOOHs HyKIAOMUMCS
aureparopaM U ydeHsiM. 3an [laccaxa:

N.C. Typrenes: “I'amner u Jlon-Kuxor”

2

H.A. HekpacoB: ctuxotBopenus “briaxkeH He3100MBBIH 03T ...”" 1 “Efy 11 HOYBIO 1O

yJuIe TeMHON”

A.H. Maiikos: nosma “IIpurosop”

B.I'. benenukroB: cruxorBopenus “U weine” n “boppda”

SLIL. Tonmouckwuit: ctuxorBopenus “Hasapr” u “Uuas 3uma”

B.M. MapkeBuu: miepeBoj] HEKOTOPBIX OTPBIBKOB U3 Puuapoa 111 B mepesone A.B. [py-

JKUHAHA.®

6 deBpas.
[Ty6nuanoe nuteparypHOe YTeHHE B 1063y OOImIecTBa IS MOCOOHS HyKIAFOIUMCS
nuTeparopaM u ydeHsIM. 3ai [laccaxa:

B.M. MapkeBuu — Tpu ctuxotBopenus TrorueBa: “Becennsis rposa,” “Kak nTuuka paH-
s

% OOHUM U3 CaMbIX HHTEPECHBIX IIPUMEPOB TEOPETHYCCKOIO0 U IPUKIAJHOTO H3YUCHUS
‘3pydamieii peun’ sBmsicas Muctutyt JKusoro CnoBa (1918-1924). 3amMeTHO, 4TO B CBOEi
BCTYIHUTEILHOH pedd, NPOU3HECCHHOHW 15 HOsOps 1918 roma, A.B. Jlymawapckuii, ymomsHyB
TOJICTOBCKOE OIPEEICHUs] HCKYCCTBA KaK “‘3apakKeHHE SMOLUAMHE,” BBIABHII JKEIaHHE yITydIINTh
TEXHHKY ITyOIMYHOTO YTEHHUS JINTEpaTypHBIX pon3ssenennii (3amickn MuactnTyTa XKnsoro Crosa
1919: 18-19).

33 PO PHB, ¢. 438, en. xp. 1, 1. 15. UTOroBeIii c6op Beuepa: 1076 p. (PO PHB, ¢. 438, en. xp. 9,
1. 10). OT3B1BBL “CoBpemMenHas xponuka Poccun,” Omeuecmeennvie 3anucki, sHBapb 1860, T. 128:
39-40; “3amerku nerepOyxua,” Pycckuii mup, 13 sHBaps 1860, Ne 4.
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Hero 3apeid,” u “Tlonutn ['ocnox cBoto orpany”

N.A. Tonuapos — nepByto masy (“Codsst HukonaeBHa benoBonosa”) u3 cBoero pomana
Onu3zo0el uz srcusnu Patickozo

A.H. MaiikoB — ctuxotBopenue “Hmua”

SLIT. Tomouckuit — mosmy “Ha robweit Llnmnepa”

N.A. T'ongapos — Bropyto maBy (“Codsst Huxonaesna benoBonosa”) u3 cBoero pomMana
Onuzo0vt uz scusnu Patickozo

b.M. Mapxkesnd — tpu ctuxorBopenust ©.U. Troruesa n cruxorBopenus H.®. [llepou-
Hbl: “Becennnii rumu” u “SI He ckaxy, npupozaa.”’

23 (peBpas
[Ty6nuuHoe JuTepaTypHoe uyTeHHe B 1onb3y OOmecTsa Uit HOCOOHs HYXAAIOIIUMCS
JaMTeparopaM M yueHsIM. 3an [Taccaxa:

A.H. OctpoBckuii — OTpBIBKH U3 Ibechl C8ou 100U - coumemcs
A.®. [Tucemckuii — pacckas “Crapast GapbIas’”
A H. MaiikoB — noamy “Tlocienmue si3praHUKN.

27 (heBpais.
[Ty6nmunoe nureparypHoe dTeHHe B 10nb3y OOIIecTsa Ui MOCcoOHs HyKIAOMAMCS
JuTeparopaM U ydeHsIM. 3an [laccaxka:

IMoBTopsieTcst mporpamma 23-ro despass. !

16 Mapra.
[ly6nuyHOe nuTEpaTypHOE YTEHHE B MOJB3Y CTyAeHTOB CaHkT-IleTepOyprckoro yHu-
Bepcuteta. 3an CankT-IleTepOyprckoro yHuBepCcHuTeTa:

N.C. Typrenes — paccka3 “Xopp 1 Kanuusra” u3 3anucox oxomuuxa

H.A. HexpacoB — ctuxorBopenus “Cans0a” u “IlIxonsHuK”

A H. Ocrposckuii — nmeecy Cemetinasn kapmuna 1 OTPBIBKU U3 1beckl Ceou 100U - co-
umemcsi

A.H. MaiikoB — JiBa CTHXOTBOpEHHsI (OZHO U3 KOTOphIX — “HuBa”)

39 PO PHB, . 438, ex. xp. 9, 11. 17. MTorosslii coop Beuepa: 1.025 p., 78 K. (PO PHB, ¢. 438,
el Xp. 1, 1. 43 00.). O136IBBI: “IleTepOyprekas xu3Hb. 3ametkn Hooro mosra,” Cospemennux,
deBpanb 1860, T. 79: 376; “Jleronuck 00LUeCTBEHHOI ®u3HU,” Pycckutl mup, 17 GeBpais 1860,
Ne 13.

4 PO PHB, . 438, en. xp. 1, 1. 36, 36 00. O1361BBI: “IleTepOyprekast xu3ub. 3amerkn HoBoro
nosta,” Cospemennuk, Mapt 1860, T. 8o: 208—09; “Jleronucy 00MECTBEHHOM XU3HM,” Pycckuil
mup, 277 Gepaist 1860, Ne 16.

4 Wrorosslii cOop Beuepos 23 U 27 deBpaist 1860 I.: 2.019 p. (PO PHB, ¢. 438, en. xp. 1, 1. 47
006.).
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A.®. TTucemckuii — pacckas “Crapast 6apbiss.”*

14 amperst.
JIutepaTypHbIH CIIEKTaKIIb B 063y OOIIecTBa It HOCOOMS Hy KAAIOIIMCSI TUTEPaTo-
pam u yueHsIM. 3an Pyam3e:

Ilocranosnen Pesusop H. B. T'orons

B pomsx: I1.U. Beiin6epr (XnecrakoB), A.®. [Tncemckuii (Topoxuud), .M. loctoes-
ckuii (Illenkun), ®.A. Konn (A6xymun), A.H. Maiikos, A.B. {pyxunun, /1.B. I'puro-
poBuy, A.A. Kpaesckuii, .C. Typrenes (kymnipl). OcTanabHble pOJIN UCIIOIHSIOT aKTe-
pbI AJIeKCaHPHHCKOTO Tearpa.®

18 ampens.
JIutepaTypHbIii CIIEKTaKIIb B T0Ib3y OOIIecTBa Uit HOCOOMS Hy KAAIOIIMCS TUTEPaTo-
pam u yueHsiM. 3an Pyanse:

Iocranosnenst /Iposunyuanxa YU.C. Typrenesa u JKenumvda H.B. Toromns
B pomix (u3 mureparopos): A.D. Ilucemckuii (Ilomkomecun), IL.UM. Beiinbepr
(Koukapes).*

T HOSIOPSL.
IlyO6nuyHOEe AUTEpaTypHOEC YTEHHUE B MOJb3y YACTHBIX BOCKPECHBIX IIKOJ. 3al
[Taccaxa:

B.I'. beneauKTOB — Ba CTUXOTBOPEHUS

®.M. locToeBckuii — r1aBy U3 nosectu “Herouka He3Banosa”
SLIL. Tonmouckuii — ctuxorBopenus “K xenmune” u “Humpmii”
A.®. [Tucemckuil — aKT U3 MbECHI ] OpbKas cyObOUHa

A.H. Maiiko — cruxorBopenust “Casonapomia” u “Ilecan”
T.I. IlleB4eHKO — TP MAIOPOCCUIICKHX CTUXOTBOPCHHS. *

18 exalpsi.
ITy6GnuyHOE JIUTEpaTypHOE YTECHUE B MOJb3y OOLIeCTBa IS MOCOOUS HYKIAIOUIHMCS

42 Or3piB: Canxkm-Ilemepbypeckue sedomocmu, 20 Mapra 1860, Ne 63.

4 Penpoaykuuio aduim CrnekTakis cM. B BeitHOepr 1895: 105. Ot3biBb: “IleTepOyprekas
sku3Hb. 3ameTku HoBoro nosra,” Cospemennuxk, anpeins 1860, T. 8o: 445; H. Crenanos, “Pesusop B

oo

criexraxiie ooureneit,” Mckpa, 1860, Ne 17: 177.

4 Or3piB: “IlerepOyprekast sxu3Hb. 3amerku HoBoro nosta,” Cospemenrux, anpenb 1860, T.
80: 445. MToroBelil cO0p aMTEpaTYpHBIX CHEKTaKIeH 3a 14 U 18 anpens 1860 r.: 3.578 p. (PO PHB,
®. 438, em. xp. 1, 1. 66).

4 Canxm-ITemep0Oypeckue eedomocmu, 9 HOAOPst 1860, Ne 244.
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JauTeparopaM M yueHsIM. 3an [Taccaxa:

A.N. Pynockuit — “XKuznp Llamumst, uim caMuM paccka3anHast”
B.I". BenenukToB — ctuxoTBopeHue “MckyccTBo 1 mpupona”

T.I'. IlleBuenko — cruxorBopenue “Cemen [lambrit”

A H. MaiikoB — ctuxoTtBopenue “Chunxc”

SLIL TlonoHckuii — ctuxorBopenue “Humui.”*

1861

15 SIHBapsl.
[TyGnuyHOE TUTEpaTypHOE YTEHHE B MOJIB3Y BOCKPECHBIX MiKoul. 3ai [Taccaxa:

A. Puctopu — u3 [lante
A.H. MaiikoB — cruxotBopenue “U13 ouepkoB Heanomns™

99 ¢

SLIT. Tonmouckuit — ctuxoTrBopenns “Uramus,” “Acnaszus,” “Llapuma Tamapa”
A.®. [Tucemckuii — OTpHIBKE U3 ToBecTH “‘T'aBaHbCcKHe YMHOBHHUKH® [ eHCIEepa
[L.IT. Yyounckwmii — Tpu cruxorBoperust H.®. [l{epOuHb

B.I. benenukroB — cTuxoTBOpeHue “BocKkpecHbIe MIKOIbI

®.M. JI0CTOEBCKHIi — OTPBIBKH U3 poMana beownvle moou.”’

23 MapTa.
[Ty6nuuHOe TUTEpaTypHOE YTEHHE B MOJIB3Y MMOKPOBCKOH Oe3ruisiTHOU mikouel. 3ai [Tac-
caxa:

IT.A. Kynum

A.H. MaiikoB
A.®. [Tucemckuit
SLIT. TTomonckMiA
MLII. Posenreiim 48

T4 amperts.
[TybnmuHoe nuTepaTypHOE 4YTEHHE B MONB3Yy OCAHBIX cTyaHeToB. 3an CaHKT-
[TerepOyprckoro yHuBepcHTETA:

4 Canxm-Ilemepbypeckue 6edomocmu, 16 nekadps 1860, Ne 274. Toroselii c6op Beuepa: 217
p. 50 k. (PO PHB, ¢. 438, en. xp. 1, 11. 126). O13b1B: Bukrop I1., “3amerkn,” Pycckuit mup, 21 iekadps
1860, Ne 99.

47 Canxkm-Ilemepbypeckue gedomocmu, 13 suBapst 1861, Ne 10. O13b1B: “ITeTepOyprekas KU3Hb.
3amerku Hooro nosra,” Cospemennux, sHpapb 1861, T. 85: 141.

4 Canxm-IlemepOypackue eedomocmu, 21 Mapra 1861, Ne 65. B mporpamme He yKasaHbl
YHUTaeMble IPOU3BEACHUS.
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H.U. Koctomapos — BocniomuHanus o AByX Majspax

A.H. MaiikoB — ctuxotBopenus “babymika u Buyuek” u “Kapruaka”
S1II. Tlononckuit

H.A. Hekpacos — cruxorBopenus “Ha Bonre” u “Ilecust Epemymike.”

10 JIeKaopsi.
[Ty6muaHOe TuTepaTypHOE YTCHHE B MOJIB3Y OCMHBIX yUYaluXcs. 3 -0 THMHA3HU:

C.B. MakcumoB — “Kononnuku B gopore”

SLIT. TlosoHCKMIA — CTUXOTBOpEHUE

I1.JI. JlaBpoB — “Jlanmambep”

A.H. MaiikoB — cTUXOTBOpeHUE

M.U. Cemesckuii — “U3 myTeBbIX 3anucoK”
B.U. BonoBo3oB — u3 nosmel efine “I'epmanns™
N.®. T'opOyHOB — pacckas “Jlec”

B.C. KypoukuH — cruxorBopenue “CruieTHuk.”>

29 neKaops.
[Ty6nuunoe nureparypHOe 4TeHHE B 1063y OOImIecTBa I MOCOOHS HyKIAFOIUMCS
nuTepaTopaM U ydeHsIM. 3an benapkamm:

N.®. T'opOyHOB — cuieHy U3 HapoaHoro Obita “Jlec”

A.H. MaiikoB — ctuxotBopenue “U13 nmyTeBbIX BrieuaTieHHi”
A.®. [Tucemckuii — nosects “barbka”

H.A. HexpacoB — cruxorBopenue “O moroze”

H.B. Ycnenckuii — pacckas “HM3 3anucok HeM3BeCTHOro.”!

1862

2 STHBapsL.
[Ty6muuHOE nUTepaTypHOE YTEHNUE B MOJIB3Y CTYACHTOB 1-0if [leTepOyprekoii ruMHa3HH.
3aJ 1-of THMHA3HH:

H.A. Hexpacos — “O Jlo6pontobose”
A.H. Maiikos — “ITosst.”

49 Canxm-Ilemepoypeckue 6edomocmu, 12 anpens 1861, Ne 83.
¢ Canxm-Ilemepoypeckue 6edomocmu, 9 nexadps 1861, Ne 273.

st Cankm-IlemepOypeckue eedomocmu, 24 nexadbps 1861, Ne 286. MtoroBslii cOop Bedepa: 529
p. (PO PHB, ¢. 438, en. xp. 11 (IIpunoxenns k xxypHanam 3acenanuii Komurera n codpanuii o-sa
32 1862 T.), I 25).

5> “CoBpeMeHHast XpoHuka Poccun,” Omeuecmeennvle 3anucku, 1862: Ne 2: 2-3.
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15 SIHBapsi.
[ly6nuyHoe nuTepaTypHOE uYTeHHe B moib3y OOImecTBa s MOocoOus HyKIArOLUIMMCS
JMTEpaTtopaM M yueHbIM. 3ai beHapkau:

A.H. Octposckuii — Kosbma 3axapveuy Munun.>

21 STHBapSI.
[Ty6rmuaHoe nuTeparypHOEe YTCHUE B MONB3Y OCHHBIX CTYICHTOB MeEIUKO-XHpypriye-
CKOM AKaJieMHH. 3all 1-0i THMHA3UH:

S1IT. TTonoHCKU — CTUXOTBOPEHHE

B.1. BonoBo3oB — u3 noswmsl [eitne “Tepman”™

[1.J1. JTaBpoB — “AHabanTucTer”

A.H. MaiikoB — CTUXOTBOpEHHUE

N.®. TopOyHOB — CLIeHBI U3 HAPOAHON KU3HU

H.A. HekpacoB — cTUXOTBOpEHHS

A.B. JloxBuukuii — “Jlureparypa u cyn”

H.B. YcneHckwnii — ipaMaTndeckue CeHbI H3 HApOIHOTO ObITa
B.C. Kypoukun — u3 bepamxe

1.®. TopOyHOB — CLICHBI M3 HAPOAHOM JKH3HH. >

27 SIHBapA.
JlutepaTypHblii ClIeKTaKIIb B 103y OOIecTBa UIs HOCOOMS Hy KAAIOIIMMCS JINTepaTo-
pam u ydeHsIM. 3ai [laccaxa:

[Tocranosnenst: komenus A.H. Octposckoro Bocnumannuya, Ymo umeem — ne xpanum,
nomepseswu niavem Coxonosa, Txocoa H.B. Torons.

B nocranoBke nmpuHUMaeT ydactue ObiBIIas aptucTtka MockoBckoro tearpa A.T. Ca-
Oyposa.>

4 eBpass.
[Ty6nmanoe nuTepaTtypHOE YTEHHE B TIOJIb3Y BOCKPECHBIX IIKOJ. 3aJl 2-0i THMHA3UU:

®.M. JlocToeBckuii — OTpBIBOK U3 3anucok uz Mepmeozo [oma
S1IL. TlonoHCKMi — CTUXOTBOpPEHUE

53 Canxm-Ilemepoypeckue edomocmu, 14 stHBaps 1862, Ne 1o0. MTorosslii coop Bedepa: 486 p.
(PO PHB, ¢. 438, ex. xp. 11, 1. 27). Ot3b1B: “TeaTpanbHas U My3bIKaIbHAas XPOHUKA,” Pycckutl mup,
20 sHBaps 1860, Ne 3.

s¢ Canxm-IlemepOypeckue s6edomocmu, 13 ssHBapst 1862, Ne 9.

55 Canxm-ITemepoypeckue edomocmu, 24 sHBapst 1862, Ne 18. Ntoroblii cOop Beuepa: 614
p. (PO PHB, . 438, ex. xp. 11, 11. 34 00.). Or3b1Bbl: H. bespsuios [A.®D. [Tucemckuii]|, “DenbeToH.
Tectpeie 3amerkn,” bubnuomexa onsa umenus, 1862, T. 169: 135-138; “TearpanbHas 1 My3bIKaJIbHAS
XpOHUKa,” Pycckuil mup, 3 GpeBpans 1862, Ne 5.
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T1.J1. JlaBpoB — “AmOpocuii Menuonanckuii 1 AHapei nesyur”
M.U. Cemesckuit — n3 “Bomkcknx 3aMeTox”

B.1. BooB030B — CTUXOTBOpEHHE

A.I1. MunrokoB — “JIMCTKH U3 TaMSATHON KHIKKA™

A H. MaiikoB — cTUXOTBOpeHHe.>

2 MapTa.
JlutepaTypHbIH 1 My3BIKaJIBHEIN Bedep B 10163y OOIecTBa uIst HOCOOUS Hy KIAIOIHM-
cs IUTepaTopaM U yueHsIM. 3an Pyanse:

@& .M. JlocToeBckuid — OTpBIBKH U3 3anucox Mepmeozco [Joma

r.oka Jla-I'pya ucnonuurt “Die Post,” pomanc [lybepra “Santa Lucia,” HeanonuTaHcKyio
HecHb

T. BensBckuii u PyOuHIITEHH — yeT 171 CKpUIKU U hopTenuano

I1.B. ITaBnoB — “Tricsiuenerne Poccun™

H.A. HekpacoB — ctuxorBopenue “llIkonsHuk” u ctuxorBopenne M.JI. Muxaitnosa
“benoe mokpeIBano” (mepesox u3 'aprmana)

r.oka Jla-I'pya ucomaur pomanc Bapiiamosa “MHue xanb TeOs”

r. Pybunmmreiin — “Marche des ruines d’Athenes”

H.T". YepHsbimeBckuii — “3HakomMcTBO ¢ JI00poar00oBbM”

B.C. KypoukuH — HOBOe cTuxoTBOpeHue u3 bepanxe

“KamapuHckas” — cou. [IMHKH, apaHKUPOBaHHAS IS 4-X posuiei I. J{roTiem.’

29 Mapra.
[ly6nuuHoe nuTeparypHoe yTeHue B monbs3y OOmecTBa Ui MOCOOMS HyKIAOIIMMCS
JUTEpaTopaM M yueHbIM. 3an beHapkagu:

H.A. Hekpacos — “TlecHs o pybamke” Tomaca ['yna
. Ckapsatus — “Pa3Banunbsl CeBacTomons”
A H. Ilnemees — ctuxorBoperns “OrtunzHa’” u “ITOHOCTE”
Bepr — cruxorBopenue “be3cpodnbrii”
p p p
roxa Muuypuna — nepBsiit akT n1pamsl JILA. Mest Ilckosumsinka
B.C. Kypoukun — cruxorBopenue “CruieTHUK”
N.®. Topbynos — “Ha npasanuke,” ClieHy W3 HApOJHOro ObiTa.’®

56 Canxm-ITlemepo6ypeckue 6edomocmu, 2 Gpespais 1862, Ne 26.

57 Canxm-Ilemepbypeckue eeoomocmu, 24 GpeBpaist 1862, Ne 41. ITorosslii c6op Beuepa: 2.696
p., 1o k. (PO PHB, ¢. 438, ex. xp. 11, 1. 107). O1361BBL: “IINCcEMa meTepOyprekoro crapoxuia,” Haue
epems, 15 MapTa 1862; “IlerepOyprckoe obo3penue,” Cesepras nuena, 13 Mmapra 1862.

58 Canxm-Ilemepbypeckue 6edomocmu, 27 Mapra 1862, Ne 67. Itoroselii c6op Beuepa — 267 p.
(PO PHB, ¢. 438, en. xp. 1, 1. 208 00.).
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31 MapTa.
[ly6nuyHoe nuTepaTypHOE uYTeHHe B moib3y OOImecTBa s MOocoOus HyKIArOLUIMMCS
JMTEPATopaM M YUECHBIM. 3aI 2-0if THMHA3UH:

SIIT. TTonmoHCKHiT — OTPBIBOK U3 TTOAMEI “CBexee mpempanue”

A.A. Tlorexun — nepBslii akT 1pamsl [ous - [ope

B.I'. benenukroB — cruxorBoperue “Meicib”

roka TonmaueBa — cruxorBopenue f.I1. TTononckoro “Cymacmieqiuuii™ u CTUXOTBOpPE-
nue J[.JI. Munaesa “IIporpecc”

H.B. bepr — cruxorBopeHnue “JlepeBHs”

B.JI. CxapsaTtus — crarbio “Heckoibko CJI0B 0 COBPEMEHHOM Moj10keHnu dpaHiun”
roka Tommauesa — ctuxorBopenue M.C. Hukuruna “IleBryy” u ctuxorBopenue A.H.

Maiikosa “CoHb B JIETHIOO HOYE”.>

9 anpe’s.
JlroOuTenbcKkuid CEKTakib B Moib3y OOmiecTBa Al TOCOOHS HYKIAIOLIUMCS JIUTepa-
TOpaM U yueHbiM. 3ai Peiimepca.®

15 ampers.
Jlroburenbeknii criekTakip B monk3y OOmmecTsa Ayst MocoOHs Hy K IaloMUMCS JINTepa-
TopaM U yueHbIM. 3ai [laccaxa:

[Mocranosnensr: apama A.A. Iotexuna Cyo nodckoii — ne 6ooicuii; BoneBuib D.JLA.
Bpusbappa Pesnussiii mysic u xpabpuiii mobosnux (Un tigre de Bengale); Boxesuib T.
Bappsepa Bzaumnoe ooyuenue (L enseignement mutuel). !

10 Masl.
JlroOuTenbeKkuid CeKTakib B Moib3y OOmiecTBa A7l TOCOOHS HYKIAIOLIUMCS JIUTepa-
TOpaM M yueHbIM. 3ai [Taccaxa:

IlocraBnenst: 5-as cueHa 4-oro neifcrsus [ amnema V. Ulexcnupa; Crynoti pviyaps A.C.
ITymkuna; Pesusop H.B. I'oromst.

B pomsix: M.A. Crioposa (Odenus); A.A. Craxosuii (Ckymo# peimaps); A.A. ITorexun
(Toponuuu), A.IT. Becenorckuii (Xnecrakos).®

59 Canxm-Ilemepbypeckue éedomocmu, 30 Mapra 1862, Ne 7o. ITorosblii cOop Beuepa — 329 p.
(PO PHB, ¢. 438, ex. xp. 1, 1. 208 00.).

6o Yrorosslii c6op Bedepa — 5o p. (PO PHB, ¢. 438, ex. xp. 1, 1. 212 00.). He ynanocs Haiitn
HMHBIX CBEJECHUI 00 3TOM CIIEKTaKJIe.

&1 Canxm-IlemepOypackue 6edomocmu, 12 anpeis 1862, Ne 77,

%2 Canxm-Ilemepbypeckue 6edomocmu, 8 mast 1862, Ne 98. torossiii c6op Beuepa — 469 p.
PO PHB, . 438, ex. xp. 11, 1. 279 00.).
43 p 79
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V.N. GOLITSYN READS ANNA KARENINA:
HOW ONE OF KARENIN’S COLLEAGUES RESPONDED
TO THE NOVEL

William Mills Todd 111
HarvARD UNIVERSITY

Thou shalt not sit

With Statisticians nor commit

A social science.

W.H. Auden, “Under Which Lyre?” (1946)

The epigraph to my paper comes from a poem that W.H. Auden read
to the graduating seniors at Harvard in 1946. The poem, “Under which
Lyre,” ends in a “hermetic decalogue,” of which the fifth command-
ment is this epigraph. I am invoking the sardonic Auden to make a
virtue of necessity. My research into the reception of the serialized
version of Anna Karenina, which appeared in the thick journal The
Russian Herald (Russkii vestnik) in thirteen installments between
1875-1877, has yielded a number of published newspaper and journal
reviews and a number of letters which respond to individual install-
ments, but only one document in which a non-professional, non-
journalistic reader addresses at length a significant sequence of the
novel’s installments. I will first present its author and the text, then
analyze its reading of the novel, and conclude with some reflections
on why we might care about this single instance and how we might
deal methodologically with it.

This document is the diary of Prince Vladimir Mikhailovich Golitsyn
(1847-1932), a distinguished member of the large clan, which included cen-
turies of state servitors, patrons of artists, including Beethoven and Serov,
who later painted his portrait, later, scholars, a Catholic priest, and Hol-
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lywood producers.” Born in Paris in 1847, Prince Golitsyn’s first language
was French, although he would return to Russia and study natural history
at Moscow University. He met, along the way, Napoleon 111, Nicholas I, and
Bismarck, as well as Baron d’Antheés, and Pushkin’s widow. He was between
26 and 28 years old when he read Anna Karenina.

In my title I have labeled Golitsyn “Karenin’s colleague.” Like Tolstoy’s
fictional bureaucrat, Golitsyn was a civil servant who became a young gover-
nor. Like Karenin he stayed informed about European literature, although in
a less caricaturable fashion. But here the similarity ends. Golitsyn made his
career in Moscow, not in the imperial capital, and this career was remark-
able for its liberal tendency, which cost him his governorship after only
four years, and which again manifested itself in his four terms as mayor of
Moscow, an elected position which he held from 1897-1905. He would, intel-
lectually, have had more in common with Tolstoy’s Muscovite thinkers Kata-
vasov and Koznyshev than with the scheming, sterile figures of Tolstoy’s
Petersburg bureaucracy. Golitsyn was famously skeptical towards both the
autocracy and communism, he became a pacifist, and his appeals for toler-
ance as Mayor of Moscow earned him the enmity of the Black Hundreds as
well as the imperial government. He and his wife, whom he married four
years before Anna Karenina began serialization, had ten children, eight of
whom reached maturity and studied, among other non-classical subjects,
law, medicine, physics, and philology. I have not yet discovered that Golitsyn
knew Tolstoy personally, but it is not unlikely that they met, at least later
in the century. Tolstoy’s wife reports in her memoirs that Golitsyn’s chil-
dren were friendly with her children, especially Tatiana and Mikhail.? But
at least for the period which concerns us here, writer and reader existed in
the state of separation that characterizes modern literary life for all but the
most privileged readers, the ones covered in Robert Escarpit’s notion of the
“cultured circuit.”

Golitsyn stayed in Moscow with much of his family after the revolution,
suffering a series of setbacks and repressions, including the desecration
of family graves and exile to the penal colony of Dmitrov, where he died in
1932 at age 84.

Attentive readers of Anna Karenina will note that the Golitsyn name
appears twice on its pages: In Part I, Ch. X a Prince Golitsyn is entertain-
ing a lady friend in a private room of the restaurant where Stiva and Levin

' My information on Vladimir Mikhailovich Golitsyn and his extensive family comes from
Smith 2012 and from Alexandre Galitzine 2002. Most of the published memoirs of this large
family address the twentieth century.

2 Tolstaya 2010: 734n86.
3 Escarpit 1971: 59.
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discuss love and marriage; in Part VI, Chapter XIV a Princess Golitsyna
dies in childbirth because of inadequate medical care. Golitsyn, our reader,
takes cognizance of neither in his diary. Nor does Golitsyn note, as schol-
ars have done, that one of the sources for Anna Karenina may have been
Princess Elizaveta Aleksandrovna Golitsyna, who left her husband to live
openly and have a daughter with her lover, the antiquarian Nikolai Kiselev.+
Indeed, Golitsyn refuses to join what he calls “our salon experts” in “trying
to guess which of our acquaintances Tolstoy intended to depict in this or
that character.” Perhaps he does so because the text hit too close to home;
in any case, he takes the high aesthetic ground: “this is too petty and poor
a way of appreciating true talent, supposing that it only sketches portraits
and does not create types by the force of its own creative genius.” Here
he anticipates Oscar Wilde’s famous comment that Turgenev invented the
Russian Nihilist.

Golitsyn, who read Anna Karenina as it was appearing in The Russian
Herald, kept a diary which is now preserved in the Manuscript Division of
the former Lenin Library in his beloved Moscow. He would read the in-
stallments at the English Club, then record his impressions. He did not,
evidently, have his own personal subscription. This fact of reading will re-
mind us that while a “thick journal” such as The Russian Herald might have
a subscription list of only 5000, that it would be read my many more than
this, despite the underdeveloped state of Russian public libraries and read-
ing public. Still, even allowing for ten readers a copy, it is hard to dispute
Dostoevsky’s estimate that only one Russian in five hundred could read this
level of literature. If Golitsyn discussed the novel with his fellow members
or with his wife, an active patron of the arts, he does not record specific con-
versations in his diary. From his shocked reaction to the novel, he may not
have considered it suitable for mixed company. But he does concede that the
novel “occupies all minds, giving rise to all possible interpretations.”

The novel Golitsyn was reading differs from the one we read with our
students in many small ways; these involve Tolstoy’s subsequent editing,
with help from Strakhov. And it differs in two large ways: first and, obvi-
ously, it was serialized, so Golitsyn had to read it in monthly intervals, with
some very large gaps. From the chart of serialization appended to this paper,
one can see that Tolstoy’s installments appeared sporadically over a three-
year period, and that Golitsyn seems to have missed the ones from the first
two years which might have reached the Club after he had left Moscow
for the summer. These gaps might also explain one aspect of his reading,
which is that he compares the installments only in the most general terms,
whether they seem to be rising or falling in quality. He does not become

4 Troyat 1967: 422; Tolstaya 2010: 190-91.
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the close, phenomenologically hyperactive reader of our 1970s theories of
literary reception, such as Wolfgang Iser, Roman Ingarden, or Stanley Fish.

The second large way in which his novel differs from ours involves divi-
sion into parts. From the appendix one sees that only in four instances did
the endings of the installments coincide with those of the parts in the nov-
el’s separate edition. The exquisite archetectonics of the final version with
their intricate “linkings” (stsepleniia), of which Tolstoy famously boasted in a
letter to N.N. Strakhov of 23 April 1876, were replaced in the journal by divi-
sions which in a number of instances foregrounded the novel’s most shock-
ing scenes by placing them at the end of an installment: the consummation
of the affair of Anna and Vronsky, Anna telling Karenin of her affair with
Vronsky, Vronsky visiting the dying Anna, the birth of Kitty and Levin’s son.
These were precisely the installments most offensive to Prince Golitsyn’s
sense of decorum. In the separate edition of the novel they are certainly
striking, but they are not foregrounded by the novel’s division into parts.
Golitsyn is, therefore, responding to a more sensational novel than the one
we read. I doubt that many of our contemporaries would echo his shocked
reaction to what he calls “false realism” (lozhnyi realizm) and “disgusting
realism” (otvratitel'nyi realizm), but we should be aware that he was reading
a version different from the one we read.

Golitsyn was not an aesthetician, nor a critic, nor a gifted interpreter, nor
a particularly perceptive literary historian, but he was a thoughtful reader
with strong opinions about aesthetics, fiction, morality, and the state of Rus-
sian society. His frame of literary reference was primarily crafted from ca-
nonical French and German fiction and poetry, with scant attention to Rus-
sian works and writers. War and Peace is the only other of Tolstoy’s works
he mentions. Goncharov and Turgenev — the only other Russian novelists.
Nor does Golitsyn refer to specific reviews of Anna Karenina, although he
does refer to two contemporary critics, Evgenii Markov and Dmitrii Averki-
ev, Markov for a comparison between Turgenev and Tolstoy, Averkiev for a
comparison between Homer and Gogol. He found the Markov useful, but
Averkiev an instance of what he calls Russian literary over-confidence.

Golitsyn preferred to make up his own mind. Ten days before reading
the first installment of the novel he makes a clear “profession de foi,” stat-
ing his general principles on the limits of fiction: “Literature as art, as a fine
art par excellence, must not be defiled by anything which could defeat the
sense of the elegant; in literature, as in society, there are rules of decorum
(pravila prilichiia).”s His reaction to Anna Karenina consistently asserts that

5 Golitsyn 1875-77: Rossiiskaia Gosudarstvennaia Biblioteka (RGB), Fond 75, Golitsyn
Vladimir Mikhailovich (GVM) s, p. 152. The translated passages are taken from Part 5 (1874-75),
Part 6 (16 October 1875-19 August 1876), and Part 7 (20 August 1876-4 August 1877). My attention
was drawn to the existence of the diaries by a brief mention of them in Gornaia 1979: 22.
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these rules of decorum, for Golitsyn, should govern both the creatural and
spiritual aspects of human life; for him this sense of decorum is the force
which joins the aesthetic, the social, the moral, and the spiritual. He has,
unlike Levin and Anna, who discuss aesthetics during their only meeting,
in Part VII of the novel, no attraction to the emerging European literature
which was challenging decorous conventions of representation in art and
literature. Where Anna invokes Zola and Daudet as positive historical devel-
opments, Golitsyn harshly condemns what he thinks is Tolstoy’s attraction
to them. Without citing this passage from the novel directly, Golitsyn re-
sponds to the installment in which it appears with his own position, one he
has already asserted several times in his diary: “Anna Karenina continues to
appear and continues to disturb me with its disgusting realism. The photo-
graphically faithful description of childbirth, no matter how faithful it may
be, has no place in a work of fiction. Up to now Russian literature has been
free from blind imitations of Zola, Sue and others; now the way is paved.”
He clearly feared the power of Tolstoy’s example.

For all of his sophistication, European education, and liberal political ori-
entation, Golitsyn exhibits a traditional Russian regard for the cognitive and
didactic powers of the written word. A critic in his diary of Russia’s autocratic
government, a critic of conservative nationalists (such as Katkov), a skeptic to-
ward the Russo-Turkish War, and “no fanatic” on religious matters, Golitsyn’s
comments on Anna Karenina echo the official censor’s obligation to defend
government, morals, religious dogma, and the personal honor of individu-
als.® His strongest criticism of the novel involves its treatment of precisely
these spheres of life, as he pays particular critical attention to the novel’s ca-
tering to the “scoffers and embryonic Bismarcks” of the Moscow opposition,
to the novel’s treatment of the Anna, Vronsky, and Karenin triangle, and to
the novel’s treatment of the wedding and sacrament of confession in Part V.

But Golitsyn has more in mind than merely censoring the novel’s strik-
ing passages. In more positive terms he imagines a serious educational
function for the novel. He is guarded, yet hopeful, in his aspirations for the
impact of this fiction on its readership, and it is worth citing his response
to the third installment:

This novel, it seems to me, has a very serious role to play: it will
show the reader, in elegant and fascinating form, the fashion
to which contemporary clandestine depravity can lead, deprav-
ity which has taken possession of the notorious highest level of
society (primarily Petersburg). Depravity has been taken by this
novel to such a terrifying extent that it may brand society with

¢ Ruud 1982.
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the mark of disgrace and shame, and the novel may save certain
victims, who are prepared to fall into misfortune. It would be too
hypothetical to assert that this novel will serve to improve soci-
ety, but one can say with certainty that it will make many people
become thoughtful about themselves, and this is already a great
deal, especially with us, who are not used to thinking very much,
and least of all about ourselves. This denunciatory-educational
significance of the novel has come to light most clearly in its
third part. I wish from my heart that it will continue this way,
develop, and, unsparing and unslackening, reveal, discredit, and
condemn certain phenomena of contemporary life, bearing wit-
ness to the vulgar decline of our moral force and to the disap-
pearance of our self-awareness.

Midway through the novel’s serialization Golitsyn felt that Anna Karenina
had failed to do this. He found the Petersburg figures hollow, antipathetic
dolls, lacking in personality. He refused the invitation issued by the novel’s
daringly innovative double plot to see alternatives in the Levin-Kitty plot, and
he dismissed out of hand the passages set in the countryside. So Golitsyn
turned more moral edification to the contemporary French novelist, Octave
Feuillet. Many contemporary readers may know Octave Feuillet only from
the small part he plays in Pierre Bourdieu’s sociological study, The Rules of
Art, in which Feuillet (1821-90), the first novelist accepted into the Academie
Francaise, occupies the position of tame, commercially viable, bourgeois ide-
alist as opposed to the scandalous, unconsecrated “realists,” such as Flau-
bert.” Golitsyn treats Feuillet more admiringly than Bourdieu does:

In one of Octave Feuillet’s novels a woman who is not ruined,
but who is carried away by the example of others and is embit-
tered by life, is intending to make a mistake. She receives a note
from a friend, ‘Vous serez bien malheureuse demain, and these
few words stop her. What a profound knowledge of the human
heart this feature of the author reveals, and together with this,
what subtle taste, what elegant understanding! Yes, such reflec-
tion might stay many on the path to perdition. These words con-
tain the profound truth that a soul which has still not completely
lost the ability to realize the truth cannot help but be struck by it.
I dare say that in Anna Karenina there is nothing resembling this
in elegance and truthfulness. We Russians have still not attained
to such ideas, and we shall not soon attain to them.

7 Bourdieu 1995: 72, 80, 89, 9o.
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The ease with which Feuillet’s character is made to see the error of her ways
here suggests that Golitsyn was not in a position to appreciate the psycho-
logical complexities of Tolstoy’s principal characters.

In all fairness to Golitsyn it should be noted that he did come to ap-
preciate the final serialized installments of the novel. There is no response
to Part VIII of the novel in his diary, the part that had to be published as a
separate brochure when Katkov refused to print it in The Russian Herald.

Let us in conclusion reflect for a moment on the value of such unique
instances in our studies of readers and reading. Social science and history
are not usually built on such unique testimonies, and even the exemplary
studies made popular by the New Historicism of the 19gos usually gave us
at least a handful of instances.

Historical students of reading must deal with what they can find; they can-
not conduct surveys, circulate questionnaires, conduct interviews. With The
Russian Herald we cannot even count on subscription lists, because the re-
cords of the journal were consumed by fire in the early twentieth century. The
Golitsyn family destroyed many of its papers when it was exiled from Moscow.
Occasionally we get lucky, as with the census of 1897, which finally got around
to inquiring into literacy, or the survey of peasant readers of Pushkin conduct-
ed in connection with the centennial of the national poet’s birth. With Anna
Karenina we have a number of newspaper reviews of the opening installments
of the novel, letters to the author and journal about particular installments of
the novel, and the author’s own reflections on his unfolding novel.

Golitsyn later wrote memoirs, and a section of his diary from 1917 was
published a few years ago. But there is no indication that the sections of the
diary devoted to 1875—77 were intended for a public wider than himself. Part
narrative, part argumentative, part descriptive they offer a tantalizing view
of reading under the constraints of serialization. We should, I think, resist
our professorial temptation to grade his thoughts on the novel, even on the
scale of reading competence devised by L.I. Beliaeva in the 1970s, one in
which she evaluated readers by the wholeness, integration, and aesthetic
competence of their responses.? As fragmentary as Golitsyn’s response is, it
is the one we have which most completely follows the novel through most of
the process of serialization. At its worst, it shows us the perils of this mode
of publication: rushing to judgment, isolated responses, lack of opportu-
nity to appreciate the novel’s innovative construction and profound psycho-
logical treatment of its characters. At its best, it shows us the opportunities
that serial publication afforded for taking a leisurely look at the relationship
and potential relationship between novelistic discourse and the world from
which it could be imagined. And the world it might move to reflection and

8 Beliaeva 1977: 370-89.
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moral action. Detailed qualitative analysis of such private reading, when at-
tentive to the circumstances of writing, including the genre of the writing,
can give tantalizing insight into the pragmatics of fiction in an age that is
becoming increasingly distant from our own.

Appendix I: The serialization of Anna Kareninain The Russian Herald

*1. January 18ys

*2, February 1875

*3. March 1875

4. April 1875

1876

*s. January 1876

*6. February 1876

*. March 1876

8. April 1876

9. December 1876

1877

10. January 1877

Li-xiv [sep. ed. - xxiii]

Ixv - 1Ix [sep. ed. - xi]

IIxi - xxvii [sep. ed. - xxiX]

IIxxx - ITIx [sep. ed. - xii]

IIxi-xxviii [sep. ed. - xxxii]

IVi-xv [sep. ed. - xvii]

IVxvi-Vvi [sep. ed. - same]

Vvii-xix [sep. ed. -- xx]

End of Part v

VIi-xii [sep. ed. xv]

Anna leaves the ball

Consummation of the
affair

Anna tells Karenina of her
affair
Levin

sees Kitty in a

carriage

Levin thinks of death, goes
abroad

Vronsky visits Anna, who
seems to be dying

Kitty and Levin leave for
the country

Nikolai Levin dies, Kitty
pregnant

Vronsky and Anna leave
for the country after the
scandal in the theater

Expulsion of Vasen’ka

from Pokrovskoe
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1L February 1877  VIxiii-xxix [sep. ed. xxxii] Anna and Vronsky leave
for Moscow

*12.  March 1877 VITi-xv [sep. ed. xvi] Birth of the Levins’ son

*13.  April 1877 VIIxvi-xxx [sep. ed. xxxi] Death of Anna

NOTES:

L. Part VIII appeared as a separate booklet during the summer of 1877.

2. The first separate edition of the novel appeared in January 1878.

3. Only with installments s, 9, 11 13 did the end of the installment coincide with

the end of one of the novel’s eight parts.

*Installment to which Prince Vladimir Mikhailovich Golitsyn refers in his diary.

Appendix II: translation of Golitsyn’s diary entries on Anna Karenina

[Response to the first installment, 21 February 18ys]

The first chapters of L. Tolstoy’s novel recently appeared. Rarely can one encounter
in literature something more bright, more fragrant than this work, which promises
to stand alongside War and Peace.

[Response to the second installment, 17 March 187s]

In the evening we were at a large and brilliant rout at the Meshchersky home. I can’t
say that I enjoyed myself, although I prefer routs to balls. The recently published
second part of Anna Karenina produced far from that pleasing impression which I
experienced from the first. It turns out that the author has succumbed to a fashion-
able illness -- the striving for false realism: there are phrases, even whole pages,
which it is painful to read, especially when I see Tolstoy’s signature over them. Not a
single author can quite free himself from realism, especially an author who has set
himself the task of analyzing contemporary life, but why describe these sides of life
with unconcealed satisfaction? Why, from a desire to expose the shortcomings and
vices of society, voluntarily succumb to cynicism? Fortunately Count Tolstoy has not
come to this, but many features of the second part of his novel make me think that
even he is ready to give in to the general fascination, even he is ready to fall into this
general defect of most contemporary authors, who take the fatal path of denouncing
everything. As pleasing as it was to read the first part of Anna Karenina, so great was
my disappointment upon reading certain details which found a place in the second.
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[Response to the third installment, 15 April, 18y5]

Anna Karenina continues to occupy all minds, giving rise to all possible interpreta-
tions. But the third part is marked by the same elegance and the same shortcomings
as the first two. This novel, it seems to me, has to play a very serious role: it will show
the reader, in elegant and fascinating form, the fashion to which contemporary clan-
destine depravity can lead, the depravity which has taken possession of the notori-
ous highest level of society (primarily Petersburg). Depravity has been taken by this
novel to such a terrifying extent that it may brand society with the mark of disgrace
and shame, and it may save certain victims, who are prepared to fall into misfortune.
It would be too hypothetical to assert that this novel will serve to improve society, but
one can say with certainty that it will make many people become thoughtful about
themselves, and this is already a great deal, especially with us, who are not used to
thinking very much, and least of all about ourselves. This denunciatory-educational
significance of the novel has come to light most clearly in its third part. I wish from
the heart that it will continue this way, develop, and, unsparing and unslackening,
reveal, discredit, and condemn certain phenomena of contemporary life, bearing
witness to the vulgar decline of our moral force and to the disappearance of our
self-awareness.

[Response to the fifth installment, 16 February 1876].

The continuation of Anna Karenina has appeared, and no small disenchantment has
ensued. Indeed, as much as the first part was artistically polished, so much the suc-
ceeding parts reveal a gradual decline in talent, so much the latest part has cut off all
hopes of seeing a work worthy of War and Peace. The development of the novel in
this part is based on complete falsehood. The characters of the husband, the wife,
and the lover are not in the least bearable; they strike me by their complete lack of
anything elegant, any moral side, and, on the contrary, by their excess of hollowness
and lack of personality. These are dolls, and, moreover, antipathetic dolls, inspir-
ing neither love, nor respect, nor even sympathy. Then come endless passages on
agriculture, on labor, which could quite freely be cast out of the novel, as they have
no connection with it. In general, only those people could admire this new part of
the novel who consider it their duty to admire everything signed by Tolstoy or those
whose petty, trifling pride has been deluded by certain little ideas poking through
the canvas of the novel. To the latter belongs the well-known Moscow circle of bou-
deurs and Bismarcks en herbe, who with malicious delight will applaud Tolstoy’s way
of thinking about the government, but who, if they were the government, would not
fail to shatter it under the weight of their scorn.

[Response to the sixth and seventh installments, 8 April 1876].

In the new monthly parts of Anna Karenina our salon experts are trying to guess
which of our acquaintances Tolstoy intended to depict in this or that character. This
is too petty and poor a way of appreciating true talent, supposing that it only sketches
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portraits and does not create types by the force of its own creative genius. The latest
part of this novel has offended many by depicting a confession and a wedding and
presenting something of a critical analysis of these sacraments. Fiction writers, no
matter what genius and talent they possess, should not touch upon the spiritual life
of man; and so the depiction of confession is either a caricature or sacrilegious with
respect to the human soul. And so it is in Anna: you sense the author’s mockery;
you sense a desire to give all of this a ridiculous turn, and this is little conducive to
the adornment of the work; it gives the novel little value. I am no fanatic, as is well
known, but I cannot help saying that the unbelief, the absence of religion and re-
spect for the religious life of the human soul impede the development of true talent.

[18 April 1876]

In one of Octave Feuillet’s novels a woman who is not ruined, but who is carried
away by the example of others and is embittered by life, is intending to make a
mistake. She receives a note from a friend, “Vous serez bien malheureuse demain,”
and these few words stop her. What a profound knowledge of the human heart this
feature of the author reveals, and together with this, what subtle taste, what elegant
understanding! Yes, such reflection might stay many on the path to perdition. These
words contain the profound truth that a soul which has still not completely lost the
ability to realize the truth cannot help but be struck by it. I dare say that in Anna Ka-
renina there is nothing resembling this in elegance and truthfulness. We Russians
have still not attained to such ideas, and we shall not soon attain to them.

[Response to the twelfth installment, 31 March 18y7]

Anna Karenina continues to appear and continues to disturb me with its disgusting
realism. The photographically faithful description of childbirth, no matter how faith-
ful it may be, has no place in a work of fiction. Up to now Russian literature has been
free from blind imitations of Zola, Sue and others; now the way is paved.

[Response to the thirteenth installment, 2 May 1877]

I was at the Club yesterday, where I read the recently published penultimate part of
Anna Karenina. I confess, it made a profound impression on me and has blotted out
my dissatisfaction with the preceding parts.
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THE YOUNG CHEKHOV:
READER AND WRITER OF POPULAR REALISM

Jeffrey Brooks
THE Jonns Hopkins UNIVERSITY

Anton Chekhov came of age as a writer when Dostoevsky and Tolstoy were
the glory of Russian literature and realism was on the rise. The Peredvizh-
niki (Itinerants) had recently jettisoned the historical and mythological
themes assigned by the Imperial Academy to represent Russian landscapes,
history, and people in a template that they viewed as realistic." Romanticism
and idealism were out of fashion in Europe, and with them went the world
of monsters, giants, and miracles.?

The critic Peter Brooks has described realism in the arts as “a form of
play that uses carefully wrought and detailed toys, ones that attempt as
much as possible to reproduce the look and feel of the real thing.”s This
description captures well the importance of the genre or “set piece” in the
realism of Chekhov’s time, and it also suggests ties between realism in lit-
erature and the ascendancy of drama. Russia’s turn to realism took place,
as elsewhere, in a specific historical and cultural context. The naturalists’
emphasis on daily life and the mundane suited the urbane educated publics
to which they catered. The appeal was broader, however, than to an elite
newly aware of and concerned about the conditions of daily life for Rus-
sia’s impoverished majority. Many of Russia’s poor were newly literate and

I thank Karen Brooks, Georgiy Chernyavskiy, Dina Khapaeva, Jean McGarry, and William
Mills Todd 11T for helpful comments and participants in the Harriman Institute History
Workshop and the Russian History Seminar, Georgetown.

' On the turn to realism see Valkenier 1989.
> Hauser 1957: 64-65.
3 Brooks P. 2005: 5.

| 201



| JEFFREY BROOKS |

a bit less poor than in the past—at least they commanded the few kopecks
necessary to support a thriving new print culture produced for and deliv-
ered to them. During Chekhov’s formative years in the 1880’s, a widely dis-
seminated popular Russian literature arose with a realistic veneer. Simul-
taneously, producers of the widely circulating cheap pictorial prints known
as the lubok (lubki), which were similar to European broadsides, gradually
foreswore fantastical images of dragons and monsters and offered scenes
from daily life.4

Chekhov was a voracious consumer of the printed word of all sorts. “He
read an astonishing amount and always remembered everything,” Aleksandr
Kuprin recalled.s One can only wonder how Chekhov found the time to nav-
igate the literary world from top to bottom, while producing his own writing
and practicing medicine as well. He not only read everything available, but
also joked about it. He parodied a series of genres when starting out as a
writer in the early 1880’s, and scoffed at the stories about railroad travel then
popular throughout Europe.® He took a swipe at the Gothic and terrifying
stories of the occult and at Jules Verne, then also in vogue.” His humorous
sketch “A Thousand and One Passions or a Terrifying Night” begins with
the narrator trembling beside a tower at midnight.® He also wrote a face-
tious review of criminal adventures titled “The Secrets of One Hundred
and Forty Four Catastrophes or the Russian Rocambol (the Most Enormous
Novel in Compressed Form),” a backhanded tribute to Pierre Alexis Ponson
du Terrail, whose multi-volume series attracted Russian readers as well as
those in France.® He did not forget to mock the Russian horror story (roman
uzhasov) popular in the petty press (malaia pressa). “Our newspapers are
divided into two camps: one of them frightens the public with lead articles;
the other with novels,” he wrote in 1884 in Oskolki (Splinters), the upscale
humor magazine whose editor, N.A. Leikin, befriended him.*

Chekhov could parody popular fiction well because he also wrote it. His
early humorous writings and their influence on his later work have not

4 T discuss this shift in Brooks 2o11a.

5 Kuprin 1g10: 119; on his love of reading, including religious texts, see Fedorov 1g10: 295.

¢ See his “V vagone” published in Zritel’ in 1881, no. 9; Chekhov 1974-1982, Pis'ma, 1: 84-
89, 568. Note: Pis'ma identified in notes: volumes not in Pis'ma series identified as Chekhov
1974-1982.

7 “Letaiushchie ostrova (soch. Zhiulia Verna). Perevod A. Chekhonte,” Chekhov 1974-1982,
1: 208-214, 585. He also produced his own gothic tale “Chernyi monakh” (Black Monk, 1894).

8 The sketch appeared in Strekoza. See Chekhov 1974-1982, 1: 35-38, 563-564.

9 The review remained unpublished; see Chekhov 1974-1982, 1: 487-94, 6o0-603.

 For this citation and on Chekhov’s parodies more generally see the note in Ibid., 3:
590-591.
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escaped critical attention.” One could easily conclude that his humor was
forged on the boulevard; this would be correct, but incomplete. His partici-
pation in popular literature as both a reader and writer enriched his subse-
quent literary trajectory. His innovations in form and selection of themes
show the impact of his involvement with the boulevard press.

The popular form with which he engaged most in his own writing was
the very Russian genre of bandit and criminal adventures.” Chekhov’s earli-
est writings show structural and thematic similarities with what was by far
the most important popular novel of his time, N.I. Pastukhov’s The Bandit
Churkin (Razboinik Churkin, 1882-85). Chekhov was an avid follower of the
bandit’s progress and well acquainted personally with Pastukhov. One can-
not really argue, however, that Churkin influenced Chekhov, since Chekhov
was already developing his own tales when Churkin entered the scene. Pas-
tukhov’s novel drew from a broad Russian tradition in imagining the clash
between a demonic rebellion and a sanctioned authority, between a divinely
conceived social order and a boundless freedom of satisfied desire. It was a
tradition that flowed deeply through Russian life, fed by the great Cossack
and peasant rebellions, as well as the songs and folklore in which they were
memorialized. Tolstoy and Dostoevsky drew on this mythology of tragic re-
volt and so it was no surprise that Chekhov did as well.B

Pastukhov was editor of the scandal-mongering Moskovskii listok (The
Moscow Sheet), and with his novel serialized in the paper, he became the
king of newspaper serials. He successfully roped in a large public and held
them for three years running. His epic was read aloud in bars and taverns
to city folk and transient peasants. One observer praised him for delight-
ing janitors, cooks, coachmen, and others “who hitherto had not read any
newspaper.”# Another recalled how “Workmen pooled their kopecks and
bought the paper, which cost three kopecks.”s The circulation of Moskovskii
listok soared to 40,000 copies thanks to such readers.’® If five people read
each copy, a modest estimate, then nearly a third of Moscow’s 750,000 in-
habitants would have read or heard some installments. The serial appeared
on Saturdays, and one can guess that on such days circulation rose still
higher. The novel was also printed as a book in several parts, thus winning
additional enthusiasts.

" See most recently Bykov 2o10-2011 and Evseev 2010-2011.

2 This genre was also popular in Italy and Germany but also elsewhere. See Hobsbawm
2000 and Brooks 1985: 166-171.

3 [ discuss this in Brooks 2005.

“ Shevliakov 1913: 521.

5 Belousov 1926: 11.

¢ T discuss this formula in Brooks, 198s: 166-213.
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Chekhov was ambivalent about Pastukhov. He praised him in Oskolki in
September 1883 as a character “who regularly livens our Saturdays with his
eminent cutthroat”” He congratulated his artist brother Nikolai in March
1885 on the success of the latter’s portrait of Pastukhov in the magazine
Pchelka (The Little Bee). The issue, he noted “sold like hotcakes in Moscow,”
and “Pastukhov himself bought 200 copies.”® Nevertheless, Chekhov found
Pastukhov unsavory. He wrote in the Peterburgskaia gazeta (Petersburg
Newspaper) in 1884 of a scandal and a bribe Pastukhov accepted.’ Chekhov’s
ambivalence was not limited to Pastukhov, but extended to popular journal-
ism more generally. In May, 1883 he complained to his brother Aleksandr
that a journalist (gazetchik) is no better than “a cheat (zhulik),” selling his
soul for “30 pieces of false silver” and added, “I am a journalist ...but it is
temporary...”>* He explained that if he worked for Pastukhov he could earn
200 rubles a month, much more than he was getting from Leikin at Oskolki,
but he still recoiled. As he put it, “better to set off on a visit with no pants
and a naked ass than to work for him.”>* “Readers of Moskovskii listok do
not need good stories,” he wrote Leikin later that year in December, 1883.22
He sold Pastukhov a piece the following year but was then embarrassed by
the association. He tried to use a pseudonym but the clever Pastukhov re-
fused to allow it.» The story, “A Proud Man” (Gordyi chelovek), reflects the
cruel humor of the time; a clueless and conceited young fop who claims that
beauty only counts in women gets his comeuppance when a young woman
points out a more handsome rival.>

Pastukhov and Chekhov could hardly be more different. Pastukhov is
forgotten and Chekhov appreciated even more with time. Pastukhov was a
longwinded buffoon with the gift of gab; Chekhov became a master of brev-
ity. For all their very considerable differences, both Pastukhov and Chekhov
worked with the form of the serial. Pastukhov stayed with Churkin through
thick and thin until forced to kill him off with a falling oak branch, and then
he essentially retired from the business of serialized novels. Chekhov, on
the other hand, used his early experience with the serialized novel to de-
velop his signature innovation in the short story, essentially a literary slice.

7 Chekhov 1974-1982, 16: 52.

%

Chekhov 1974-1982, Pis'ma, 1: 145.

9 Chekhov 1974-1982, 16: 204-205.

2> Chekhov 1974-1982, Pis’'ma, 1: 69-70.
2 Ibid.: 7o.

Ibid.: 93-94.

# Chekhov 1974-1982, 2: 375379, 558-559.
2+ Ibid.: 375.
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Serialization came in many shapes and sizes.* Nineteenth-Century Rus-
sian novelists produced their works in monthly segments of thirty to a hun-
dred pages for the “thick journals” and could expect readers to follow the
text as it appeared. Their editors for their part usually promised subscribers
a complete novel for the year in which they subscribed, though they some-
times failed to deliver. Submissions were likely to cohere as an individual
selection. Dostoevsky considered the 16 installments of The Brothers Kara-
mazov (January, 1879 - November, 1880) to be separate books — “whole and
finished” — as William Mills Todd has shown.?® Since subscriptions were
yearly, the editors did not need to hold onto readers with each issue. News-
paper subscriptions were different. They were often for a much shorter peri-
od, and there were also daily street sales. Pastukhov had to satisfy occasional
fly-by-night readers as well as regulars such as Chekhov. He could not pre-
sume familiarity with his earlier installments. Each entry had to justify the
purchase of the next week’s paper at a newsstand or the upcoming renewal
of the month’s or quarter’s subscription.

Pastukhov’s 114™ installment, which comes late in the novel, is typical. It
begins with Churkin’s sidekick Osip (“the convict”) waiting in the street by a
small house. The setting is the great Nizhny Novgorod commercial fair with
its rich merchants and easy women. The site alone would have attracted the
big public of new readers. Pastukhov works with the setting and adds sex
and violence, or what passed for them at the time and under the censor’s
watchful eye:

The convict lowered his hands and did not know what to do: to
seek his ataman in the courtyard of the house where he remained
or to wait for him in the street. Waiting for Churkin, and thinking
such thoughts he began to walk about near the little house.

The bandit was so drawn to his charmer that he even forgot his
comrade and remembered him only when he entered the lodg-
ing of Praskovia Maksimovna. Looking about the rooms and not
seeing anyone but an old woman, Churkin began to talk with his
charmer but their conversation was brief. Churkin could not stay
long in the house because his beauty was expecting her admirer,
the merchant Gavril Ivanovich, as she called him; she promised
to meet the bandit at dusk in the street, kissed him, bade him
goodbye until evening, and led him to the gate.””

3 On serialization and Russian novels see Todd 1986.
26 Tbid.
7 Pastukhov 1983-85: 986-995.
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Readers in short order enjoy intimations of a mistress cuckolding her
paramour, knowledge that Churkin’s promises to her would make him a
bigamist, and glimpses of the merchants’ wheeling and dealing on the fair
grounds. The merchant and his friends arrive unexpectedly while Churkin
and Osip are still in the house. Praskovia hides them in the kitchen from
which they eavesdrop in a scene that would later become a stock comic de-
vice for early films. Pastukhov packed a lot into his 2500 words each week.
Each installment was a mini adventure to be enjoyed on its own as well as
an invitation to seek out the next week’s episode. Readers could very well
play with these characters, using them to work through this or that imag-
ined script.

Chekhov’s short stories can be read as slices taken out of a popular feuil-
leton novel or serialized genre adventure story, with the prequel and con-
tinuation left to the reader. Virginia Wolf, Katherine Mansfield, and later
Frank O’Connor and H.E. Bates and others have noted the “irresolution”
and openness of Chekhov’s short fiction.?® The Russian critic Aleksandr
Chudakov observed: “Chekhov’s comic sketches always take some fragment
of life, with no beginning or end, and simply offer it for inspection.”> He
goes on to suggest that Chekhov’s later works also often “follow the same
pattern, beginning ‘in the middle’ and ending ‘with nothing.”s°

Although this feature of Chekhov’s work is well noted, its likely origin
in the serialized novels of the 1880s is not. The linkages are too plausible to
ignore. His story “Nerves” (Nervy), was published in Oskol’ki in 1885, and is
even shorter than one of Pastukhov’s installments. An architect, “an edu-
cated intelligent man,” returns to a country cottage after a séance and is too
afraid to spend the night alone. He sneaks into the governess’s room and
spends the night propped on a trunk in the corner, where his wife finds him
in the morning. Chekhov concludes: “What she said to her husband, and
how he looked when he woke, I leave it to others to describe. It is beyond
my powers.”s"

Chekhov ends this with his characteristic irresolution and a punch line.
Among the most revealing examples of this form are four of his shortest
stories in which he adopts the viewpoints of children. In “Oysters” (1884,
Ustritsy) a man out of work is begging with his son and the boy sees a
sign for oysters. Two gentlemen observe his curiosity and for their amuse-
ment give him a stack of oysters to eat. The boy later recalls being sick and
hearing his father rue, not his suffering, but the lost opportunity to ask for

28 See Hunter 2009.

29 Chudakov 2000: 9.

30 Ibid.

3t Chekhov 1987a: 240. Chekhov 1974-1982, 4: 15.
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money. In “The Cook Marries” (Kukharka zhenitsia), published a year later
a young female servant is forced to wed an unappealing cabman. A child
in the family hears the woman sobbing and decides that marriage is a ter-
rible calamity. Chekhov concludes with the cabman requesting a five-ruble
advance on his fiancée’s salary and the child consoling her with the biggest
apple he can find. In “Van’ka” (1886) a mistreated apprentice writes plead-
ing to be taken home. He drops the letter addressed to “grandfather in the
village” in a mailbox and falls asleep, leaving readers to write the ending. A
powerful and brutal example is “Sleepy” (Spat’ khochetsia), which appeared
in the newspaper Peterburgskaia gazeta in 1888, the year Chekhov published
his masterpiece “The Steppe” (Step’). An overworked nursemaid only thir-
teen years old, pushed to desperation by constant demands of her employ-
ers and lack of sleep, strangles her infant charge. The reader last sees her in
hysterical and maniacal laughter as the longed-for silence descends.

Chekhov also leaves his readers hanging in some of his most magnifi-
cent longer fiction. “Lady with a Lapdog” (Dama s sobachkoi, 1899) opens
with Gurov, a calculating philanderer in Yalta, casting about for prey. His
tryst with the self-possessed lady surprises them both as they discover love.
The story ends with their wish to free themselves from lies and unwanted
ties. Chekhov again forces readers to anticipate more, and even invites them
to imagine a sequel.

And it seemed as though in a little while the solution would be
found, and then a new and splendid life would begin; and it was
clear to both of them that they still had a long, long road before
them, and that the most complicated and difficult part of it was
only just beginning.3*

The irresolution of Chekhov’s very short fiction is a mark of its greatness,
and distinguishes from the genre fiction that was its contemporary.
Chekhov could play with structures of popular narrative because he
knew its themes. If he adopted the “slice” form of the feuilleton novel and
developed it into his own masterful form, he also made liberal use of the
imaginative constructs of the criminal adventure and the bandit tale. Pas-
tukhov provided all the essential elements of the genre in The Bandit Chur-
kin. These included rebellion, humor, deviltry, upended authority, and a
realm in which his hero could satisfy his desires and readers could imagine
doing so as well. Pastukhov evoked the traditional mythology of rebellion
even in the details he provided, from Churkin’s fake Turkish passport to his
feasting, womanizing, and songs of freedom. Pastukhov calmed the censors

32 Chekhov 1987b: 28; Chekhov 1974-1982, 10: 143.
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with the promise of Churkin’s punishment but used the serial format to
suggest otherwise to readers. He begins and ends with a doomed bandit but
scraps the standard plotline for the bulk of the novel, in effect creating a nar-
rative sandwich.» The outer layers satisfy the formula, but the meat on the
inside, nearly a thousand pages, does not. In most of the novel, Churkin is
a sympathetic figure who shows no signs of repenting and does not fear pu-
nishment. Pastukhov reasserts the formula in the last 170 pages, after offi-
cials complained.3* Churkin then discovers a guilty conscience, and readers
can anticipate a formulaic resolution. In the final scene the bandit sees the
flaming hand of God in the sky and is struck down by a falling oak branch.

Chekhov, as an aspiring writer in need of cash, not only read Pastukhov’s
novel as it appeared, but lampooned the criminal novel and the detective
story in a piece published after Pastukhov’s novel began to appear. Chekhov
was just starting out, and one can sense his excitement when in the fall
of 1883 he wrote to N.A. Leikin, editor of Oskolki, to tout some of his new
material and also a long story, “a parody of criminal tales,” which had been
requested by a rival editor, I.F. Vasilevskii, the chief of Strekozy (Dragonfly):
I have given in to temptation (iskusilsia) and written a huge story of one
printed sheet “[presumably 8 pages in the magazine].”ss

The story in question, “The Swedish Matchstick” (Shvedskaia spichka),
reveals his warm humor and his playful attitude toward the genre and the
wealth of fantasies it encompassed. Although the story is only a light-heart-
ed sketch one thinks back to Tolstoy’s humor in his Childhood and also War
and Peace that allowed the reader to smile without contempt or malice.3®
Chekhov’s humor in the “Swedish Matchstick” differs from that in some of
his early sketches. “The Swedish Matchstick” opens on a young man report-
ing the murder of his employer, Kliauzov, to the police chief. Clues are dis-
covered including the Swedish matchstick of the title. Theories are invoked.
A valet is suspected. The murdered man’s sister is thought to be involved.
Dostoevsky and the French author of criminal novels Emile Gaboriau (1832-
1873) are mentioned. Chekhov also introduced the supernatural, which was
a vital element in the popular mythology of crime and rebellion. After hilari-
ous twists and turns, the hunt for the murderer and the corpse ends with
the discovery of the supposed victim snoozing in a bathhouse stocked with
food and awaiting his mistress, who happens to be the wife of the police
chief. Chekhov comically evokes the very life of the feast celebrated in Cos-

» I discuss Pastukhov’s narrative strategy in Brooks 2002: 447-469.
34 Vinogradov 1935: 52.
3 Chekhov 1974-1982, Pis'ma, 1: 86.

3¢ [ discuss Tolstoy’s warm humor in Brooks 2o1b. Literally, War and Peace is perhaps
better translated as War and the World.
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sack songs of rebellion and in the cheap retellings of such adventures in the
literature of the lubok.” The examining magistrate and his assistant rouse
the supposed victim who immediately invites the lot of them to drink with
him. They of course accept.

Chekhov’s timing is perfect. Early in the story the aged chief tells his
wife that he expected the chap would come to a bad end, and the chief exits
with no inkling of the actual situation. Chekhov liked this piece so much
that he used it to conclude his second collection, Motley Stories (Pestrye
rasskazy), which he published in 1886 under his own name. “This book was
noticed at once by the large reading public,” the writer Vladimir Korolenko
recalled a few years after Chekhov’s death.s®

After joking about the genre it is no surprise that Chekhov soon pub-
lished his own serial thriller. He titled it Drama on the Hunt (Drama na
okhote, 1884). It appeared weekly over four months in the St. Petersburg
boulevard newspaper, Novosti dnia (News of the day), to which Chekhov had
referred only a few weeks before as “filth of the day” (pakost’).3 He received
all of three rubles per week from this newspaper and “just barely squeaked
by” (ele-ele skripeli), in the words of his youngest brother Mikhail Chekhov.+
This was truly a pittance.# Chekhov signed the installments with the byline
he often used in his humorous sketches, A. Chekhonte. His serial com-
peted for readers on Saturdays with Pastukhov’s novel and other serial ad-
ventures as well. Chekhov explained that he wrote it for the large public for
whom Tolstoy and Turgenev were inaccessible.#* The question arises as to
whether the novel is a serious effort or a parody, and the answer may be
some of both.# In any case, he did not include the tale in the first edition of
his collected works.

The similarities between Chekhov’s novel and Pastukhov’s are striking.
The genres overlap and Chekhov too used the serial format to turn a villain
temporarily into a hero, although possibly with mocking irony. Chekhov’s
novel is a detective story but includes most elements of the bandit story.
Drama on the Hunt begins with the editor of a literary journal describing
the arrival of a man with a manuscript about “love and murder.”+ The
narrative then shifts to the manuscript and the voice of its author. Chek-

7 See Brooks 1985: 184-85.

38 Korolenko 1910: 76-77.

39 Chekhov 1974-1982, 3: 589. Chekhov 1986.

4° Chekhov M. 1910: 273.

4 Zemstvo teachers were paid on average 285 rubles a year in 1894. See Brooks 1985: 46.
4 See Vukolov 1974: 209.

4 Vukolov 1974: 214 suggests it is pure parody.

44 Chekhov 1986: 20.
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hov concludes the tale in the editor’s office, with the narrative voice of the
editor, who accuses the author of committing the murder described in the
manuscript, an accusation the author does not deny. In the course of the
novel, Chekhov tricks his readers into identifying with the narrator until
the final sequence.

Chekhov’s protagonist is a dissolute judicial investigator who wants to
be a writer. Rebellion in the name of art would soon become routine and
Chekhov explored the idea ahead of his time. The inspector tells the editor,
“I served and served till I was quite fed up, and chucked it.”# Nihilistic and
self-destructive, he seeks satisfaction and pleasure without a care for the
consequences. He is Stenka Razin in a morning coat, and a near physical
match for Pastukhov’s bandit. Chekhov alerts readers to the brutal power of
his protagonist, who can “flatten out a sardine tin with his fist.”4°

Chekhov, like Pastukhov, evokes dreams of gluttony and lust. The theme
was well worth satirizing. The age of mass consumption was beginning; de-
partment stores were chock full of goods to desire, and advertisers urged the
public to indulge.#” The clergy warned rural parishioners moving to the city
to avoid the devilish allure of urban life.#® Amid the proliferation of tempta-
tions, the bourgeois value of suppressing desire and deferring satisfaction
also rose, and tensions between desire and discipline, always prevalent in
Russian culture, took on new material meaning.

Chekhov’s inspector suffers mightily from unchecked desire. He aban-
dons self-restraint and the career that required it for a great fling. Chekhov
offers a depraved Count, an estate, banquets, a gypsy chorus, beautiful
women, money to burn (literally), and trappings of Turkish exoticism.4
Chekhov’s editor-narrator concludes that in the absence of authority, “the
criminal will (volia) of man gains sway.”s° His use of volia for will is telling,
since it is so vital to the language of rebellion and to Pastukhov’s novel as
well. Churkin sings “I love you, mother nature, free spirit, free freedom
(volia-vol'naia).”s* The freedom to have one’s way (volia) was also identified
with the peasants’ historic desire for land.>* Volia contrasts with svoboda,
which was used for the civic freedoms, as well as freedom of trade.s

4 Ibid.

40 Ibid.: 19.

47 West 2011 describes the strategies of advertisers.
4 See Brooks 2011a: 245-246.

49 Chekhov 1974-1982, 3: 282-283. On the common association of the song with Cossacks
see Brooks 198s5: 176.

52 Chekhov 1974-1982, 3: 315 and Chekhov 1986: 102.

5t Pastukhov 1983-85 and Brooks 1985: 188-8¢ for this usage in Churkin and lubok tales.
52 T discuss this language and associated narratives in Brooks 2005: 542.

53 See the entrees in Brokgauz, Efron 1892: vol. 7; Brokgauz, Efron 1900: vol. 29.
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Chekhov did not borrow from Pastukhov; he had already created his own
fantasy of rebellion in his early play Fatherless (Bezottsovshchina, 1878), now
often referred to as Platonov.s* The play’s setting is a young widow’s estate at
which the local gentry frolic with their creditors and others, drinking wildly
and pursuing love affairs. Platonov is a sly womanizer who has squandered
his inheritance and now works as a village schoolteacher. He sponges off
those with money, cheats on his wife, and wallows in self-pity.>s Chekhov
concludes his play with an ending worthy of Pastukhov; Platonov is shot and
killed by a young woman he has seduced. The retired colonel Triletskii con-
cludes the performance: “[He] Forgot God.... Killed God’s creatures, went on
drunken binges swore, judged others ... God struck him down.”s® Pastukhov
provided Churkin a similar epitaph: “He escaped the judgment of people but
did not escape the judgment of God, as often happens with such evil doers.””

Chekhov evoked the popular mythology of rebellion in all its supersti-
tious aspects, though he hardly believed in spooks and demons.’® Platonov
features a horse thief and murderer named Osip who serves as Platonov’s
double.s® Platonov calls him “the godfather of devils (chertov kum),” “the
most fearsome of people (Samyi strashnyi iz liudei),” and “the most terri-
fying of the mortals (uzhasneishii iz smertnykh).”®> He further mocks him
with references to rebels from folklore, including the Nightingale Bandit,
a figure of the lubok, who is often pictured in a treetop being shot in the
eye with an arrow by the folk hero Ilya Muromets.®* How could Chekhov
leave a more obvious clue to his play on the popular imagination? As if this
were not enough, Osip laughingly calls himself “a thief and a bandit” (vor
da razboinik).%* Like Chekhov’s judicial investigator in Drama on the Hunt,
Platonov rebels against society, not the state as do the heroes of formulaic
bandit tales or Dostoevsky’s heroes.

Chekhov returned to the theme of the bandit when he was well estab-
lished as an author. In April 1890, he published “Thieves” (Vory), subtitled

54 Chekhov 1974-1982, 11: 382. The note dates the play in the late 1870s, when Chekhov was
not yet 20.

55 Ibid.: 79.

¢ Tbid.: 180; “YOuBan TBapell GOXUMX, MbSHCTBOBAJN, CKBEPHOCIOBWI, OCYkKIal.. He
Bbiteprien Focnozns u nopasui.” Chekhov, 2006: 195. Senelick translates the passage as: “Killed
God’s creatures, got drunk, talked dirty, sat in judgment... The Lord lost patience and struck
you down.”

57 Pastukhov 1983-85: 1387.

58 Malcolm 2002: 80-89 discusses Chekhov and religion.
59 See Senelick’s discussion in Chekhov 2006: 3-5.
Chekhov 1974-1982, 11: 39.

Ibid: 39, 41.

Ibid.: 41-42.
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“Devils” (Cherti) in the respected newspaper Novoe vremia (New Times).
The germ of the story can be traced back to his play On the Highway (Na
bol’shoi doroge, 1884), in which vagrants and tramps gather in a shabby inn
during a storm and tell stories about demons.® In April, 1890, six years later,
Chekhov was preparing to travel to the prison colonies of Sakhalin, where
he would meet notorious murderers, including Son’ka of the Golden Hand
(Sow’ka zolotaia ruchka), famous for her escapades and daring escapes.®+
“Thieves” was an appropriate tale for the eve of his departure to the land
where thieves and bandits went in real life. The plot is illogical and the
story can best be understood as a conflation of realism with the mythology
of banditry. A medical assistant with a weakness for drink returns from
town during a snow storm with supplies for a local hospital. He stops at an
inn with a bad reputation and three inhabitants: Liuba, the young daughter
of the proprietress; Kalashnikov, a scoundrel and known horse thief; and
Merik, an all-around rogue. As the wind howls, the medical assistant sits
excluded from the revels of the other three by his role and status in life, but
longs to join. The three ask him if there are devils, and he replies that sci-
ence says no, but “among us we know devils exist.”% The medical assistant
envies the scoundrel’s and rogue’s ability to live lives of freedom from con-
straint, and his envy persists even when the storm abates and Merik makes
off with his horse and supplies. Humiliated, the medical assistant leaves on
foot wondering how to explain his loss to the doctor but also about how lives
are lived. He asks: “why are there doctors, medical assistants, merchants,
clerks, and peasants instead of simply free men?”%® He yearns “to jump
on a horse without asking who owns it, to race like a devil with the wind
over fields, forests, and ravines, to love girls, and to laugh at everyone.”®
He compares “those who have lived in freedom (na vole) such as Merik or
Kalashnikov” with “frogs” and concludes that he did not become “a scoun-
drel (moshennik) or even a bandit” (razboinik) only for lack of opportunity.®®

Chekhov ends the story with the medical assistant loitering in the street
a year and a half later, having lost his job and taken to drink. He wonders
“Why do birds and beasts not work and get salaries and get to live for their
own satisfaction?”®® Chekhov has returned to an image he introduced at the
outset of the Prophet Elijah flying to heaven. The space of freedom is be-

& Ibid.: 402; a character is named Merik; the censor cited the play as gloomy and insulting
to the nobility.

4 Chekhov 1974-1982, 7: 681; Garnett titles it “The Horse Stealers” in Chekhov 1998: 2-26.
Chekhov, 1974-1982, 7: 314.

66 Ibid.: 324.

7 1bid.: 32s.

8 Tbid.

% Ibid.
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tween heaven and earth and thus unreachable. Chekhov places these ques-
tions in the mind of a relatively educated person, a man of science who
knows the answers but still harbors dreams of freedom and destruction.
Chekhov anticipated Maxim Gorky (Aleksei Peshkov, 1868-1936), who won
fame and fortune portraying rebellious tramps and vagrants of a Nietzs-
chean cast a bit later in the 1890s. Each explored mythologies of rebellion,
Cossack traditions, and the southern lands of the empire but Gorky was
much taken with these figures and Chekhov was not.

Chekhov saw the positive sides of freedom, but also the threats. He loved
to travel and see new places, as Rosamund Bartlett has observed.”” The
southern lands drew him and also had a special connotation in the mytholo-
gies of banditry. When Chekhov wrote about the Steppe region between the
Sea of Azov and the territory of the Don Cossacks, he often introduced a
fear of the supernatural, as the early twentieth-century Russian critic D.S.
Mirsky observed.” The region was linked with the tradition of Cossack and
peasant uprisings and with the wild dreams that inspired them. Chekhov
adds to the wild dreams in his writing on the region. In “The Steppe” (1888)
a young boy who is sent away to school crosses the region in a wagon with
some wool traders employed by his father. The travelers gather around a
campfire and hear of an attempted murder thwarted at the last moment by
a mysterious knock at the window. The southern lands are a venue of long-
ing as well as mystery. A couple carries out an adulterous romance in the
Caucasus in the story “The Duel” (Duel’, 1891), and the adulterous fling in
“Lady with a Lapdog” (1899) takes place in Yalta, another southern city.

Chekhov stayed with the idea of the fulfillment of desire as he left light
fiction behind for more lasting themes. His story “Happiness” (Schast’e,
1887) is set in the steppe and opens as two shepherds bide their time
around a campfire. The overseer at a nearby estate approaches and the
conversation turns to devils, possession, and pursuit of buried treasure.
The young shepherd, Sanka, listens, increasingly perplexed and ponder-
ing mortality, material wealth, the source of knowledge, and the nature
of happiness. Chekhov shows his genius for seeing into the most human
of dilemmas:

The old shepherd and Sanka parted at the further side of the
flock. Both stood like posts, without moving, staring at the
ground and thinking. The former was haunted by thoughts
of fortune, the latter was pondering what had been said in the
night; what interested him was not the fortune itself, which he

7° Bartlett 2005: XXiX-XXX.

7 Mirsky 1999: 374.
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did not want and could not imagine, but the fantastic, fairy-tale
character of human happiness.”

Chekhov’s Sanka bears a surface resemblance to the youth in Ilya Repin’s
Barge Haulers on the Volga (1870-73), who looks up from his downcast and
weary companions to seek a ray of light. Repin provided a beautiful cliché
that fit the political demands of his time. Chekhov, in contrast, does not pre-
sent the ray of light, and gives no assurance that Sanka will find it; instead
he simply leaves Sanka contemplating its nature and existence.

Chekhov’s early preoccupation with the nature of freedom evolved into
an association of freedom with art and constraints on freedom with the
values of the expanding capitalist economy. This step took him a long dis-
tance from his start as a writer of popular fiction, since the boulevard press
was a creation of a vibrant and expanding market, and lived by its rules.
Kornei Chukovsky (1882-1969), Chekhov’s most insightful contemporary
critic, captured this shift in the first pages of his book From Chekhov to Our
Days (1910), which appeared only a few years after the writer’s untimely
death. Chukovsky begins his remarks on Chekhov abruptly with this brief
exchange:

Captain Urchaev is ordering a uniform from Merkulov the tailor.
How much will you charge? He asks.

Be kind, your honor; what are you thinking? I am not a mer-
chant of some kind. We understand how it is with lords.
Merkulov the tailor makes the uniform not for the sake of money.”

The story that Chukovsky quotes is “The Captain’s Uniform” (1885, Kapitan-
skii mundir), in which Merkulov makes a uniform for “the joy of creativity.””s
Chukovsky is right to pick out this story as a key to Chekhov’s vision. In
The Cherry Orchard Chekhov clearly favors the impractical family over the
well-meaning Lapukhin, who would sacrifice the wondrous orchard to save
the family’s finances. The tailor in “The Captain’s Uniform” makes the ex-
pensive uniform and withstands his wife’s scolding when the client refuses
to pay; what matters to him most is that he has had pleasure in making it.

72 Chekhov 1985: 26s.

7 Chukovskii 2002: 31-40. “The Captain’s Uniform” (1885, Kapitanskii mundir) is not
included in the 13 volume collection of The Tales of Anton Chekhov translated by Constance
Garnett or in collections Anton Chekhov, Stories, Trans. Richard Pevear and Larissa
Volokhonsky (New York: Bantam books, 2000) or in Anton Chekhov’s Short Stories, ed. Ralph
E. Matlaw (New York: Norton, 1979).

74 Chukovskii 2002: 31.
75 Chekhov 1974-1982, 3: 163-168. “Kapitanskii mundir” appeared in Oskolki 26 Jan, 188s.
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This is not a story about the rejection of money or petty bourgeois values
(meshchanstvo), but about the love of life, art, and beauty.

In Chekhov’s play, The Seagull (Chaika, 1896), produced a decade later,
his treatment of the role of art shows the distance he has come from the
stalls of the boulevard. An aspiring and hopeful young man organizes
an amateur theatrical presentation for his family and friends at his un-
cle’s estate, but is mocked for his efforts and for his evocation of the devil
through clumsy staging of two red dots for “dreadful crimson eyes.””® By
1896, when the play was first performed, Russia’s early modernists, the
so-called “decadents,” were shocking high society with their pronounce-
ments about the independent value of art, their attacks on the civic tradi-
tion in literature, and their noisy embrace of the occult. To gauge the ap-
peal of the demonic for Russian modernists one need look no further than
Mikhail Vrubel’s paintings inspired by Mikhail Lermontov’s “The Demon”
beginning with his Seated Demon (1890) or such incantatory poems of the
period as Fyodor Sologub’s “The Devil’s Swing” and Zinaida Gippius’s
“Little Demon.”77

Chekhov, like the modernists, used the occult, but unlike them, he heark-
ened back to earlier themes of rebellion and the search for freedom. Through
the character of Konstantin Chekhov recast his treatment of demonic rebel-
lion, and this time targeted an unfeeling society that did not value a new
art. By taking aim at bourgeois philistines and bourgeois practicality he was
embracing life for life itself; making the coat for the pleasure of creativity.
His enemy now was bourgeois practicality and the reductive attitude toward
living that went with it. Much of the humor in the play is found in the carica-
ture of society, of those who reject Konstantin and his play — his self-centered
mother, his clueless family, and the conventionally successful writer Treplev
who seduces and abandons Nina, the Seagull. The Russian critic Alexander
Chudakov suggested that Konstantin and Treplev “themselves call their basic
theses into question.””® Laurence Senelick in his preface to his translation
notes, “The younger writer scorns the elder as a hack, but by the play’s end,
he is longing to find formulas for his own writing.””° Yet Konstantin commits
suicide only after he has ceased to rebel, and the suffering Nina flies on alone

76 Chekhov 2006: 754; Chekhov 1974-1982, 13: “Eto chto-to dekadentskoe” (p. 1), “blednye
ogni” (p. 13), “strashnye bagrovye glaza” (p. 14).

77 See Yevtushenko, 1993, 11, 21; on Vrubel see Bowlt 2008: 93. He describes the demon as
Vrubel’s “principal pictorial motif.” He adds (p. 9o) that the occult themes “may have been
dictated not necessarily by an artist’s particular political ideology, but rather by a psychological
fascination with Decadent motifs.” He notes the depiction of subjects which, in another
context, would have been socially taboo.

78 Lawrence Senelick in his introduction to The Seagull in Chekhov 2006: 737.

79 Ibid.
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to pursue a life in art. As she leaves him, she tellingly recites lines from his
failed play, describing what might be considered a “post-apocalyptic” land-
scape.®> Chekhov evokes the occult here as earlier to highlight rebellion and
the violent pursuit freedom associated with it.

The revolt of artists and writers against bourgeois society and conven-
tion led directly to the avant-garde. Chekhov dramatized this revolt, and
he did it with at least some of the elements of the traditional bandit tale in
hand. He turned the traditional mythology of banditry upside-down so that
the target of rebellion was now proper society, not the tsar and the state,
but traces of the original construct remained. He repurposed elements of
the mythology of doomed rebellion that carried an almost subliminal force
and meaning in the Russian context, and changed the object of the revolt.
Had he lived but another year Chekhov would have encountered the great
turnabout in Russian humor that accompanied the rebellious assault on
society in the Revolution of 1905 and which was expressed most vividly in
the remarkable left-leaning satirical magazines of the time.

By the end of his short life, Chekhov had covered a lot of ground, literally
and artistically. From his early fascination with and participation in the popu-
lar serialized literature of the bandit and the outlaw he mastered the form of
the serial and turned it to new creative purpose. Because he was able to create
works that defied resolution, his characters could treat the issues of freedom
and order, discipline and creativity, and the nature of happiness profoundly
rather than formulaically. In Chekhov’s life as an artist, he expanded the tradi-
tional Russian idea of the spree or the binge, the dreams of wine and women
on the banks of the Volga, of pillage and rape, and turned it into a deeper in-
quiry into the positive attributes of freedom.? By the time of his death, he had
arrived at his own understanding that freedom resides in the protected space
apart that nurtures creativity. For Chekhov, unlike for the later modernists,
this space coexisted in the world and required constant defense against it.
And unlike his earlier peers producing popular literature, he was not willing
or able to resolve fundamental human dilemmas by dropping oak branches
on his protagonists. Those created by Chekhov over a century ago carry on
and continue to probe the core dilemmas of the human experience.
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3AMETKA K TEME:
JUAJIOI C YUTATEJIEM B PYCCKUX XXYPHAJIAX
1900-X —1910-X I'OZAOB

Ouner JlekmaHoB
Bricmias IIxona DxoHOMIKH, MOCKBA

Kék pycckue xypHaibsl Hauana XX Beka KOMMYHHLHMPOBAIU C YUTATEIbCKOU
ayauropueit? Pasymeercs, B 9TOM KOPOTKOM COOOILIEHWH MBI HE Oepemcs uc-
YepIIbIBAIOIIE OTBETUTH Ha CTOJIb INTO0ANIBHBII 1 TPEOYIOIINI OCBOCHHS OTPOM-
HOTO MaTepuaa BOIpoc.

3aTo B HAIIMX CHUJIAX MOIBITaThCS HAMETUTh HEKOTOPBIC /MuUn08ble BApHUaH-
ThI OTBeTa. BbIOepem (1mouTh Hayraj) U3 HECTPOro CIIEKTPa OTEYECTBEHHBIX M3~
JAHUH 1900-X — 19I0-X TOJIOB TPH JKypHAJa, C 3aBEOMO Pa3HBIMHU LIEIEBBIMH
AYIUTOPUSMH U Xy[J0)KECTBEHHBIMH IPOTPaMMaMH, a 3aTeM BHUMATEIIFHO TIPO-
MITyAUPYEeM KOMIUIEKTHI OTOOPAHHBIX JKypHAJIOB 32 TOT TOJ], KOTJIa OHM HadaJIH
BBIXO/IUTH U TIPOCICANM, KAaKUMH CIIOCOOaMHU peIaKTOPHI M aBTOPHI HaJa)KUBa-
71 (€CNM HallA)KUBAJIH) KOHTAKTHI C YATATCISIMH.

Ham Be10op nast Ha: a) anuTapHbIA MOJICPHUCTCKUN sKypHan Hoswiii [Tymb;
0) nerckuil xxypHaI Tponunka; B) MpeIHA3HAYABIIHIACS JJIsI MACCOBOM ayUTO-
puu Cunuii docypHai.

1. IlepBblil, SHBAPCKUII HOMEP CUMBOJIUCTCKOIO /106020 IIymu 3a 1903 rof OT-
KpbIBAa€TCsl YCTAaHOBOYHOM crarbeil miaBHoro penakropa Ilerpa Ilepuosa. B
HEW MOTEHIMAIbHBIN YynTaTeNb, 10 KpailHel Mepe, OIMH pa3 MOJIMEHEH aBTO-
pom cratbu. IleplloB OT MMEHM 4YUTATEINS BBICKA3aeT MPETEH3UI0 K KYpHAILY
U TYT ke, HO YK€ OT IMEHHU PEelaKTopa, €¢ OTBOTUT: “‘DTO SKIEKTH3M,” CKa-
JKET HEZOBOJIBHBIM YUTATEINb. ‘ITO — HAIlIE OTHOMICHHE K IPOIITIOMY,” OTBETHM
Mbl.”! Takast moncTaHOBKa ceOsi HA MECTO YHTATENs — XOI I PYCCKUX CHM-

* Tlepuos I1., “Hosstit [TyTs,” Hoswiil ITyms, 1903, Ne 1, . 2.
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BOJIICTOB HE CIy4aHbIH. OHH CTPEMIIUCH MOJCIUPOBATEH ITOBEICHIE CBOCH
MTOTEHIHATFHON ayTUTOPUH, HE TOIBKO OOBETUHSACH C COUYBCTBEHHUKAMU, HO
¥ OTCEeKas ‘HeOBOIBHBIX.

B 37011 5)xe mporpamMmHoi ctatbe [leprioBa coobmanocs, uro B Hosom [1ymu
Oyznet (yHKIMOHUPOBATh CIICIIHATBHBIN OT/IEN “9acTHOH MePEeUCKU,” KOTOPBIH
“HMEET SIBUTHCSI OPraHOM HETOCPEICTBEHHOM CBSI3M JKypHAJA C YUTATEIIAMHE.

B cBoto ouepenb, BO BCTYIUIEHUH K 9TOMY OTAEIY, HalleYaTaHHOM B TOM K€
HoMepe Hosoeo Ilymu u o3ariaBieHHOM “OT penakiyu,” ero Oyayias CTpyK-
Typa ¥ MIPUHIMIBI 0TOOpa MaTepHaa sl e4aTH ONMUCHIBAIIMCH TaK:

DTOT OTAEN XKypHalla NPeJHA3HAYACTCs VISl THCEM U COOOIICHHUH,
UIyIINX U3 cpensl yntarenaeid. OH paszieneH Ha JABE 4acTH: B mep-
BOI1 OyZeT moMeraTbess MaTepual TEOPETUIECKOro Xapakrepa (00-
Cy’KJIeHHe 00IHMX BONPOCOB (pUII0CO(GUH, PENUTHH, TTIOTUTUKH, JTU-
TEpaTypsl U T. I1.); BO BTOPOH — COOOIIEHNS, KaCAIOUINECs: YaCTHBIX
SIBJIEHUH NPAKTUUECKON )KU3HMU.

OOBIYHBIC BCTYIUICHHS] W OKOHYAHUS MHCEM, a TakXke OOpaIieHus
JIMYHOTO XapaKTepa OITyCKaIoTCsI.

Ha nuceMax HeoOXOANMBI (IJIsI CBEICHUS PeIAKIINK) UMs U aJipec
aBTOpa. AHOHHMMHBIE COOOIIEHUsI yHUUTOXatoTcs. Hemureparyp-
HOCTBIO U3JIOKSHUSI TPOCAT HE CTECHATHCS, TaK Kak NpHIaHHe Ma-
Tepuaity JIMTepaTypHoi GOpMBI COCTABILSIET 3a1ady PEIAKIHN.

3nech obpamaiT Ha ceds 0coboe BHUMAaHHE J[Ba HE BIOJIIHE TPUBUAIBHBIX
IIYHKTa, BHOBb CBHJICTEIILCTBYIOIINE O CTPEMIIEHIH MOJEPHUCTCKON peaKIInu
Hoesozo Ilymu He cTOTBKO HAWTH OOIIHIA A3BIK C YUTATENIEM, CKOIBKO HABA3aTh
YUTATENI0 COOCTBEHHOE MPECTABICHNE O €r0, YUTATENs, UICAIbHOM TEKCTE,
TosIIeMes IS OITyOJIMKOBaHMSA B sKypHase. HaBepHoe, MOXKHO TOBOPHTH Aaxke
0 MPUTS3aHUAX pefakunu Hogozo [Iymu HaWTH aAeKBaTHOE S3BIKOBOE BOILIO-
IIEHUE U1l CMYTHBIX YasHUH ellle He Hay4YHMBIIETOCS HOBOMY SI3bIKY YMTATEII,
0e3KaJI0CTHO OTOPAKOBBIBAs BCE JIMIIHEE, HE UMEIOIIee MPSMOTr0 OTHOIICHUS
K IJIAaBHOMY, [10-HACTOSIIIIEMY BaykHOMY. [loaTomy pemakuust (1) B3sia Ha ceOs
MpaBo “JTUTEPATYPHOIT” (TO €CTh — SI3BIKOBOI) 00PaOOTKU MPUCHUIAEMBIX YH-
TaTeJSIMU MaTEPUasIoB U (2) OOBSBUIIA, YTO HE CTAHET TeYararh ‘00paIlCHU
JIMYHOTO TMOPAIKA,” a TAKoKe “‘00BIYHBIX BCTYIICHUH M OKOHYAHHUN ITHCEeM.”
“<H>aTonmkHyTh 4yHTaTeNs Ha Oojiee KyIbTypHBIC MPEANOYTCHHS, YeM Te,
K KaKUM OH TPaIUIIMOHHO MPHBBIK K 1903 roay,” — Tak Iletrp Ilepmos perpo-
CTIEKTHUBHO U3JI0KHI XY/I0’KECTBEHHYIO U NAEOI0TNIECKYIO IPOrpaMMy CBOETO

> Tam xe: 9.
3 “Or penakuuu,” Hoswuii I[Tyms, 1903, Ne 1, €. 154.
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KypHana.* Upe3BsIUailHO SHEPTUYHBIH, MOAPA3yMEBAIONINI HEKOTOPOE HACH-
JIMI€ Ha/l YUTATEJIEM IIaroi “HaTOJIKHYTh,” yOTPEOICHHBII B 5TOM MEMyapHOM
raccake, OY€Hb TOYHO TEPEAAeT TOCMOACTBOBABIIMN CTHIIb B3aMMOOTHOIIC-
HUM penakuuu c aynuropueit Hosozo I[lymu.

Becpma xapakTepHO, 4TO IIEPBBIM MaTepHaJIOM, OIyOJIMKOBaHHBIM BO BCE
TOM >Ke, IeOI0THOM HOMEpe JKypHalla 3a 1903 roj B paszene “YactHas mepe-
nucka,” ctan teket “Ilo moBony kuuru JI.C. Mepexkosckoro JI. Torcmou u
Locmoesckuii. OTPBIBOK U3 MUCbMa,” aBTOPOM KOTOPOTO 3HAYUIICS HEKUH “CTy-
JICHT-€CTECTBEHHUK.” 3a 3TUM IICEBIOHMMOM CKpbuIcsS AHApell bemslil, koTo-
PBIi HUKaKUM npocmo uutareneM ais Mepesxxkosckux u [leprosa B 910 Bpems,
KOHEYHO, Y Ke He ObLI, J]a U caMoe €ro MUChMO-perieH3ust Ha KHury JI. Toacmoii
u [locmoeéckuii ObITIO OTHpaBIeHO MEpeKKOBCKMM €Il B Hayalle 19o2 TOofa.
“<O>Hu noka3zeiBasu €ro PO3aHOBY U OH Jie HAILEJ €r0 TeHHalbHbIM, — BCIIO-
MuHaI benblii MHOTHE TOABI CITycTs. — BriociencTBuM 4acTh MUChMA C BBIITY-
IIEHNEM [IEHTPAJIbHbIX, TaK CKa3aTh, 3COTEPUUECKUX MECT ObIIa HarleyaTaHa B
Hogom Iymu.” To ectb, oTaen “HacTHas nepenucka” OTKPbUICS TEKCTOM, yiKe
YTPaTUBIINM CTaTyC JMYHOTO NMHUChMA, TEKCTOM-00pa3IoM, Cpasy >Ke MOIHSB-
MM TUIAHKY pa3roBOpa YuTaTesIel U pellakiiy Ha HEeOOXOAMMYIO JUIsl OT/eNa
TEOPETHUYECKYIO BBICOTY U 3aJaBLIMM TOH BCErO JTOr0 MOCIEAYIOIIEro pas-
roeopa. B Beimenmux nauee B 1903 roxy Homepax Hosoeo Ilymu 1ox BUIOM
YUTATEJILCKUX MHCEM OBbIIIM HaredyaTaHbl TeKCThl Aslekcanapa benya (06o3Ha-
YEHHOT0 Kak “XxyfnoxHukK A. b.”) u Anekcanapa bioka.

OT4acTu CXOAHYIO MIPy BeJ Ha CTpaHMIax xypHana [leprioBa u Mepex-
KoBckMX Bacunuii Po3aHOB, B pacmopsbkeHHe KOTOpPOro ObUT MpemnocTaBlieH
cnenuaneHBIN oten “B cBoem yriy.” B 3ametke “Ot aBTropa,” mpemBapsBIIeH
MIepBBIN, (EeBPATECKHUNA BBIITyCK 3TOTO OTAeNa, PO3aHOB CHawYama aHOHCHPOBAI
“BBeJICHUE” B HETO ‘“YaCTHOM MEPErMCcKn,” a 3aTeM TIPH TIOMOIITH TTPOCTOMH MeTa-
(hopsl 0OBSCHI, KaKoTO (P PEeKTa HAMEPECH TOOMBATHCS, CIITHBAS LIEJIOC TTOBE-
JIOMCTBEHHOTO €My KyCKa )KypHaja U3 OTAENbHBIX, Pa3pO3HEHHBIX ()parMeHTOB:

<O>TOT OTZEN PAaCUIUpPSCT PAMKU OOBIKHOBEHHOIO JKyPHAJIBHOIO
COTPY/IHHYECTBA M B HEKOTOPBIX OTHOIICHMSIX IIPHONIKACT JIH-
TepaTypy K TOMY OE3bICKyCCTBEHHOMY, CBOOOAHOMY M Pa3HOCTO-
POHHEMY OOMEHY MHEHHIA, KOTOPBIH COCTABISICT MPECHMYIIECTBO
pasroBopa MeXJy APY3bsAMH B KaOHWHETE Hepei OObACHCHHEM C
myOnuKoro Ha scTpane.’

4 Tlepuos ILIIL., Jlumepamypueie socnomunanus. 1890 — 1902, M., 2002, ¢. 280.

5 1lur. no: JIaBpoB A.B., Anuopeii benviil 6 1900-e 200b1. JKusno unumepamypnas desimensHocmy,
M., 1995, . 102.

 Hoegwti ITymb, 1903, Ne 2, ¢. 135.
7 Tam xe.
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Mertadopa Po3zaHoBa SCHO ZEMOHCTPHPYET, UTO pa3roBop B oTaeie “B cBoem

yIITy” IIPEAIIoNarajJoch BECTH MEXIY JTIOABMH OTHOTO KPYTa, TO €CTh — MEXKIY

TEeMH, KTO CHadaja MpPOMIeT HerTacHBI OTOOp Ui MpOomycka B “KaOWHET.”

OcTanpHBIM K€ YATATEIISIM OTBOIMIIACH POIIb “TyONHKH,” TEPIEITUBO JOKHIA-
“os e

FoIIeics BBIXOMA “Apy3ei” “u3 kabuHeTa” IS MeAarorndecKux “o0bsICHeHUI”
“na actpaze.”

2. 3HaKOMCTBO C JIETCKUMH JKypHaJaMH COBETCKOIO BpeMEHH (C 3amedareib-
HBIMH JICHHHTPAJICKUMHU M3J[aHUsIMU, KypupoBaBimnmucs Camyninom Mapiia-
koM 1 Huxonaem OneiiHMKOBBIM, B TIEPBYIO OUepellb) TBEPIO MPUYUUIIO HAC K
TOMY, UYTO CTPEMJICHUE 3aBA3aTb KOHTAKTbI C MAJICHbKUMU YUTATCIIAMU U TEM
CaMbIM aKTHBHO BOBJICYb peOCHKA B MPOLIECC CO3JaHMUs JKypHaJa, SBCTBEHHO
MPOCIIEKUBACTCA €1Ba JIM HE B KAXKIOM MaTepuase Kaxaoro HoMmepa. B ciy-
Yae C HaXOAWBIINMCS B OpOUTE CUMBOIM3MA “)KYpHAJIOM IUis IeTel”” Tponunka
(TIepBBIii HOMED BEIIIEN B SHBApE 1906 rofia), MoJ00HbIC OKUJAHUS HE OTIPaB-
JBIBAIOTCS. 371€Ch M3pEKa MMUTHPOBAIINCH PETUIHKH, HAPSIMYIO 00paIlieHHbIE
K YMTaTEeNI0, HO Ha JIeJie OTBETHAS peaklMs He MpeArosarajach U HUKAKOTO
MIPOCTPAHCTBA ISl BHICKa3bIBAHMI peOCHKY Ha CTpaHWIax 1ponunku TPEno-
CTaBJIEHO HE OBLIO.

IIpumepom Takoil OAHOCTOPOHHEH, HE PACCUMTAHHOW HA OTBET PEIUIMKH,
MOXKET TTOCITY)KHTh 3a4MH HAIMCAHHOTO CIICIHAIBHO JUIS 9TOTO JKypHasa CTH-
xorBopenus Cepres ['oponenxoro “BecHoit™:

Xouenb, CKa3Ky Tebe pacCKaxy
[Ipo xonxyHslo, mpo 6aly-Ary
Kocrstiayro Hory?®

OtBer peOeHKa B CTUXOTBOPEHHH Jaliee HE MPUBOIUTCS, TaK YTO 3aIaHHBINA
BOIIPOC TIOBHCAET B BO3/IYyXe.

PuTopudeckue anemusinuy K YATATEII0 COAEPIKATCsl TAKXKE B TPEX, IPETEH-
JIOBAaBILMX Ha 3aHUMATEIbHOCTh OYEPKaX, NOMELIEHHBIX B HOMepax 1ponunku
3a 1906 rox.’

ABTOp Hay4YHO-TIOIYJISIPHON 3aMeTKH “3epkajio” (TIepeBoj ¢ aHIIINICKOTo)
BCTYIIAeT B KOHTAKT C YCJIOBHBIM YHTATENIEM CICAYIOIUM 00pa3oM: “Ber Moxke-
Te MPEeICTaBUTh cede, Kak OblIa pajia MoJoas KEHIIHMHA, KOTJa yBUAaIa, 4To
MYK €€ BEPHYJICS IOMO# 3[OPOBBIM U HEBPEAUMBIM. .. .”!°

8 Tponunxa, 1906, Ne o, ¢. 427.

9 BeposTHO, CTONT OOpaTUTh BHUMAHHE Ha TO OOCTOSTENILCTBO, UTO JIBA M3 THX TPEX OUCPKOB
MIPeJCTaBIAIOT COOOU MepeBOIbI (C HEMEIKOTO U aHIIMICKOTO SI3BIKOB) — HA CTPAHMIIAX JETCKUX
3amaJHbIX )XYPHAJIO0B 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIE JUAJIOTH C IOHBIMHM YMTATENSAMM BEIUCh, KAK MUHUMYM,
¢ cepeanHbl XIX CTOIETH .

° Tponunxa, 1906, Ne 11, C. 533.
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3armaBHBIN epcoHax odepka “VIcTopHs OIHOTO aBCTPAIUICKOTO KEHTYPY
(Pacckazana mM camuM)” (TIepeBO] ¢ HEMEIIKOTO) HECKOJIBKO Pa3 3aroBapuBacT
C YMTaTeNeM TaK:

OmHako, KaxeTcs, s cobpascsi paccKa3biBaTh, a MEKIY TEM, IO
BCEM TIPaBUJIaM XOPOLIETO TOHA, MHE HEOOXOIUMO TIPEeXkKIIE BCETO
BaM MpeACTaBUTHES [...] [locTaparock onucars BaM ero, HaCKOJIBKO
Mory sipko [...] Ecnu y koro-HuGymb U3 Bac SBHUTCS KelaHHE Ha-
BECTUTH MeHs Ha Mypy0u, st Oyiy o4eHb W OueHb paj. Mumoctu
npoury! Tonbko yx, nmoxanyiicra, 6e3 codak u 6e3 pyxeit. 1 eme
TPOIITY Bac, Ha BCSKHIA, CITyyaii, He MOAXOMUTH Yepecdyp Onu3ko.!!

JIBaKIpI HATIPSAMYIO OOpAIIaeTCcsl K YUTATENI0 M aBTOP ouepka ‘“3HaAKOMCTBO C
npupomoi”: “BrisanTech B paciyCKaroIuecs Ha IepeBbsix modku”? u: “Ecnn
JKE€ KPOME PUCYHKA HACEKOMOTO B XOTUTE M3YyUHUTH CIIE U €r0 )KN3Hb, TO (POTO-
rpadupyiiTe HACCKOMOE HEIPEMEHHO B IIPUBBIYHOM eMy obcTaHoBKe.”!

Ho HMKaknX OTBETHBIX PEIUINK OT peOCHKA M B 3TUX TPEX CIIydasx, HOHST-
HOE JIeJI0, He OKU/IAJIOCh.

He BriojHE NMpHBBIYHO JUISL YATATENIEH OTEUECTBEHHBIX JETCKUX JKypHa-
JIOB COBETCKOM IMOPBI BBINISIUT TOT paslell 7ponunku, B KOTOPOM ITyOJIHKO-
BAJIMCh BCEBO3MOJKHBIE IMIApajbl M 331aud. Bo-mepBbIX, MeHa U (aMHINN
JIeTell NPUCIIABIIUX [PABUIbHBIC PEUICHUS HE ONIAIIAIMCh, JIa ¥ caMa BO3-
MOXKHOCTB TIPHCBUTKA B PEIAKIIMI0 BAPHAHTOB PEIICHHs HE Mpeanonaranach.
Bo-BTOpbIX, ycnoBus 3a1a4 1 pedycoB 4acto GopMyTUpOBaIHCh O€3 MPSIMBIX
oOpamieHni K 0TragaukaM, Kak OyATO CIIeIIHAIBHO, YTOOBI M30€KaTh MPSIMBIX
KOHTAaKTOB ¢ HUMH: ‘3ajada, KOTOPYIO MBI HpeajaraeM B 3ToM Ne Hammm
yuratemsim...” !> (He — “mebe, Hain uurarens”), “Haiimu mecTs 0B, U3 nep-
BBIX OYKB KOTOPBIX...”!® (He — “Hailou mecTh cioB...”), “TlepeMeHums MecTo
OyKB B KaXJOU M3 JaHHBIX 4acteii...”'” (He — “nepemMenu mecto OykB...”) u
TOMY TTOTOOHOE.

" Tponunka, 1906, Ne 3, . 137, 149, 151. CM. TaKXe B 3a4MHE 3TOr0 pacckKasa: “...4uTaTelb MOXKET
€000pa3uTh, 4TO 51 He OOBIKHOBEHHEIH, a TOBONBHO 00pa3oBaHHbIH keHrypy” (Tam xe: 136).

2 CoxonoB K., “3HakomcTBO ¢ ipuponolt,” Tponurka, 1906, Ne 11, ¢. 538.
5 Tam xe: 541.

“ TIpu 5TOM, HAYMHAsE C IEPBOrO HOMEPA 3a 1906 IO/, HA 3aJHEH CTOPOHE OOJIOKKH IeyaTacs
TEKCT, 3aBepIIAIONINIICS IPUITIAIICHUEM K JHaory: “Penakius oTKpbITa JUlsl JINYHBIX IIEPErOBOPOB
1o cy600TaM OT 2-X J10 4-X 4acoB.” OJIHAKO ITOT TEKCT CO BCEIl OYEBUTHOCTBIO MPEAHAZHAYAIICS HE
JULSL MAJICHBKUX YHTATEIIeH, a JUIsl B3POCIIBIX TOTEHIHATIBHBIX aBTOPOB.

5 Tponunka, 1906, Ne 3, c. 164.
® Tawm xe: 166.

7 Tponunka, 1906, Ne 6, c. 331.
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3. Ye mepBblii HOMep maccoBoro Cunezo dwcypHana, BBIIEAIIANA B JeKa-
Ope 1910 TOMA, OTKPBIBAJIICS MHOTOOOEIIAIONIeH 3aMeTKoi oT pemakuuu — “K
gurareasM.”'® OmgHako Ha Jene 3To obparieHue OBUTO ncesdoobpalieHueM,
MTOCKOJIBKY TPSMBIX alelUIAIHN K YUTaTelio He copepkano. bomee Toro, Ha
MIPOTSDKEHHUU BCETO TEKCTa 00 aapecare 0OpaIieHus pelakini TOBOPHIIOCH UC-
KITFOYUTEIFHO B TpeTheM Juiie: “TIpocMaTpuBast )KypHaI<,> YUTATENb JOJDKCH
YBHJICTH MEPel COO0I0 OTPAKEHUE KHU3HU BCErO 3eMHOTO Imapa” u T. j."’

Bo BTOpOM HOMEpe (SIHBaph 191r) IOIBITKA 3aBs3aTh HENOCPEICTBEHHBIE
KOHTAKThl ¢ YHTATCISIMH BCE K¢ ObLIa MPEANPHHATA — PEIaKIUs O0BIBUIA
“HNOCTOSHHBIE KOHKYPCHI OCTPOYMHUS,” TIONPOCHB

yuTaTeI<ei> NpeMJIOKNUTE OTBETHI Ha IMOMEHIAEMBIC BbILIE
Bompockl. Haumbosnee oCTpoyMHBIE U3 3THX OTBETOB OyayT
HareJaTraHsl, IPUYeM, aBTOPAM TPeX, IPU3HAHHBIX PEIAKIIHOHHBIM
KIOpH HauOonee yJauHbIMM, LIYTOK B BHJIE HpemMun Oyzer
MOCBUIATBCS  OECIIaTHO TONOBOH aK3eMmursip Curneco dwcypHana
(wm, o BeIOOPY, OTAeHbHbIC n3nanus Camupukona).”

TeM He MeHee, B T€UE€HHUE JOBOJIBHO JOJITOr0 BPEMEHH aleIsAINY HEMOCPEa-
CTBEHHO K uuTarento Ha crpaHuunax Cumezo dicyprana BCTPEUATIMCh JIUILb
SMU30JUYECKH ¥ HOCUJIM HACTOJIBKO CUTYaTUBHBIM XapaKTep, 4TO TOBOPUTH O
KaKoW-1100 pelakKliMOHHOM MOJNTHKE 110 BOBJICUCHHUIO YUTATENS B AEATENb-
HOCTb U3JIaHHsl, IPOCTO HE MpuxoauTcs. Tak, B 4eTHIPHAALATOM HOMEpE ObLI
MIOMEIIICH KapaHJallHbId MOPTPET MOTyoOHa)KEHHOW MOJIOIOM JaMbl, COMpo-
BOXKIABIIHUICS chenyromeld urpuBoi moamuckio: “Iloxaiyiicra, moBepHHTE
CTpaHUIly, — MHE HY)KHO paszaersest. Yurarens!.. Hy xe...”?! A B mecTHamna-
TOM HOMepe Obllla OImyONnrKOBaHa HeMyApsas (GoTo3araaka — HECKOJIBKO de-
JIOBEK, OBEPHYTHIX K OOBEKTUBY CIIMHOM, @ PAJIOM — MOSICHUTEIbHBINA TEKCT:
“Yurarenb 3a COMHOW 3TOM I'PYMIIbI MOXKET LIMIETh KAK YTOJHO U BBICKA3bI-
BaTh cBOM gorajaku. Kro takue? Ilouemy cnunoi? UTo oHM TaM paccmarpu-
Batot? [...] B cnenyromem Homepe Cunezo dcyprana rpynia NOBEPHETCS JH-
LIOM K yHTareno.”” B ceMHaaAaTOM HOMEpe 3TO 00eIIaHue ObLTO BBITTOJHEHO
— rpynny (nucarenst Kynpuna n Jpyriux W3BECTHBIX JIMYHOCTEH) pa3BepHYIH
JIUIIOM K OOBCKTHURY.

8 Cunuii ocypnan, 1910, Ne 1, ¢. 1.
9 Tam ixe.
20 Cunuii scypHan, 1911, Ne 2, . 3.

2 Cunuti orcypuan, 191, Ne 14, c. 16. CM. Takxke odepenHoe (peKiIamHoe) obpalieHne
“K uwmrarensm!” Ha OONOKKE MNPEABUIYIIETO, TPUHAIUATOTO HoMepa: “VI3BecTHblE pycCKue
nycarenu B clieytomeM Homepe Curnezo j#cypHana HAYMHAIOT NEYaTaHUEM CBOH ‘KOJIIIEKTHBHBIN
(banTactuyeckuii poman!”

22 Cunutl ocyprai, 1911, Ne 16, c. 15.
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PermmrenbHbIi MIar HABCTPEUy PeaTbHOMY YMTATEIO ObLT C/IEIIaH JIMIIb B ABAI-
IaTh TIEPBOM HOMEpE 32 1911 TO1I. TYT MosSBIIIOCH Takoe 00bsiBIeHNe “OT peraKiim
Cunezo scypHana’ (34€Ch U ajiee KypcHB B IIUTaTax — peaakimoHHbN — O. J1):

Cunuil scypran B OKaAIINX HOMEpax OTKPHIBACT HA CBOMX CTpa-
HHIAX HOBBIH OT/IE]I, KOTOPBIi Oy/IeT 3ar0IHATHCS CBEACHUSIMH 000
BCEM, YTO TOJBKO CIIOCOOCH CO3aTh JKUBOII U IBITIMBBIH YM.

B sToM otzerne, Hapsamy ¢ «KyHCTKaMepoi» Oydym nomewjamuvcs
makoice coOOOUeHUA HAWUX YUmameneti 0 6Ce603MONUCHBIX U300pe-
menuAx <,> unmepechvie pazoonaveHus, OpusUHaIbHble 632710bl
U 2unomeswvl, BOCNOMUHANUSL, HCUSHEHHbLE KYPbe3bl U M. 0. U M. O.
Oco0ObIM BHUMaHHEM OyneT IMOJIb30BaTbCs Marepuall, CONpPOBO-
KJAEMBIil COOTBETCTBYIOIMMH HIUTIOCTPALMAMHU (CHUMKaMH, PH-
CYHKaMH etc) WM NPHBIICKAIOMINI CBOCH SKCUEHTPUYHOCTBIO U
HOBHM3HOM. JKenarenmbHO Takxke, YTOOBI COOOLICHUS OTIMYAJINCH
BO3MOYKHON KPaTKOCTBIO.

Pykormucu He BO3BpAIIaroTcs.”

[MocnenHee MpOLUTUPOBAHHOE MPEIOKEHNUE COAEPHKAIO KOCBEHHBIN MPHU3bIB
MPUCHLIATH B PEAKLUIO YUTATEIbCKHE PYKOIIHCH.

Tak B Cunem oicypuaie OblI 3aBeJieH crielnalbHbIi pasnen “Ham myseit,’
rneyaraBlUIMi 3aMETKM YUTaTeNel, a TaKkke KOPOTKHE, 3a4acTyl0, HaCMEIIu-
BbIC ITMCbMa-yKasaHus pEAAKIIMOHHBIX pa6OTHI/IKOB MOTCHIIMAJIbLHBIM aBTOpaM

b

13 YUTATEIbCKON CPEIbL:

OtBeuaem: Teepp. Camoitnoy. Bama “6moxonoBka” moineTr BMe-
cre ¢ ApyruMu Menodamu. Mocksa. C—ny, Kummnnes. — K—xo, Jlom-
xKa. — B—cxkomy. — Toneko He ctuxu! Tyma. — H—eBy. — Brbl, HaBep-
HOE, CMEIIAIN “KOCMHYECKYIO TBUTL” ¢ “KOCMETHYECKON MBLIbI0”
— PHCOBOH IMympoi. .. >

U TIpOoY. B TOM ke nyxe. OIHAKO STOT pa3es MPEKPaTHIl CBOE CYIICCTBOBAHHE
elle 0 OKOHYaHUsI 1911 TO/1a, BEPOSITHO, IIOTOMY, YTO PEJaKIMs NCKaia U Ha-
XOJIUIIA JPyTHUe, Kya 00jiee HeTPUBUAIBHBIC CIIOCOOBI B3aUMO/ICHCTBHUS C YH-
TaTeNbCKON ayIMTOPUEH.

CrieruanbHO “Ha KOHKYPC YHMTATEIbCKOM HAOMIOMATEIBHOCTH IS TPHUJI-
uarb cegpmoro Homepa Cumeco sicyprana 3a 1911 Tof ObUI HAIMCAH pacckals

3 Cunuti dcypHai, 1911, Ne 21, ¢. 6.

24 Cunuit ncypHan, 1911, Ne 24, ¢. 14. B 3TOM e HOMepe yKypHalia Ha CTpaHuILIe 7 ObLI HalleyaTaH
‘rpakrar’ M. CuumopoBa (MpOHIUTFOCTPUpPOBAaHHBINH pucyHKamu Bi. JleGenesa) “Uwurarens,”
KTacCH()UINPOBABIIHI PA3IUIHbIC YUTATEIHCKUE KATETOPUH.
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A.M. Occenpnosckoro “Kotopast u3 detbipex,” 00OpBaHHBI Ha CaMOM HWHTE-
PECHOM MECTE CJIE/IYOILIMM aBTOPCKUM IaCcCakKeM:

S1 nmpepBIBarO paccKa3s M MpeIarard YMTaTessIM Ha3BaTh TAMHCTBEH-
HyIo HezHakoMKy Jleonmma Iletposuua. [lpu pemennn HeoOX0aHU-
MO yKa3aTh, Ha 4eM MOCJIEIHEE OCHOBaHO. MMeHa oTrajaBImx
OJIHY M3 YETHIPEX M NPEICTABMBIIUX JOKA3aTCIbHBIE CYXKICHUS
OynyT Haredaranbl B Cunem scypuane.”

B copok nepBom HOMepe ObuIM OrvIarieHbl GaMuIny ToOeIUTeNel 1 OTraiKa;
“— Koropas nx getsipex? — Auna @enoposHa! (K paccka3y Ha KOHKypC ‘uuTa-
Tenbckoit HabmonatensHOCTH)” (C. 7).

Yna4Helii ONBIT OBUT HPOAOIKEH U PAa3BUT B COPOK UETBEPTOM HOMEpE, B
KxoTopoM mosiBIIICs paccka3 Cepres ComoMuHa “miisi KOHKYpCa YHTATEIhCKOM
HAXOIYMWBOCTH U ocTpoymus” ““JIBynukunii.” HoBamms cocTosiia B TOM, 9TO Te-
Nephb peaknys odemana BecesbiM U HaXOAYMBBIM YNTATENSIM HE TPOCTO ITy-
OIMKaIMIO NX MMEH M BAPHAHTOB OKOHYAHMS paccka3a ColoMuHa, HO U ICHEX-
HbIe ipemun: “Yurarento, mpuciaBmeMy Handoiee OCTPOYMHOE pa3perieHue
9TOro BOIIpoca, OyneT BbIJIaHa npemus 6 pasmepe — 25 pyoneil. Ha konsepte
otMeuarhb: ‘Konkype.””?

KonnvecTBo umrareneil, OTKIMKHYBIIMXCS Ha 3TO MPEAJIOKEHHE, TTPEBbI-
CHJIO BCE BO3MOXKHBIE OXKMIAHUS peAakiuuu. B copok BocbMOM HOMepe Obun
HareyaraHbl pa3HOOOpa3HbIe BAPHAHTHI OKOHUAHHsI paccka3a ConoMuHa u 00b-
SIBJICHBI TOOETUTEIN, @ OTKPHIBAJIACh TOAOOPKA 10 UTOTaM 3TOI'0 YUTATENILCKO-
TO KOHKypca 3aMeTKoi o Ha3BanueM “‘Karactpoda’:

Ha penakuuto Cunezo scyprana o0pymunacs resas gaBiHa. [1uck-
Ma, michMa U nucbMa! JlerneBbie 1aBouHble KOHBepThl. KOHBEPTHI
BCEX I[BETOB pajyru. J[eloBbIe ¢ aapecoM KOHTOPBI, GUPMBIL, GIOpO.
W3siiitibie KOHBEPTHI, TBEPIbIE, KAK CIIOHOBAsI KOCTb, 3alledaTaHHbIe
Cypry4oM ¢ OTTUCKOM (paMUIIBHOTO repba. MalneHbKre, y3KHe KOH-
BEPTUKH, COXPAHMBIIHMEC 3amax JIFOOMMBIX JTyXOB KOPPECIOHJICH-
TOK...

— CKoJbKO? — CHpalinBaeT peaaxTop.

— Thicsiua, TOJITOPBI, JABE, TPH, YETHIPE. .. >’

Ota HacbIIIEHHAs TUIlepOOIaMM 3aMEeTKa BCE XKE C JOCTATOYHOW SICHOCTBIO
JEMOHCTPHUPYET, UTO PeIaKTOPCKHe pabOTHUKH, pa3HOOOPa3HBIMH CIIOCO0aMU

5 Cunutl dcypHan, 1911, Ne 37, C. 12.
26 Cunuii ocypnan, 1911, Ne 44, c. 11.

27 Cunutl scypHan. 1911. Ne 48. c. 12.
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CTPEMHUBIIKECS] TPOOYAUTh TBOPYECKYIO JHEPIUI0 YMTATEIBCKOH ayIUTOPHH,
JIANIEKO HE BCEr/ia OKa3bIBAIKCH CIIOCOOHBIMU Pa30yKEHHOW dHEprueil ynpas-
ns1e. 2 3armasue “Karactpoda,” TeM He MeHee, OBIO YHCTBIM KOKETCTBOM,
MHAa4e COBEPIICHHO HEOOBSICHUMBIM BBITVISIUT TOT (DAKT, 4TO B COPOK BOCHBMOM
HOoMepe Cumnezo dicypHana 3a 1911 TOJ MTOSBUIIOCH PEAAKIIMOHHOE OOBSIBICHHE O
HOBOM YHTAaTEIHCKOM KOHKYpCE, TIPUYEM KOHOMUYCCKHI (haKTOp CHOBA OKa-
3aJICs 3aJ1cHCTBOBAHHBIM, 4 CTABKHU IOBBIIICHbL:

Konkypc rpumac. MbI mpejuiaraeM HalliM YUTATENISIM MPUHATH
yuactue B ycrpauBaemMoM Cunum ocyprarom “KOHKYPCE I'PU-
MAC.” TIoMUMO LIYTOYHOTO Xapakrepa 3TOW 3aTeu, MOCIHEeIHss
MOXKET MPEACTaBUTh M OCOOBIH MHTEPEC UIsl CIELMANNCTOB, W3-
YUaIOLINX BBIPA3UTEIBHOCTH UesloBeueckoro una. Ipumnnure Ham
cBOIO (poTorpauuecKyro KapTouky B OOBIYHOM BHJE U BMECTE C
HEell CHUMOK HamOoliee CHIBHOM, — BECEeIOH WU TPYCTHOM, Oe3-
OOHTHOM MM CMENTHOH, TPUMACHI BAIlIeTO JIHIA. 32 JIy4qIIne TPH-
Machl OyIyT BBIIAHBI 4 IPEMHUH. 1-1 IPEMUs! (UCKIFOIUTETBHO IS
JKEHCKOHM TPHMACHI) — 60 py0. 2-5 MPEMUS — 40 PYO. 3-5 IPEMHUS — 25
py0. 4-51 mpemus — 10 py6.%

OOparnm 0coboe BHUMaHHE Ha TPOraTesbHYIO MOMNBITKY PEJaKIUK paclieBe-
JIUTh aKTHBHOCTH HE TOJILKO MY)KCKOM, HO M KEHCKOM yactu aynuropun Cunezo
JHcypHana — neppas MpeMus “UCKIIOYUTENBHO IS )KeHCKo! rpuMackl.” Panee, B
COPOK TPEThEeM HOMEpE, CIICHAIFHO [T IPEKPACHOH OTOBHHBI YEIOBEYECTRA
Ot IoMeniensl potorpaduu B. JlopomeBnua, A.H. Toncroro, A. BombiH-
CKOTO M A. ABEpYCHKO C MOAMOHTHPOBAHHBIMU OOPOIAMH, a TakKe JIeIyTara
TocynapcrBennoit Jymsl B. IlypuiikeBnya ¢ moapucOBaHHBIMHM BOJIOCAMHU Ha
ronoBe. K cHumMKam npuiiaranach crienuaibHas ankera: “He Haiinyt nu Hawm
YUTATESIHHAIBI BRIXOAA M3 MOJIOKEHUA?.. MBI HE TIPOYb Ja)Ke MPEIUIOKUTh M
CJICITYIONIYyT0 aHKeTy: 1) OTIycKaTh My>K9uHaM 00poyibl nim Het? 2) Ko u3 npu-
BC/ICHHBIX Ha HAIIUX CHUMKaX 0¢300pOIbIX MUCATENICH HAPACHO JIUIIWII ceOst
60poabI?”3? C pesynbraraMu 3TOTO OIPOCa YUTATSIBHUIIBI M YUTATEU CMOTIIN
03HaKOMUTHCs B MaTepuaie “Mrak o boponax u ycax (K mryrounoit ankere Cu-
He2o JicypHana),” TIOMEIIEHHOM B €r0 COPOK IIECTOM HOMEpE 3a 1911 TOx.>!
ITonsemem o6mue wurtoru. CumBomucTckuil Hoewiti [lyms KOCTATOYHO
arpecCUBHO 8OCNUMbIBA CBOMX UUTATENCH, AeTCKas Tponunka omeopaxcuea-

28 XO0Tst, BO3MOJKHO, 3TO ObLIIA YIIOBKA PEIAKIIME XKYPHAIA, CTPEMUBIIEHCS TTOKA3ATh IUTATEISM,
CKOJIb MOMYJISPHO 9TO M3/IaHHUE.

29 Cunuii scypHan. 1911. Ne 48. c. 11.
3¢ Cunuil acypuan, 1911, Ne 43, ¢. 13.

30 Cunuii scypHai, 1911, Ne 46, ¢. 14.

227



| OJIET JIEKMAHOB |

J1ack OM peanbHO20 OUd102d CO CBOMMH YNTATEISIMHU, & MACCOBBIA Cunuil ocyp-
Han, Ha000pOT, cmpemuicsa 000U EHOH pacuupums KOHMAKMbl CO CBOMMUA
YUTATEIISIMU.

Kak 310 OBLTO CBsI3aHO ¢ (PUHAHCOBOW MOJTUTHUKOW MEPEUNCIICHHBIX H37a-
Hui? HackonbKo BBISBJIEHHBIE CTPaTE€rMu B3auMOOTHOLLIEHUN Hogozo [lymu,
Tponunxu u Cune2o JcypHana ¢ YUTATEISIMU XapaKTEPHBI 1J151 MOIEPHUCTCKUX,
JIETCKMX U MAacCCOBBIX M3JaHMK Hadaja XX Beka B menoM? UTtd MOXKHO CKa3aTh
00 PBOJIFOIIMU B3aUMOOTHOIICHUN MOJEPHHUCTCKUX, JETCKAX U MACCOBBIX H3-
JIaHMK Havajia CTOJETUs ¢ untareaaMu? Kakumu crnoco0aMu Hajla)KUBajaIu KOH-
TaKThI C YUTATEISIMU CTIEIIMATM3UPOBAHHbIE U3IAHMsI Hadalla BeKa, Halpumep,
MOJIHBIE, KHHO- U CTIOPTUBHBIE KypHasbl? Ha Bce 9TH BOMPOCHI e1ie MpeacTOUT
HCKAaTh OTBETHI.
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MAKING THE SYMBOLIST BOOK /
FASHIONING THE SYMBOLIST READER:
THE CASE OF ALEKSANDR DOBROLIUBOV’S
COLLECTED VERSES

Jonathan Stone
FrANKLIN & MaRsHALL COLLEGE

The creation of books that embody modernism’s novel relationship with
the tangible facets of authorship — compiling, printing, and disseminating
its works — helps to reveal the new art’s engagement with the fundamental
struggles of modernity. Shifts in the interactions between author, editor,
and reader impacted the development of modernism in Russia in ways that
were manifest in both its physical products and the modernists’ underlying
approach to the literary. In other words, it is worthy to note how modern-
ism can be viewed as a textual response to modernity and the ensuing
cultural and epistemological changes afoot at the turn of the century. By
affording attention to the material culture of the turn of the century and the
reorientation of the market forces that impacted modernism’s institution-
alization and scripted its interaction with the public, we can appreciate the
centrality of the making the physical book itself as a component of studying
Russian Symbolism.

The study of Russian modernism has embraced a retrospective relation-
ship to its texts, often prioritizing those that have been anthologized and
canonized. Such a divorce of the text and context (sometimes doubly or tri-
ply enacted through multiple iterations of a new organizational format pro-
duced in quick succession) renders several key analytical tools moot. The
extent to which modernism relies on a network of cultural formations and
these networks in turn foster an institutionally mediated set of interactions
among participants is most appreciable when our understanding of its pro-
duction includes the making of the modernist book itself. Doing so reveals
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the processes by which Symbolism came to the Russian reader and sheds
light on the various degrees of coding incorporated into its original publica-
tions. By stripping this movement of the sheen of teleological order acquired
through retrospective appreciation and recontextualization, an examination
of Russian Symbolism’s material production offers an elucidation of Sym-
bolism that does not discount the role of contextual clues and networks of
extra-textual resonance in its establishment in Russia and, more broadly
speaking, its general development as an aesthetic and as an idea.

The heavily scripted interaction between author and reader was of para-
mount interest to the Russian Symbolists. While using the formation and
presentation of their texts to shape their engagement with their readership,
the Symbolists also relied on the various reactions and responses their
writing evoked in order to generate meaning and convey the conceptual
shape of their art. The notion of the literary work’s dynamism, a founda-
tional aspect of Reception theory as articulated by Wolfgang Iser, provides
a framework for viewing such a production of meaning in early Russian
modernism.' Symbolism’s aesthetic tenets are only fully appreciable in the
interaction of the reader’s and author’s perspectives. I will demonstrate
the extent to which the Symbolists were cognizant of this and the impact
it left on the production of their art. Although here it must be noted that a
relevant distinction should be maintained between reader and audience. I
suggest that for the Symbolists, the former is a close cousin of Iser’s im-
plied reader and embodies the sympathetic and comprehending recipient
of the new art. However, the Russian Symbolists also had to contend with
the audience for their works, a more amorphous and unruly set of read-
ers (often with members of the established literary-critical sphere at their
lead). A key goal of the early Symbolists can be seen as the transformation
or even narrowing of audience into reader — that is of taming or discount-
ing those who responded hostilely to their writing and establishing a read-
ing public for their works consisting primarily of those who comprehended
and accepted their aesthetics. Representing the broader social, ideological,
and cultural readership, the audience represents a more varied and con-
textually dependent set of responses to a text.> Through whittling down
this audience into more homogeneous and like-minded readers, the Sym-
bolists utilized both the process of producing their books and navigating
their interactions with the public. With these simultaneous goals at hand,
the early books of the Russian Symbolists can be understood through the
lens of both book history and reception study. In fact, as I mean to show
through an examination of one particular book from the turn of the cen-

* Iser 1980.
> See Klancher 1987.
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tury, neither approach in isolation offers a complete picture of the early
Symbolists’ work, but in conjunction they demonstrate the complexities of
introducing modernism in Russia.

An essential component in Symbolism’s taking root in Russia was the
consolidation of resources that allowed its practitioners to assume multiple
roles offering control over the means of producing and disseminating their
writing. To this end, the year 1900 comes as a watershed in Russian print
culture marked by the confluence of technical innovation, aesthetic moti-
vation, and a small group that embraced the modernist reassessment of
the artist’s position in society. In late 1899, the publishing house Skorpion
materialized as a primary vehicle for Symbolism to find its expression in
print and reach its readers. Valerii Briusov’s zeal as a principal bell-ringer
for Symbolism made him well suited to serve as Skorpion’s editor, but it
could not have existed without the financial support of its publisher Sergei
Poliakov. The fusion of a wealthy patron (Poliakov was from a prominent
merchant and manufacturing family) and poet certainly has long precent in
promoting the arts, but in the case of Russian modernism the patrons were
instrumental in establishing a notably new mechanism for artistic creation
that led to a refashioning of contemporary Russian literature’s readership.
The imposition onto Symbolism of an institutional framework with its en-
suing resources, oversight, and standardization marks a new phase in the
life of the movement and represents a point from which its practitioners
and readers were bound in an enterprise from which they could not re-
treat. This was a necessary stage that took advantage of the potential for the
“growth and development of the sphere of readership” at a moment when
the Symbolists had “neither leaders, nor unifying mechanisms, nor organs
of print and were unrecognizable as Symbolists to their readers.”s This final
point is worth dwelling on. The lack of recognition among readers had con-
stantly bedeviled practitioners of the new art in Russia from the moment of
their first appearances in print in the early 189os. A Symbolist press under
the auspices of a self-consciously Symbolist editor provided the contextual
and bibliographical codes to alert the reader that the book in hand was an
unambiguous and unparodic work of Symbolism. Nikolai Kotrelev em-
phasizes Skorpion’s pivotal position as a publishing house that reclaimed
critical agency from the thick journals that had directed all levels of literary
and social discourse. He notes that “Skorpion showed itself to be a new
type of agent in the Russian literary and cultural process” and “guaranteed
the presence of the Russian Symbolists in the literary marketplace [and]
allowed the Symbolists to fortify and occupy an independent position in
the professional sphere giving them a subjective sense of social value and,

3 Reitblat 2009: 307-308.

231



| JONATHAN STONE |

objectively, forced the professional sphere to give serious consideration to
a new group of writers.”+ More than just another venue for printing literary
works, Skorpion intentionally set out to function as sanctuary around which
like-minded authors and readers could gather. It served as a corrective for
the triple lack of “leaders, unifying mechanisms, and organs of print” and
in so doing it allowed for Symbolism’s conceptual identity to coalesce while
its tangible manifestations more readily came to fruition.

When Skorpion entered the scene, the practice of privately and discretely
printing literary works had an ample foundation among the younger gener-
ation of writers. Skorpion adopted key elements of the ethos and visual cues
of such editions. Their earliest books were in fairly unornamented wrappers
(the striking covers of their later publications, displaying the work of ac-
complished artists such as Feofilaktov, Aubrey Beardsley, and Fidus would
begin to appear in 1903), utilized uniform fonts and printer’s ornaments,
were devoid of elaborate initial capital letters, and evidenced rather similar
page size and layout. In other words, considered individually they were es-
sentially indistinguishable from books privately printed at the behest of the
author. This was an aesthetic intended to attract and please a small circle
of readers and was markedly not part of a commercial venture. By retaining
the feel of books that were directed towards a limited and restricted reader-
ship, Skorpion signals an allegiance with the insular confines of an artistic
coterie as opposed to the mass publishing market. However, the degree of
professionalization and editorial oversight that the Symbolist press instilled
into their books distinguishes them from the stand-alone publications that
appeared in the 189os.

An appreciable epistemological and aesthetic stance emerges when such
books are gathered under the collective sign of Skorpion. The institutional
facet of publishing Symbolism from 1900 on is the key to understanding the
movement’s group identity and properly plotting the history of how Sym-
bolism, as an idea, took stable root in Russian literary culture. The value of
uniformity and the significance of recognition must not be overlooked. The
necessity of fusing the public’s perception of Symbolism as a movement
and Symbolism as a collection of books was reflected in the intentionality
with which these editions were crafted. This is where scholars of the book
have begun to make inroads into understanding how notably different mod-
ernist publishing ventures were from their predecessors. Those involved in
publishing Symbolist texts “honed new methods of visual organization and
book formulation in accordance with the general ideology of Symbolism.
The appearance of the edition, the stylistic unity of its formulation, the ex-
pressiveness of its various visual and material components and their align-

4 Kotrelev 1988: 654-655.
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ment with its content all became the subject of general attention and was
an object of intense investigation.”s The new hybrid traits of the Symbolist
publishing house allowed it to strike a balance between functioning as a
small circle of authors writing for an intentionally restricted readership (the
familiar letter mode of the rgth-century Russian Romantic poets, the most
immediate poetic model for the Symbolists) and as a press that harnessed
the emergent technological resources and social networks of a broadly di-
rected mass print culture. One of Skorpion’s earliest books demonstrates
the dynamics of how it managed to effect such change in Symbolism’s con-
ceptual and material history.

The press’s first publication of a work of Russian literature was its un-
presupposing volume of Aleksandr Dobroliubov’s poetry, released at the
end of March 1900. Dobroliubov’s notoriety as a Russian decadent was a
prominent element of the early image of Symbolism in Russia. His thor-
ough knowledge of modern French literature, his markedly decadent ap-
pearance and behavior, and his professed affinity for opium earned him
notice both in the circles around Severnyi vestnik (the thick journal most
amenable to publishing the new art, mainly through translations and the
works of the elder cadre of modernists, notably Gippius, Merezhkovskii,
and Sologub) and in Briusov’s own narrow conceptualization of Russian
Symbolism.® Having already left the literary world to lead the life of a re-
ligious pilgrim and ascetic by 1899, Dobroliubov was not involved in the
preparation of this book, the contents of which were drawn mainly from
manuscripts he had left with Takov Erlikh and Briusov.”

The oddity of the situation and the extent of Dobroliubov’s non-par-
ticipation in the publication of his poetry empowered Briusov to fashion
all aspects of the book to further his own literary project. This allowed for
a wholesale reinvention of Dobroliubov’s artistic identity. As an isolated
literary figure of the mid-189os, he conveyed a decadent ethos which, as
Vladimir Gippius recalled, “was an extreme self-affirmation of the personal-
ity, a melancholic aestheticism, absolutely elusive.” With license to refash-
ion Dobroliubov, Briusov transforms him into a Symbolist, one with ac-
cess to “life, nature, and sociability.”® As a withdrawn decadent Dobroliubov
could hardly function as the cornerstone of the institution that Briusov was

5 Gollerbakh 2008: 231.

¢ Joan Delaney Grossman provides an informative account of Dobroliubov’s career.
Grossman 1981. See also Ivanova 1997 and Kobrinskii 2005.

7 Aleksandr Kobrinskii gives a detailed account of the preparation of this book in his
Forward and Notes to the Dobroliubov section of Kobrinskii 2005.

8 Gippius 2000: 264. In his unpublished review of Dobroliubov’s 1895 Natura naturans.
Natura naturata. Briusov notes that the poetry, which he admires, is “cold, weak, and dead.”
Quoted in Ivanova 1997: 234.
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now constructing; a markedly Symbolist Dobroliubov, positive and life af-
firming, could. Effecting this shift was paramount in Briusov’s strategy for
Symbolism’s entrenchment in Russian literary culture.

As Aleksandr Kobrinskii describes the book, “the volume Collected Verses
was compiled just as books of deceased authors are compiled — by their
heirs and researchers.”® Briusov appreciated the degree to which Dobroli-
ubov’s poetry and reputation limited the appeal of his collected writings.
His original intention was to sell the volume by subscription only, not print-
ing more copies than were ordered. Another aspect of this plan was the pro-
jected selling price of 2 rubles — two to three times the normal cost of a book
at the time — in order to restrict its accessibility, and even its appeal, to the
general reading public. It has been surmised that Briusov considered this
strategy in order to keep the book from hostile critics who would only sub-
ject it to derision.”® However, that is merely one facet of a strategy that would
come to delineate modernism’s understanding of its limited marketability.
Of note here is the impulse to shield this work from a certain type of reader
and purposefully direct it towards another type of reader. This strategy, re-
alized in part through the construction of the book’s physical attributes, is
indicative of the trajectory taken by Skorpion at this formative moment. The
signaling and codification that went into publishing Symbolism place it at
the intersection of three major approaches to understanding modernism:
the revaluation of a work of art’s relationship to the marketplace; a direct
and informed engagement with the processes of book production; and a
revised notion of evaluating their work’s reception that hinges upon the dis-
tinction between readership and audience. Thus the limiting of these works
comes in economic, material, and sociological forms. The use of limited
editions would become significant in the history of English modernism,
most famously by Joyce and Lawrence. By employing such an insular ap-
proach to selling their books, these authors reveal how tightly interwoven
modernism’s crisis of aesthetic value was to the works’ evolving, and ulti-
mately, problematic place in the literary marketplace. Salability, profitabil-
ity, and overt readability no longer equalled quality and the authors and
publishers of modernism would seek alternate means to establish the value
of their books. This was an integral aspect of Briusov’s project in the first
decade of the new art’s appearance in Russia and Dobroliubov’s Collected
Verses supplied him with the opportunity to formulate a model Symbolist
book in light of this new literary framework. This full range of production
must be factored into an understanding of what constituted “Symbolism”
to those creating, compiling, and reading it. This called for a reformulation

9 Kobrinskii 2005: 617.
© Ibid.: 611.
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of the way these constituent groups interacted with one another and the es-
tablishment of agency among them. Dobroliubov’s Collected Verses models
those changes.

Lawrence Rainey examines the “nexus between cultural aspirations and
their institutional actualization” in order to reassert the significance of key
external elements, particularly questions of value and audience, in discus-
sions of such aesthetically innovative works as The Waste Land and Ulysses.™
Rainey seizes upon the intermediary role of institutions in order to inves-
tigate the frameworks by which new art was commodified. Thus the insti-
tutionalization of modernism entailed a shift in the processes of cultural
production and a redirection of the paths by which it reached the readers.
Joyce intentionally bypassed the general public when he agreed to have Syl-
via Beach print and distribute Ulysses in a limited edition of 1000 copies,
resulting in an exorbitant pricing and physical inaccessibility that made
them doubly restrictive. This move, “inherently monopolistic,” reflects a re-
treat from traditional ideas of publishing and readership.> Briusov clearly
desired to enact a similar retreat and understood the “crisis of aesthetic
value”s that it demonstrates. Dobroliubov, whose extreme embrace of a
Symbolist worldview was apparent in both his persona and his poetry, made
for a compelling test of modernism’s amenability to refashioning Russia’s
literary institutions. Briusov comprehended that Dobroliubov’s work called
for the revaluation of literary and commercial conventions and sought to
realize its proper appreciation and valuation by narrowing its access only to
the sympathetic and like-minded reader. Briusov attempted to redirect the
capacity of determining Symbolism’s quality and worth into the hands of
readers who actively seek out a book of Symbolism (and thus, in Rainey’s
terms, become its patrons and investors as well as its readers) and Skorpion
proved to be the vehicle that enabled such a reappraisal.

The plan for an expressly limited edition of Dobroliubov’s poetry did
not materialize and the book was offered for sale with Skorpion. Never-
theless, the context of that publication accomplished the limitation of
the book’s readership much as a subscription edition would have. What
Briusov is here struggling with is Symbolism’s place in the public sphere
and the process of cultural production. The desire to consolidate Russian
Symbolism in the single space of Skorpion reveals an attempt to withdraw
from the established nineteenth-century networks of publication and reori-

™ Rainey 1998: 8.

2 “The ordinary edition and the limited edition entailed antithetical and incompatible
understandings of production, audience, and market dynamics. They could not coexist.” (Ibid.:
56).

3 Ibid.: 1.
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ent modernism’s relationship with its means of production. The unified
and seemingly collective nature of Symbolism, as presented by Briusov
and Skorpion, was designed to offer a more coherent and orchestrated ap-
proach to the value-generating forces of the literary market. This is the
opening salvo in what would amount to a respectable catalogue of approxi-
mately 150 books published by Skorpion until its demise in 1916. Much like
the slightly later venture of Virginia and Leonard Woolf’s Hogarth Press
(founded in 1917), Skorpion sought to serve as a “hub” for the “networks
of actors and ideas” drawn to associate with such a group of publications.™
Two important traits emerge from the infusion of an institutionalized net-
work perspective in the approach to Russian Symbolism. Agency is shifted
from the individual author or isolated reader to the collective® and the edi-
tor becomes responsible for establishing the parameters of the network.
Through conceiving and executing the editions, the editor fashions the
contextual and bibliographical codes that reconfigure art’s interaction with
its audience. With Dobroliubov’s Collected Verses, a new phase of Russian
Symbolism commenced.

The merging of Dobroliubov’s provocatively decadent and unabashedly
alienating figure with Skorpion’s promotion of the new art signals the crea-
tion of a publishing enterprise that allows Russia’s Symbolists direct access
to their aesthetically sympathetic readers. Briusov’s initial instincts to shield
this book from a literary public already confounded by Dobroliubov’s first
book are realized in its placement with Skorpion. Briusov learned to antici-
pate and dismiss a priori the hostile reader. As an editor, he effected a move
from a polemical mode of interaction to a didactic one and no longer sought
to debate the meaningful- or meaninglessness of Symbolism with the crit-
ics. In the context of a Symbolist press, Briusov can instruct the self-selected
reader as to why he is already drawn to Symbolism. The book’s reception
and influence within the guarded sphere of Russian Symbolists is now what
is most central and becomes the primary indicator of its value as a new type
of artistic commodity — one piece of a larger conceptual identity as manifest-
ed in its institution of publication. To this end, the pair of introductions to
Dobroliubov’s Collected Verses, written by Konevskoi and Briusov,® squarely
align Dobroliubov with a larger project in Russian literature. Konevskoi de-
lineates Dobroliubov’s method of perceiving and internalizing the world.
Briusov provides a distinctly different approach to Dobroliubov consistent

4 Southworth 2010: 16.

5 As Southworth notes, cultural production becomes “a collaborative process outside the
limits of any given text and beyond the control of any single agent.” (Ibid.: 21).

16 Konevskoi wrote the first, and more traditional, introduction titled, “K issledovaniiu
lichnosti Aleksandra Dobroliubova” [Towards the Study of Aleksandr Dobroliubov’s Personality]
which was followed by Briusov’s “O russkom stikhoslozhenii” [On Russian Versification].
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with Briusov’s coordinating role at the center of the myriad forces that inter-
sect in producing Symbolism.

Briusov quite pointedly extricates himself from a polemical approach
such that he can offer a description of poetry’s function in terms appreci-
able only to a Symbolist. Even couched as a broadly enumerated overview
of versification’s relevance for Russian literature and the Russian language,
Briusov’s introduction is closely bound to an expressly modernist poetics
and destined to reach only those readers willing to open a volume of overtly
Symbolist poetry. It is written from a decadent perspective that has no qualm
with freely mixing the physical and the ideal, the tangible and the intangible.
For this introduction, Briusov can assume a didactic persona from which he
speaks directly to the Symbolist reader. He establishes a forum for discuss-
ing the role of literature in contemporary Russian culture in both general
and specific terms. The specificity of the context provided by an association
with Skorpion performs the same self-selecting function of readership as
would have Briusov’s previous plan of offering this book by subscription
only. With such a clearly proclaimed attachment to the figure of Dobroliubov,
Briusov rather assuredly addresses his essay to aesthetic allies who share his
worldview. Freed of the burden of an unsympathetic reader, he can broaden
the horizon of his theoretical project for Russian Symbolism and begin to
demonstrate its rightful place as a literary school as naturally and natively
occurring in Russia as in the west. With the introduction of such a distinctly
Symbolist space of publication as Skorpion, Briusov focuses on developing
a historical perspective for Symbolism in Russia. The standardization and
historicization of Symbolism come to fruition within the insular confines
of a Symbolist press and Briusov fosters a clear conception of Symbolism’s
readers and writers with its establishment as an academy.

From the external perspective of a scholar, the notions of “institution,”
“network,” and “hub” are an apt terminology to understand the dynamics of
Skorpion. However, those associated with Briusov himself characterized his
accomplishments somewhat differently. The critic A.V. Amfiteatrov made
the following observation about Skorpion’s literary-critical journal Vesy (Li-
bra) in a letter of g July 1909 to Briusow.

The role of editor of such a journal seems to me devilishly hard,
for you can’t survive with just an uprising of literary eccentrici-
ties; the time for this has passed, and to support an uprising as
a logical system and form an academy out of it, as you were able
to do, requires, in addition to talent, an extremely well-rounded
education, both general and specialized.”

7 Quoted in Lavrov and Maksimov 1982: 131.
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With this sentiment, Amfiteatrov formulates the essential function Briusov
was fulfilling as the implicit editor of all Skorpion publications. The totality
of the enterprise evidences the complexity of interactions of a modernist
network and the explicit engagement with the processes of publication that
mark a literary institution. But when the discussion is limited to the role of
an individual figure in the network, one facet of the institution, Amfitea-
trov’s concept of an “academy” becomes a fitting way of viewing Briusov’s
place in the broader context of Skorpion. This produces the narrative that
he transformed a disorganized and identityless muddle into a cohesive and
structured group that was simultaneously occupied with the creation and
reception of the new art. It explains the transformation enacted upon Do-
broliubov’s work that turns a stand-alone oddity into part of a concerted
effort to redirect the Russian literary landscape. This is accomplished by the
framework through which Dobroliubov’s second book is presented, a fram-
ing enacted by Briusov’s editorial molding of the volume and the book’s
placement at the fore of Skorpion’s project to tie together and organize the
previously disparate networks that comprise Russian Symbolism. At the
head of Symbolism’s academy, Briusov sets out to guide and instruct its
many participants. In this way, agency is both diffusely scattered through-
out the networks coming together in this project while still localized with
the force orchestrating its institutional platform — the Symbolist editor. His
presence is the added element that takes Dobroliubov’s isolated and seem-
ingly incomprehensible poetry and demonstrates its linkages and influence
among a distinct sphere of readers. Briusov employs the platform of the
editor to initiate a dialogue with the reader. This is no longer the polemical
back and forth between skeptical or hostile critic and defender of Symbol-
ism, but rather a lesson directed at the sympathetic reader. This framework
instills Dobroliubov’s poetry with a more overt literary context and affirms
the significance of sociological and material factors in the role it plays in
presenting the new art in Russia.

Dobroliubov’s Collected Verses was an early model for the institutionalized
publication and presentation of Symbolism in book form. In conjunction
with the explicit guidance provided by the introductions, this book offered a
myriad of signals to the reader through the visual and tangible elements of
the book itself. It reflects the importance of the book as a physical object in
the development of nascent Russian modernism and its capacity to redefine
and even create the networks of cultural and material formations that were
essential to articulating the new art’s aesthetic value and program. Dobro-
liubov’s book supplies telling examples of the broader intersection of the
tangible and the conceptual in Russian Symbolism. It consciously navigates
the novelty of presenting both Symbolist poetry and a book of Symbolist
poetry to the Russian reading public. A central component of this approach
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is the notion of bibliographical coding.® In discerning the function of the
Symbolist book in fin-de-siécle Russian culture, consideration must be given
to its physical attributes and the signals they convey. Significantly before the
quite well-known examples of visual and typographic experimentalism of
the Russian avant-garde, the Symbolists evidenced a distinct concern with
the production of their books.

Underlying the material elements of Symbolist books and their place in
the networks and institutions that conceived, produced, and received them
is an intersection of literary analysis, economics, and sociology best articu-
lated by Pierre Bourdieu. By expanding an approach to the conceptual his-
tory of Russian Symbolism to include the theories and lexicon of what has
been broadly termed the field of cultural production, we can include into
our purview aspects of these books overlooked by purely literary and his-
torical analyses. The Symbolists’ place in the late nineteenth century align
them with a moment of rejection and reevaluation in terms of both the
market/audience for their works as well as the underpinning aesthetic ten-
dencies of their art. As a “symbolic good,” Symbolism turned away from the
“field of large-scale cultural production” and took root in the alternate “field
of restricted production.” The former is broadly directed at the whole of the
reading public (including the “non-producers of cultural goods”) while the
latter is meant exclusively for “a public of producers of cultural goods” who
function as both “clients and competitors.”™ Briusov could confidently place
Dobroliubov’s work at the head of Skorpion’s foray into the field of cultural
production precisely because it inhabited a restricted rather than large-scale
field. This was the crucial element of Skorpion’s innovation and what sets
the publication of Russian Symbolism after 19oo apart from the Symbolist
books produced in the 18gos. In addition to limiting the audience to fellow
producers of cultural goods (the Symbolist terms included “like-minded”
and “sympathetic” readers), this shift allowed for a discrete professionaliza-
tion of the Symbolists without their having to navigate the broader literary
and publishing marketplace.>° The Symbolists could achieve legitimacy and
recognition by acknowledging the capacity for evaluating their art only in
other Symbolists — their clients and competitors. Retreating from the estab-
lished networks and institutions of publishing permits the Symbolists to
construct anew the rules for ascribing value and assessing the significance

® Jerome McGann elaborates on the distinction between bibliographical and linguistic
coding and George Bornstein introduces the significant third element of contextual coding.
McGann 1991, Bornstein 2001.

9 Bourdieu 1993: 115. See also Bourdieu 1996: 141-173 passim.

2 As Bourdieu notes, “The autonomization of intellectual and artistic production is
correlative with the constitution of a socially distinguishable category of professional artists or
intellectuals,” (Bourdieu 1993: 112).
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of the new art. In the spirit of reinventing both the concrete mechanisms of
literary production and the abstract concept of the literary, the Russian Sym-
bolists relied on relocating the cultural and social circles with which their
work interacted and restricting the audience for their writing to an extreme
degree of insularity. Symbolism was produced exclusively for Symbolists
and Skorpion allowed for this transformation to be institutionalized.

During the half-decade preceding the founding of Skorpion, Briusov had
employed a host of strategies to create the impression that Russian Symbol-
ism was a cohesive and organized group rather than the disparate literary
uprising noted by Amfiteatrov. He used numerous pseudonyms to write
both poetry and reviews, he engaged in polemical exchanges with Symbol-
ism’s incomprehending readers and unsympathetic critics, and he deployed
the productive ambiguity of parody to illustrate the most pronounced aes-
thetic novelties of Symbolism and Decadence. These tasks prepared Briusov
for the role of the editor and sculptor of Russian Symbolism and Skorpion
offered him the venue for giving the movement its form in the sheltered
space of exclusively Symbolist networks. Briusov embraced and expanded
the role of editor to include many fundamental aspects of the conception
and execution of Skorpion’s publications. Dobroliubov’s absence allowed
him to exercise this control over the house’s first significant book of poetry
by a Russian Symbolist. The sense of the collective nature of the book is
emphasized by the cover. In plain green wrappers, the book affords equal
prominence to the name of the author and those of the composers of its two
introductions (Briusov and Konevskoi) with Briusov’s surname occupying
the entirety of the final line. The press’s device, an astrologically inspired
reference to the sign of the zodiac after which the press is named, is also
made central to the book’s presentation through its highly visible placement
on the cover. These indications of the work’s association with this nascently
coherent group are a tangible manifestation of an aesthetic affiliation for
which Briusov had been striving since 1894.

The rear cover of the Collected Verses continues this aspect of its biblio-
graphical code by including a list of other books offered for sale: Dobroli-
ubov’s first book, Konveskoi’s first (and only) book of poetry, Briusov’s two
earlier books of poetry and a collection of essays, the compendium of poetry
Kniga razdumii containing the works of Briusov, Konevskoi, Bal'mont, and
Durnov, and Skorpion’s two other books, translations of Ibsen and Ham-
sun. This marked position reveals the paradigmatic shift that Skorpion
undertook in the production of its books. Advertisements comprised a sig-
nificant element of publishing culture at the time and were a staple of the
Victorian explosion of the mass book market. Dobroliubov’s Collected Verses
superficially partakes of similar market interests and its rear wrappers are
graphically indistinguishable from other publishers’ advertisements, yet
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when the the content of the book’s covers are incorporated into the general
analysis of its codified interaction with the reader, this list signals the type
of field shift outlined by Bourdieu. In addition to identifying the material-
cultural context in which this book is meant to be read, this list incorporates
its author into a seemingly established group of writers. This booklist can
fulfill the economic purpose of increasing sales of the other volumes, but
that is not the primary function of so prominently telegraphing the network
of ideas and authors into which Dobroliubov must be included. Consider-
ing the small edition sizes and alienation from established lines of distribu-
tion and sales, these books harbored little ambition for turning any profit
of note. However if their potential audience and market are intentionally
limited from the start, another system for determining their value must be
at play. The booklist at the rear is both an instructive syllabus for the new-
comer to Symbolism, an account of which works are sanctioned as having
value in this sphere, and an indication of who were this book’s intended “cli-
ents-competitors.” Not meant to entice the customer, this list served more
as a warning meant to stave off the sorts of misunderstandings and derisive
readers that hounded Symbolism in its initial years as a literary movement
and publishing venture.

Foremost in Skorpion’s project was the careful fashioning of Russian
Symbolism’s readership. This enabled for a shift in tone in the presentation
of Symbolism. No longer defensive, no longer polemical, no longer ambiva-
lently parodic, Symbolism could embrace the earnestness of its aesthetic
and project a seriousness in a space relatively shielded from the broader
reading public. In this respect, Skorpion served as an echo chamber for
Symbolist ideas and cultivated a readership of fellow Symbolists. The whole
of the book is directed at conveying a sense of historical grounding and
guiding the reader into a serious consideration of Symbolism as an orga-
nized and established facet of the Russian literary tradition. The interior of
Dobroliubov’s book partakes of such material-textual indications that the
contents are substantive contributions to a new aesthetic. The prevailing
font is rather uniform and subdued, a possible nod to the very particular
choice of fonts employed in another landmark modernist publication The
World of Art (Mir iskusstva). In preparing his new journal, which would pre-
mier in 1898, Sergei Diaghilev unearthed an eighteenth-century font from
the archives of the Academy of Sciences. This choice marked a deliberate
turn away from the cacophonous blend of font styles and sizes that distin-
guish a more Victorian sensibility in publishing. These artificially ornate
fonts with exaggerated curves and a bubbly contour along with elaborate,
yet stock, printer’s ornaments were a hallmark of nineteenth-century print
culture and had a mass appeal. Used in such broadly circulating Russian
publications as Niva, this style had a clear link to the visuals of a bourgeon-
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ing advertising culture that was central for such publications. The economic
potential of jobbing printing expanded the repertoire of venues for some of
the most visible examples of new printing and typographical advancement.
By taking advantage of a large variety of wood type of “unprecedented scale”
and “distinctive forms,” this expressive typography experienced an explo-
sion in the last quarter of the nineteenth century.>* As Nicolete Gray notes,
these omnipresent visual cues were prompted by the proliferation of com-
mercial letter design and display types.>* A standard for graphic design and
font selection had been established by the turn of the century, identifiable
with a traditional economic and social networks, and thus a opened up the
possibility to turning away from such standards of nineteenth-century com-
mercial mass print culture. The creation of the field of large-scale cultural
production in the publishing of Russian literature over the last two decades
of the nineteenth century also engendered a field of restricted cultural pro-
duction into which Skorpion could readily slip.

Skorpion’s books strove to gesture towards their goal of respectability
and normalcy among the limited sphere of readers willing to seek them out.
Not wholly immersed in traditional aesthetics, the books also often made re-
strained and sparing use of san serif fonts (as opposed to their hodgepodge
inclusion in the nineteenth century) which would come to be heavily associ-
ated with a clean modernist art form. Yet the overall impression from the
book is of a simplicity and plainness that at once signal a departure from the
commercially attuned norms of late nineteenth-century publishing while
also subtly belying the notion that this poetry represents an assault on artis-
tic traditions. The staid uniformity of the book does not immediately read
as shocking or new.? Its novelty derives from the totality of the institution to
which it was attached, the contextual codes it offers to the reader, while the
bibliographical coding of the book itself indicates a new tradition, an alter-
nate cultural field, as solidly rooted in its own network of cultural producers
and evaluators. The intentionality of the work’s presentation emerges as a
core component of its function as an early example of Skorpion’s project to
establish a canon of the new art in Russian.

Dobroliubov excelled at establishing the distinct persona of the mod-
ernist poet. He embraced the early cliches of decadence and actively made
himself known as such through his appearance and behavior. The graphic

2 Jury 2012: 119. Jury (pp. 123-5) also provides ample examples of the variety of typographic
design prevalent in such mass circulating forms as newspapers, advertisements, and music
hall posters.

22 Gray 1986: 164.

3 Gerald Janecek notes the “traditional” nature of Symbolist book design while still nodding
to their concern with the details of the material aspects of their publications, particularly on
Briusov’s part (Janecek 1984: 11).
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qualities of his 1895 book Natura naturans. Natura naturata reflect the image
of a poet attempting to elicit a strong reaction of shock and disorientation
from his reader. The schizophrenic nature of the book’s presentation of the
poems (including the jarring combination of fonts, excessive use of spacing
and punctuation in the titling, and disorderly layout of the works) cues the
reader into an immediate understanding of their intended novelty. Such
textual clues are able to cause the book to be affiliated with the stereotypes
of the new art. Left to his own devices, Dobroliubov gravitated towards the
extremes of presenting the new art. This was typical for the publication of
Symbolism and decadence in the mid 189os and is indicative of its initially
ambivalent position in the literary sphere. By so thoroughly eschewing these
devices in Skorpion’s publications, Briusov embarked upon a project of nor-
malizing these works and attempted to move them away from the parodic
contexts that accompanied their reception in the early years of Symbolism.
He offered numerous bibliographic codes to indicate how this art should be
read and received and it is emphatically not as parody or an attempt to shock
and offend. Dobroliubov’s Collected Verses opens with seemingly scholarly
forewords and ends with five pages of notes including a description of the
various manuscripts from which the poems were taken. Not the work of a
stand-alone eccentric, such a book is designed to become a building block
in the establishment of a new literary and aesthetic form. It represents the
institutional reification of the cultural and aesthetic forces that had been
gathering in Russia for the previous decade. With a book of verse focused
on the exploration of the natural world and a relatively subdued presenta-
tion of the poet’s lyrical “I,” this book differs starkly from Dobroliubov’s
previous publication. The indications of cohesiveness and constructedness
of this edition reflect the centrality of Briusov’s involvement as an organiz-
ing force in shaping the new art.

The thirty-one poems included in the Collected Verses are linked by sev-
eral notable traits that are the clear product of Briusov’s editorial impetus
and not the linguistic code of the poems themselves. The neutral title of
Sobranie stikhov so thoroughly circumvents offering color or commentary to
the nature of the work that the printer appears to have confused it with the
equally generic title Shornik stikhov. It also implies to the reader that these
poems function as individual units in a single entity, as equally significant
parts of a unified whole. This impression is reinforced by the lack of dis-
tinct sections in the book, a common feature of books of poetry, emphasiz-
ing that the interaction which the reader should note is between poem and
book. Dobroliubov’s poetry is thus granted a sense of history and context
that typically comes with a more established poet. A framing that sets out
to recast Dobroliubov as a foundational figure in the new art posits these
poems as models for emulation. Once the book’s audience is restricted to
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Symbolist sympathizers, Briusov can present Dobroliubov as a founding
member of an established group.

The continuous numeration of the poems also fosters the effect that the
whole of the book is as informative as any single poem and that considered
in its totality, this work is an essential component of the instantaneous Sym-
bolist canon that Skorpion formed from the disparate pieces of Symbolism
that preceded it. The emphasis is on an aesthetic cohesion that is highlighted
by stripping the graphic qualities of the text bare and drawing out the poems
themselves. Yet, as an analysis of the book’s content in its original context re-
veals, this very act is instrumental in shaping the ways these poems are read.
In this respect, Briusov has realized a meaningful harmony between the bib-
liographical and linguistic codes of this work and Skorpion is, for him, the
sole venue in which such a balance can be achieved and maintained.

The arc fashioned by the positioning of the poems within the collec-
tion imposes a palpable trajectory onto the book. The opening poems most
heavily emphasize the power of the poet’s lyrical “I” and its familiar interac-
tion with the (singular) “you” of the work’s reader. However, this dialogue
quickly collapses into the poet’s lonely rumination with himself (the “you”s
addressed include the poet’s distant descendants, a demonic figure, and a
deceased friend). The isolation of these early poems is exemplified by the
third poem of the book.

Bcran nu s Houbto? yTpoM siu BeTan?
CBeul 3a/1yTh Wb 3aXKe4b NpUKa3a?
C keM roBopuII A7 OXUH JH1 MoT4an?
UYro cobupan? yTo noreps?

- ['ne ynei6nymmcs? Kro 3apergan?

['me? Ha paBHHMHE? Wb B TOPHOU cTpaHe?
OTpOK 1 51, Wb 3B€3/Ia B BBIIIAHE?
Bermomumn v 4to, wik 3a0bUT B TIOTyCHE?
S1 b HaJT IBETKOM, WJIb MOTWJIA Ha MHE?
S i BecHa, Wb rpyiy o BecHe?

Bonpl 516 cTpysTCA? KUIUT M BUHO?
Bce nu paznuuno? Bee i 01HO?

41 nb B mone remuom? S 1 mone TeMHO?
OTpoK 71 1?7 UK yMep AaBHO?

- Bece nokenan? wmu Bee cyxaeHo?

This work, a virtual echo chamber of Dobroliubov’s aesthetic and philo-
sophical searching, could have readily been mistaken for the hypertrophy
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and posturing of an accomplished parodist of the new art such as Aleksandr
Emel’ianov-Kokhanskii. Several years earlier, such an assessment would
have been part of the anticipated response to a poem with 26 question
marks in 15 lines and a series of increasingly surreal rhetorical questions.
Yet coming near the start of this particular book at this particular moment
enmeshed in this particular material and aesthetic context, such a poem
creates the expectation that further reading will provide answers, or at least
direction for their further pursuit.

The expansiveness of the book continues with the central poem of
the collection, in the sixteenth position (of thirty-one), “Proshedshchee,
nastoiashchee i griadushchee.” The addressee is now a plural “you” and
the conundrums have been transformed from questions to imperatives,
“nHacnmaxaaiitecs HeObITHeM ObiTHs.” The ambivalent question marks become
affirming exclamation points:

[TycTs >xuBeT HacTOSIIIEE CHIIBHO

U TopxecTByeT B Tpe3Boii kpace!

Ho na Gyzmet ocnenurensHel Tpe3BOCTH
Moo10r0 TPSIIYIIero Jais!

U ue Goiitech TOHOOHBIX MEeUTAHMIA!

Tawm s cipliy 3ByKH BOCHHBIX pOTOB!

Buxy ueil-to 06e3panocTHblii B3op!

Tam, OBITH MOXKET, BOCKPECHET U BOJISI MOSI

W nposBuTh Bcecuibe cBoe!

Tam >xenaeT v 0’)KUAaeT OHA BOIUIOLIEHUH CBOUX.

The book’s horizons are broadened as its audience increases in scope if
not quantity. The shift from inwardly directed retrospection (the study of
a singular personality, as advertised in Konevskoi’s introductory essay) to
an invitingly didactic model text is enacted by an expansion of the book’s
epistemological purview. It now strives for a universality (reflected in the
capaciousness of Briusov’s introductory essay) that is more fitting for the
foundational work of a literary canon than an outlying book of poetry with
limited mass or commercial appeal. In Briusov’s hands and with the im-
print of Skorpion, Dobroliubov’s Collected Verses can productively function
as both.

Towards the end of the work, Dobroliubov boasts of a “knowledge”
[poznan’e] in which “A mue Bexb, OpaTibl, Ty0 00BSIBUIOCS, / SIBb BO CHE HITb
con Bo mue.” His prophetic status is emphasized in the final poem which
opens “Ilpomaiite Bepurn” and goes on to declare “Besymer;, Bcrpedaro
CBETUIIA JIUKYIOLIUM KIIHKOM. / A HeGo mapyer MHe cepaue mpopoka.” For the
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emerging circles of Symbolists, this finale solidifies Dobroliubov’s status
as one of the instructors in Briusov’s academy. The material context of the
book itself repositions Dobroliubov’s poetry as an integral element of the
Symbolist project. The clarity and uniformity of the book’s font, the clean
and fluid layout of the poems on the page, the seeming simplicity of the
form in which these poems are presented all convey the import of this book
in readily discernible ways. These facets of the bibliographical code enable
Briusov to construct the book’s distinct narrative arc and thus bolster the
impact of its linguistic coding for the newly restricted audience to which
it is directed. The poems must no longer be considered in isolation; every
level of context — from the line to the page to the book to the neighboring
and forthcoming publications in a Skorpion catalogue — becomes pivotal to
this work’s capacity to generate meaning.
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PYCCKAS JIUTEPATYPA MEXIY YUTATEJIEM U ITUCATEJIEM:
OT COLIPEAJIM3MA 1O COLIAPTA

Errenntii JIo6penko
UNIVERSITY OF SHEFFIELD

MOoXHO yTBepKJarh, 4T0 (DyHAaMEHTAIBHBIN CIBHI, MPOUCIIEIIINI B pyc-
CKOM JTUTEpaType, ¢ KOTOPOro HaAuYMHAETCs T.H. “droxa 1920-X,” CBSI3aH C U3-
MEHEHHEM CTaTyca 4uTaTess. B mociepeBoIoMOHHYI0 SII0XY YUTATENlb CTall
HeHTpaJIbHOW (Urypoil mureparypHoro npouecca. CBsi3aHO 3TO OBUIO € pe3-
KHM POCTOM TOTO, YTO Ha S3bIKE TEX JIET HA3bIBAJIOCH “4UTATEIbCKOM Maccoil.”
DopMupOBaHHUE T.H. “MacCcOBOrO YHUTATEIs HMMEJO KIIF0YEeBOE M J0 CHUX TOp
HE BIIOJIHE OCMBICICHHOE BIUSHHE HAa PAHHECOBECTKHN JUTEPaTyPHBIN Ipo-
recc. [Ipuyem, naneko He TONBKO HHCTHTYIMOHAIBHOE, HO Kyza Oonee riry0o-
koe. IMEHHO YiTaTeNs — ero HOBBIM MEHTAIBHBIN U KyJIBTYPHBIA IPO(HIIB, €TO
TOPU30HT OXKHMJIAHUM, €r0 HEBEPOSTHBIM KOJIMYECTBEHHBIM POCT — CTaIM JJIs
COBETCKHMX ITCATENIEH HACTOJIBKO Pa3UTENIbHON NPUMETON HOBOM EHCTBUTEINb-
HOCTH, YTO MPEBPATHIIA YUTATEI B OOBEKT JTUTEPATyphl. DTUM JHTEPaTypa
1920-X TOJI0B PAJUKAIBHO OTIIMYAETCS OT IUTEPATYPhI KaK MPEIIECTBYIOIETO
neproza (Tpexze Bcero, ot ymteparypsl CepeOpsiHOro Beka), Tak W OT JINTe-
partypsl 1930-X, T.€. OT JIUTepaTypsl colpeann3ma. Peub HaeT o Tpex acleKTax:
1. 00 U3MCHEHUH POJH U (DYHKIIHH YUTATEIS B nompebieHuy TATepaTyphl.’
2. 00 M3MCHEHUH POJU U QYHKIUH YUTATEINS B NPOU3EOOCEE JTIATEPATYPhIL.>

U, nakonerr,
3. O TOM, YTO YHTATENIbCKas ONTHKA Hauyajda MEHATh caMylo JuTeparypy. Ha-

CTOJIBKO, UTO YUTATEIh CTAJ €€ 2epoei.

UYwuraTens MOYTH BCeT/a IBISAETCS apecaTtoM, HO PEIKo — repoeM. B 1920-¢
TOZIBI OH BIIEPBBIC CTAN nepcoHadxcem. He B OyKBaIbHOM CMBICIE, pa3yMeeTcCsl.

* Cwm.: [lobpenko 1997.
2 CM. TaM kKe.
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Peub uner o ckase, KOTOPBII MPOM3BET CTHIIEBYIO PEBOJIIOLIHIO B 1920-€ TOABI.
006 3ToM MHOTO TIHCaH B 1970-80- roxml I. benas, M. UynakoBa u ap. uccueno-
Bareny. Ho oHM roBOpHIIM O CKa3e Kak O MOKa3aTesie OPUEHTAINN JINTEPATYPBI
Ha HOBOTO ynTarens. Sl e XoTea Obl 0OpaTHTh BHUMAaHHE HA COBEPIICHHYIO
HOBH3HY PaHHETO COBETCKOTO CKa3a M €ro OTiIn4He oT ckasa lorois, Jleckosa
nim Pemu3oBa, y KOTOPBIX CKa3 ObUI pe3yJabTaTOM OTKPOBEHHOW CTHIIM3ALIUH.
B 1920-€ rospl OH CTaI YeM-TO 3HAYUTEIILHO OOJIBIINM, UM CTHIICBOH ITPUEM.
Bo3HuKII0 TO, UTO 5 Ha3Bas Obl cumyayuell ckasa.

B HOBOI1 pycckoii tnTeparype cka3 BOCXOIUT K ['0rosmto, st KOTOPOTo Xy-
JIOXKHHK “‘OMHUCHIBACT COBEPIICHHO CTOPOHHUN MHp, HO INISAIUT Ha HETo Iya3a-
MH CBOEH HalMOHAIBHON cTUXHU.”> OJHAKO MUCATENbCKOE ‘TIsAeHbE €CTh
MUCBbMO. DTO NuUCbMO HAMOHAILHON CTUXWU. PazHuIa MeX/1y rorojeBCKUM
1 JIECKOBCKMM CKa30M U cKa30oM 3o1eHko u bademns, [Tunsnasaka u [InaroHosa,
Bsu. [umxkoBa u A. Hesepona, JI. Celidymmunoit n Be. VBanoBa, paHHUX
Jleonosa u IllonoxoBa B TOM, 4TO B XIX BEKe CKa3, OpUEHTALIU HA HU30BYIO
pedb ObUI TOJIBKO OCTPAHSIOUIMM TpHEeMoM. [IpudeM, 3TOT mpueM He TOJIBKO
HE MMeJI HUYEero oOIIero ¢ OpueHTalel Ha YUTaTels], HO ObLI MPSIMO OpHEH-
THUPOBAH Ha TO, YTO YUTATEIb — J[pyroi Mo OTHOLIEHHUIO K CTHIM3YyEMOM SI3bI-
KOBO# ctuxuu. MHaue roBops, ne eepou Oviiu yumamensmu. VI IMEHHO 3TO
HECOBIaJIeHHE CyObeKTa IIOBECTBOBAHUS U YHUTATENs ObIJIO OCHOBHOM Xapak-
TEPUCTUKON JINTEPaTypPHOIo cka3za B XIX Beke, 3TO U AEJaN0 €ro OCTpaHsIIo-
muM npueMoM. Ilepconaxk OblT XapakTepoiaoruuecku JIpyrum s yurarens.
B 1920-€ e roapl GyHKIMS CKa3za U3MEHMIIACh NPUHLIUIUAIBHO — Yumame-
au cmanu eepoamu. CyOBeKT cka3a cTai U ero nmorpebutenem. Ilepconaxku
30IEHKO M CTalM €ro YUTATENSIMH. YCIOBHO I'OBOpsI, TOTOJIEBCKHE Beuepa
MUCANCh HE IS MACEYHUKOB, OT IMEHH KOTOPOTO BEJIOCH IIOBECTBOBAHUE, A
pacckasbl 30IEHKO MUCATUCH AJIS TEX, OT JIMIA KOTO BBICTpanBajcs HappaTuB
(XOTs M HE HCKIIOYHUTENBHO, pasymeeTcs). Paznuna mexay Pyasiv [Tanbko n
rocnionnHoM CHHEOPIOXOBBIM B TOM, YTO TI€PBBIIl HE MOT PEallM30BaThCs KakK
YHUTaTelb, a MOCICTHUH MMEHHO UM U Obu1. Ho He TonbKO Tepoii mepecral
ObITh JIpyrum Juisd yuraTens. YHUKaJIbHOCTh CHTYAllMd COCTOUT B TOM, YTO
JPYTHM CTaJl CaM YHTaTelb.

VYkazaB B “UMmiro3un ckaza” Ha HampsiKeHHE, BO3HUKAIOILIEE B CKa30BOU
(dhopme Mex 1y MMCHbMOM U YCTHOMU peubto, b. DiixeHOayM B 1918 roay nepBbiM
OILLYTHJI B COBPEMEHHOM €My CKa3e IPUHLMIIMAIBHYK HOBU3HY. Uero B 1918
TOAY HENb3s ObLIO MPENBHUIETh, TAK 9TO TOTO, YTO MIPOU30HIET paIuKaIu3aIUs
nprema, Ha GoHe KOTOPOH MPEeXHUH cka3 caM okaxercs wmmmosneil. Crycts
roz, B pabore “Kaxk cnemana ‘Ilunaens’ [oroms” DitxenOaym BBIISIUT BA THITA

3 Toromb 1949-1950, 6: 34. Hekotopsie otHocAT ero k [logecmsam bBenkuna, HO TaM BCE XKe
CIIElyeT TOBOPUTh O HNEPCOHUGUYUPOBAHHOM nosecmeosanuu, a He ckaze. Cm.: MyIeHko,
CkobeneB, Kpoifunk 1978: 41-54.

250



‘ PYCCKAS JIMTEPATYPA MEXJY UATATEJIEM U IIMCATEJIEM: OT COLPEAJIM3MA JIO COIIAPTA |

CKa3a — IIOBECTBOBATEIILHBIN U BOCIIPOU3BOMAIIMN. B mocneqneM oH ormeva
MHUMUKY, K€CTHKYJISLHUIO, PO3BITPHINI, ACKIaMaluio, akrepcTBo. OH mucan o
T'orose, 4eil ONBIT OKa3ajcs B 1920-€ OBl OCOOEHHO BOCTPEOOBAHHBIM, TIpE-
JKJ€ BCETO, 10 MPUYMHE AEMOKpPaTH3Ma €ro IHCbMa, OPUEHTUPOBAHHOIO HA
YCTHYIO HM30BYIO pedb (4TO MOIPOOHO paccMaTpyBall B 1925 TOAY B KHUTE [ 0-
2onb u Hamypanvhas wikona B. Bunorpanos). ImenHo rorosneBckuii ckas Oyer
orpezeneH DHXeHOayMOM KaK CTHIMCTHYECKHH OCTPAHSIOIIMH IpUEeM, Kak
Mmacka (oTcrozia — Meradopsl Jinneaeiicrsa). ViMeHHo yepe3 o0pa3 Macku pac-
cMaTpHBajla KPUTHKA B 1920-€ IO/l TBOPUECTBO 3OIIEHKO, IPOCMOTPEB MU
HE MMOCMEB YKa3aTh Ha IJIABHOE: 30IICHKOBCKHI “‘00bIBaTEIb,” “MCINAHUH" HE
0b11 Mackoi. OH ObLT MacCOBBIM yHMTaTeneM 30IIeHKO. M 3TUM cKa3 1920-X ro-
JIOB MIPUHITUIHAILHO OTIMYAJICS OT cKasza XIX Beka. DTa OpUEHTAIHS Ha 9YkKOe
CJIOBO, CTaBUIEE CBOWM, IIPUBHECIO B JINTEPATYPy 1920-X T'OJOB JHMATIOTH3M
U MHOTOTOJOCHE. 1920-€ TOIbI — 3TO TOT PEAKHH CIIydail, KOTia COLUOIOTHS
YTeHHs cTasia OyKBalbHO CTHICOOpA3yIOMUM (aKTOpOM, TIOTOOHO TOMY, Kak
TakuM (PaKTOPOM B COLIPEAN3ME CTAHET COLHOJIOTHS THChMA.

[Tostomy cka3 — 310 He mpocto hopma. Bot nmouemy s roBopro o cumyayuu
cKasa, KOTopas ¢ MIPUXOIOM COLpeai3Ma CTaa 1o BCeM MapaMeTpaM HEBO3MOXK-
HO. DYHKIMOHATIBHO CKa3 ONMHMPAETCs Ha PEabHOrO YMUTATeNs], TOra KaK COll-
peanusM — Ha ujeanbHoro. CTUIHMCTHYECKH CKa3 ONUPAETCsl HA HU30BOH SI3BIK,
TOT/Ia KaK COLPeaIn3M Ha BO3BBIIICHHBII HICOIOTMYECKUI TUCKYPC, B MEPY CyT-
TeCTUBHBIN ¥ CTUJIMCTUYECKN HEUTPaJIbHBIA. B ckaze coOmonaercst upoHu4eckas
JIICTAHIMS [0 OTHOIICHUIO K YUTATEINI0, TOTAA KaK COLPeann3M IMPEeAIonaraet
JIeTIePCOHATIM3UPOBAHHBIN XapaKTep OTHOIICHHS aBTOPa K YUTATEIIIO.

OTH HOBBIE ICTETHYECKHE MapaMeTphl ObLIM 3aJI0KEHBI B CAMOM Hadaje
UMITJIEMEHTAINN colpeanu3Ma. B anuckyccun 1934 ropa o si3bIke ObLIa OKOH-
YyaTerbHO chopMynrpoBaHa JUHUSA HA T.H. “HEUTPaNbHBIN CTHIIE” M OTKa3 OT
9KCIIECCOB CKaza W KaKoi OBl TO HU OBLJIO OPHEHTAINU Ha “‘HU30BOM SI3BIK.” B
X0JIe IMCKYCCHH 1936 0 (hopMann3Me 1 HaTypaiu3Me BCSIKHE XyJO)KECTBEHHbIC
9KCTIEPUMEHTHI OBIITM OOBSBIICHBI NPOsIBICHUEM (hOpMaIn3Ma, HO B OCOOCHHO-
CTH — CTWJICBBIC M B YACTHOCTH, CKa30BbIC: 00OPOTHOM CTOPOHOH (opmann3Ma
ObUT OOBSIBIICH HATYpaJlM3M, IPOSIBICHHEM KOTOPOTO M ObliIa OpHEHTalus Ha
Pa3sTOBOPHYIO peub.

HoBplil unTaTenh OTKA3bIBAJICS y3HABATH CEOSl B TEPOSX STOU JIUTEPATYPHI.
PapvkanbHbli CABUT, MPOUCIIEAIINI B COLIPEANIN3ME COCTOSI HE B TOM, 4TO,
kak yTBepxkaaetr b. ['poiic, Cranun peann3oBai AeMAYPrHUSCKUNA MTOTECHITHAI
ABaHTapIHOrO XYIOKHUKA, HO B TOM, YTO COLPEANIn3M, IIPEBPATHB JIUTEpa-
TYypHOTO TIEpCOHaXKa B OMOTpa)UIeCcKOro aBTOpa, MPEBPATHUI MOTPEOUTENS B
MIPOM3BOANTENS, COATAHCHPOBAB CUTYANNIO 1920-X Tof0B. Eciu unrarensiMu
JUTEPATyPhI 1920-X TOA0B OBIIH 30IeHKOBCKHE CHHEOPIOXOBBI, HEBEPOBCKHE
Mappu-0omnbiIeBHYKl 1 6abeneBckre KOHapMEHIIbl, TO MJICaIbHBIM COllpea-
JMCTUYECKNM YUTaTeNIeM ObUI TIIaBHBII mucaresb crpanbl — CTannH.
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[Mupoxo n3BectHa peakmus CranuHa Ha 3omeHko u [tatoHoBa. Y nepBoro
OH HE MPUHSI UMEHHO HPOHWYECKON AMCTAHINH, HACMEIIKY, HEyBaKCHHUE 110
OTHOIIICHUIO K YUTATENIO (T.€., IO CYTH, K caMoMy cebe!), Ha3BaB ero IOIIs-
KOM M OOBHHHB B ITyCTOM cMexauecTse. Peaknnst nneansHoro untarens Cranu-
Ha Ha [InatonoBa ObuIa emie Oosee XapaKTepHOMH, M Kacajlach OTHIONb HE TOJb-
KO M/ICOJIOTUYECKUX MOMEHTOB (Ha YTO Yallle BCEro 0OpamniaoT BHUMaHKE), HO
MMEHHO si3bIKa. Benuuaiimmii pycckuil npo3auk XX Beka, HMEHHO 3/1€Ch, Ha
CTBIKE YMTATENsl U MHcaTelsl, B CKa30BOM cjBure IImaroHOB JocTUr TOro, 4TO
B pycckoii mpo3e XX Beka He ynanioch HUKOMY. OH OKa3aJcsl €AMHCTBEHHBIM,
KOMY YIaJIOCh TIPOPBAThCs B 3a3€PKajibe COBETCKOTO SI3bIKa, TNIABHBIM KOIU(H-
KaTopoM KOTOPOTO ObLI [NIaBHbII Nucarenp 1 untaresb crpanbl Ctanud. Cpenu
3ameuanuii CtanuHa Ha TOJsAX MoBecTH “Brpok” mHTEpecHee Bcero He OpaHb
HE BBIOMPABIIIETO BBIPAKEHUI BOXK IS, HO €TO BO3MYIIEHHUE s13bIKOM I 1maToHOBa:
“3T0 HE PyCCKHi, a Kakoii-To Tapabapckuil s3pIK.” W melCTBUTENBHO, 3/1€Ch
CTAJIKMBAIOTCS JIBE TPAH/INO3HBIC SI3BIKOBBIC MIPOCKINH: ITyOIMIHAs, SBICHHAS
CranuHbIM, U TIJIATOHOBCKAs — 3a3epkaibHas. OnHa He y3HaeT ceds B Ipy-
roi. CTanMHCKHUN S3bIK — MOJYEPKHYTO INPABUIIBHBIN, €10 “ClIoBa, Kak IIylo0-
BBIC TUPH, BEPHBI” — HE TOJBKO I10 COJCPIKAHNIO, HO IMEHHO TPaMMaTHYECKH.
Cranus nunier kak [oroib — 66CKOHEYHBIMU TaBTOJIOTMYECKUMH CHHTAKCHYe-
CKUMHM KOHCTPYKLMSIMHU, KaK OyATO CTHIIM3YS UICAIILHOTO YUTATeNsl — CaMOTo
ceOs. [TnaTroHoB mumeT ToyHO Tarkke. [IpoM3BOICTBO TaBTOIOTMU — OJHA U3
OTJIMYMUTENBHBIX YePT FOTOJICBCKUX HappaTuBOB. AHApeil benblii He ciydaitHO
TOBOPHJI O CBSI3U TOTOJIEBCKON TABTOJIOTHH C YHTPOIUEH M, B KOHIIE KOHIIOB, C
6e3ymueM. besymue mimaToHOBCKOTO MHpa — 3TO BBIBEPHYTHIN HaM3HAHKY MHUP
CTAJIMHCKUX HappaTtuBoB. ‘“‘Tapabapckuii s3bIk” [lmaToHOBA — 3TO TIEpeBEpHY-
Tasi, OCTpaHEHHAs MPABWIHHOCTH CTATMHCKON pedu, IpaMOTHOHN “TIo opme” u
Tapabapckoit “TIo comepKaHuio.”

I'epoit Mer 3amaruna 3amedaet 00 O-go, 9TO “y HEH HENMpaBUIBHO pac-
CUNTaHa CKOPOCTh SI3bIKa, CEKYH/IHAsI CKOPOCTh SI3bIKa JOJDKHA OBITH BCerna
HEMHOT'O MEHBIIIE CEKYHIHON CKOPOCTH MBICIIH, a Y)K€ HUKaK He Ha000poT.”
Ho Moxet ObITh, UMEHHO OTTOTO, 4TO y O-90 S3BIK pabOTaeT CKOPEE MBICIIH,
OHa — CYACTJIMBBIA “TOCYyJapCTBEHHBIN *kUTeNdb.” Beap UMEHHO Tak U A0J-
JKeH paboTaTh CTaHAAPTH3UPOBAHHBIN UICOJIOTHYCCKUH SI3BIK, (aKTHUECKH
NPEIBOCXUIAIOIINN, & HUKaK He oQopMIIsIoIni Mbicib. CraiauH padoran
00pa3oBo — UMEHHO Tak. Ero “s3bikoM” (akTHUECKH SBISIETCS JIOTHKA,
“ydeHue,” MPEIBOCXMIIAIONINE “MBICHIb,” KOTOpas (aKTHYECKU SIBIACTCS
MACHbMOM. DTa CTAMHCKAs “IHAJEKTHYECKas JIOTHKA,” TIepeBOpaYUBAIOIIAs
CMBICIIBI, U OTPa3WJIach B IJIATOHOBCKOM SI3BIKE, B KOTOPOM BooOIe Oec-
TTOJIE3HO MCKATh JIOTHKY. DTOT A3BIK 3a()UKCHPOBAII MUP MeHCOY LOSUKAMU.
[Tono6HO TOMY, KaK CTaJIMHCKHE JIOT€MbI IPOU3BOIAT OIYCTOIICHHBIE S3bI-
KOBBIE€ KOHCTPYKIIMH, TUIATOHOBCKUHM TEKCT — B Ka)/IOM CBOEM II€pHOJE —
pacimmpsieT MUHHBIE TT0JISI CMBICIIOB.
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C npyroii CTOpOHBI, B CTAIMHCKOHN KyJIBType, Kak 3amMeTis1 M. PeiknuH, cie-
JIaHO BCe, YTOOBI HE BUIETh YAaCTHOCTEH.* DTOM ONTHKOM B COBEPIICHCTBE BIla-
nen CramuH. Ero TekeThI TOTamsHO MeTadOPHYHBI X a0COTIOTHO HETIPO3PATHEI.
Wnoe neno — mup Ilnaronosa. 310 Mup, KOTOPBIN MOTEPSUICS B IIEIAX SA3bIKA,
OTKy/Zla €r0 Ha/l0 “BBIKOBBIPHBATh,” PACIIN(POBLIBATH, PACIIMBAs €Ba JIN HE
KaXJ10€ CIIOBOCOYETAHUE. DTO TOJIBKO KAXKETCS, YTO B MUPE ITOM €CTh KaKue-
To Metadopsl. Ha camom nese, on abcomoTHo OykBalieH. B HeM HayIeKuT 11o-
HATh CAaMO€ COEJUHEHUE CIIOB €/1Ba JIM HE B Ka)KJIOM BTOPOM CJIOBOCOUYETAHUU.

KoMMyHuKaTHBHAs CTpaTerysi CTaJMHM3Ma OCHOBaHA Ha TEKCTyalM3alllu
BIIACTH, T.€. BIACTb €CThb CBSALICHHBIA TEKCT, 3alIMCAaHHBIA O BCSKOW pEuu.
“Mapkcu3M-eHHHN3M” QYHKIIMOHUPOBAJ 3/IeCh IMEHHO B KQUeCTBE CaKpasb-
HBIX TEKCTOB.® TO e MOYKHO CKa3aTh U O CTATHHCKUX TEKCTax, MHOTHE U3 KO-
TOPBIX (HO JAJIEKO HE BCE) XOTS M MOTYT OBITH OTHECEHBI K Mep(pOpPMaTHBHBIM
MPaKTUKaM, HUKOT/Ia He HECIH TOH neppopMaTHBHON Harpy3KH, KOTOPYIO Hec-
i BeIcTyTUIeHUS ['mrmnepa wmm Myccomuan. Teker (ae peus!) CrammHa ObLT
TeKcTOM BracTu. MHOe meno — TekeT o Biactu. CTannHCKas KylbTypa — 3TO
KyJIBTypa TEeKCTYaJIbHOTO OeCITIOKOWCTBA, 3aHTasi N3MEPEHNUEM Pa3pbiBa MEXIY
PEANLHOCTBIO U TEKCTOM, C OJHON CTOPOHBI, U MEXY CaKpaJbHbIM TEKCTOM,
MIPOM3BEACHHBIM WIN 0100peHHBIM CTalMHBIM, U JIIOOBIM MHAWBUIYaIbHBIM
TekcToM, ¢ apyroi. ITockonbky CTamuH OCYLIECTBIISUT BBICIIUHN aKT MHCHMA,
3aHATHE MHCBMOM CTaHOBWJIOCH IOJIMTHUYECKU onacHbIM. Ho opHOBpeMeHHO,
MOCKOJIBKY camoe (popMHpOBaHHE MAaCChl ITPOXOJMIIO Yepe3 MpOoLeIyphl Mpa-
BUIIBHOTO YTEHHS TEKCTOB BIACTH,® TUCHMO OBLTO U CAMBIM BaXKHBIM 3aHATHCM.
OTcrona — He TONBKO CTAaTyC COBETCKMX ITHcaTeNe, HO M CTAIMHCKOE BHUMA-
HHeE K TekcTy. OTCroa ke — 1 BHUMaHUE KO BCSIKOW HEKOHBEHIMaIbHOCTH. OT-
CI0Z]a HEBO3MOJKHOCTD CKa3a KaK TaKOBOTO.

YHUUTOXEHUE TEPOEB PEBOIIONNH B CTATMHU3ME — JIFOJIEH pEedH, PUTOPOB,
OpaTopoB TNPHUBEJIO HE TOJHKO MOJHOMY PAacCTBOPEHHUIO PEYd B MHChME, HO U
K HeBo3MOoxkHOCTH uTeHus. Kak 3ameuaer Banepuit [logopora, “npasuiibHoe”
YTEHHE B CTAJMHU3ME HEBO3MO)KHO B TPHHIUIIE, M BCSKHH, KTO TBITACTCA
NPaBWJIBHO YUTaTh, MOJBEPracT cedsi ONacHOCTH OBITh OOBMHEHHBIM B HCKa-
JKeHUH “OyKBBI” WM “yxa” Tekcra: “He To oxazain, Tam COONTHYI JIMIIHETO,
TYT OTOBOPHJICS, 3/1€Ch COBEPIIMJ S3BIKOBYIO OIIMOKY M T.II., - BCS 3Ta COBO-
KyIHOCTh ‘JIETKOW’ COIMaIbHOW TaTOJIOTHH, BCe ITH ada3nu, anpakcuu, arHo-
3UM HE MPU3HABAINCH B CTAJIMHCKOM MalllMHE Teppopa 3a HeuTo ‘ciydaiiHoe,’
a TOJIKOBAJIUCH KaK MOMIUHHBIC 3HAKU-CIEBI MOJUTUIECKOTO OeCCO3HATEIhb-
HOTO0, KaK OYEBUIHOE MPOSBICHHE MOTCHIMAIBHON BUHBI KaXKI0TO YEIOBEKa

4 PBIKIIMH 2002 51-52.
5 Ilogopora 1989: 110.
¢ Tam xe.
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nepen Biactbio.”’ HyXKHO JIM TOBOPHTbH, YTO ITATOHOBCKHE TEKCTHI — HACTO-
AN CKITaJ] MOJOOHBIX “‘ciydaifHOCTel.” ETo Tepom, 3TH, Mo TOYHOMY OIIpe-
neneHnio Mepaba MamapamiBuiId, WAWOTHI BO3BBIIIEHHOTO, 3a3€PKAIBHO
OTPaXKAIOT COBETCKOTO MJCAJIBHOTO YHUTATEJISi W MOYTH TTOTOJIOBHO CTPAIAIOT
adasuei, anpakcuel, arHo3uei — mpuiem, B TspKenol popme. ONHCKH MOKHO
TPaKTOBATh KaK MPOrOBOPKHU, HO CO3HATENILHOE, TOCTABIEHHOE HA MOTOK MpPO-
H3BOJICTBO MPOrOBOPOK — ITO yXKE Ja)Xe HE 3HAKHU-CIIEAbI, HO MOJIUTUYECKOE
OeccosHaresbHOE, OIaHHOE B ()OpME ITOTOKA CO3HAHMS.

To, yro CranuHy Ka3anoch TapadapIIuHO, TO, YTO MHOTHM YUTATENSIM Ka-
JKeTcd HeKHUM “3aTpynHeHueM” mpu uyTeHuu IlnaToHoBa, TO, UTO HMCClenoBare-
JSIM MHOTJIA MPEACTABISIETCS! HEKUMH MeTadopaMu, Ha CaMOM fiejie, CIeayeT
MOHUMaTh BoiHe OykBanbHO. Tak, OyKBaIbHO, JIOJDKHA OBITH MOHSATA KaXK/as
HENPaBUIBHOCTB, Ka)KIbIi BbI30B KOHBeHIMHU. Kak sryu u3 3a3epkainbs. Tombko
HE pacTepsiB 3TU JIydH, HO COOpaB MX BOECIMHO, Mbl CMOMKEM IOIYYUTh MOII-
HYIO BCIIBIIIKY, KOTOPasi B COCTOSITHUH OCBETUTH HETPO3PAYHBIH MIIATOHOBCKHN
TEKCT W BCKPBITh MPUPOILY COIPEATHCTHUECKOTO TEKCTa, aBTOPOM KOTOPOTO
CTaJI BUCPAIIHUI COBETCKUI YUTATEh — NPU3BAHHBIN B JINTEPATYPy YAAPHUK,
MIPOIIE UK Yepe3 JUTepaTypHyIo yuely, yueOy y KiIacCUKoB U JINTHHCTUTYT.

JleB CnaBuH paccka3biBall, Kak 3acTall OfHaXIb! [11aToHOBa, YHTAONIMM
KHUTY MaCTUTOTO COBETCKOI'O aBTOPA:

OH cujen B kpecie ¢ KHuro B pykax. Ilogusu ronosy. Buxy: ero
HEKpacHUBOE, IPOCTOHAPOIHOE, MPEJIECTHOE JIMIO CBETHTCS Bece-
JIOCTBIO. 3amITHET B KHUTY U THUXO 3acMeeTcsi. DTO ObUT JOBOJIBHO
MU3BECTHBIN B Ty IOPY POMaH, OTHIO[b HE IOMOPUCTHUECKUN — Ha-
000poT cyry6o «mpodiaeMHbIiy. CrpanmiBao:

— UYro Bac Tak cMEmuT?

OH roBOpHT:

— 3Haete, ecan OBl 3TO OBIIO HAMCAHO HEMHOXKO XyXe, 9TO
OBLTO OBI COBCEM XOPOIIIO.

Ot0 ObIT cMex yauBieHus. [IraToHoBa mopasmim MoYTH HapoIHii-
HBIE HECOOOPA3HOCTH 3TOI KHUTH, M BIICYATICHHE €ro TOTYac BBI-
JIMJIOCH B 3THX HEMHOTHX, YOHHCTBEHHO METKHUX CJIOBax.®

HNuaue TOBOpPs, €CJIN ObI nucarenb KoueToB mucan XYK€, OH Imucal 6BI S3BIKOM
CBOETO uuTaTels, Kakoro-HuOyap J[BanoBa wiu KomeHkwHA. DCTETHYECKYIO
cTpareruto [17aToHOBa HUKAK HENb3sl CBECTH IIPOCTO K MApOAMH, K paboTe ¢
IJIOXUM SI3BIKOM, C OPHEHTAIe Ha “IUIOXYI0” IUTeparypy, “TIOXOH,” HCKa-
JKEHHBI KOCHOSI3bIYMEM M MaJIOTPAaMOTHOCTBIO €r0 IepoeB, “‘HE PYCCKHM, a

7 Tam xe.

8 Iur. mo ku.: CapHOB 2009: 788.
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KaKOW-TO TapabapCKuii si3bIK.” BBIBIIMI MO3T-TIPOIETKYIBTOBE, 111aTroHOB
3HAJI HU30BYIO UCOJIOTHIECKYIO rpah)OMaHHIO, N3 KOTOPOU BRIPACTAI “TIIOXOU
S3BIK” JTydIe, 9eM KTo-Tr00. OZHAaKo ero OTHOIICHHE K 3TOMY SI3BIKY OBLIO
Cyry00 3CTEeTHYECKUM.

MoxHo cka3arb, yTo 002 onr, CranuH u [1maToHoB, co3nanm IBe pajuKaib-
HBIE BEPCUH COBETCKOro MrcbMa. OfHa — paiuKaNIbHO HOPMATHBHAS U HOPMUPY-
I0111as1, APYTasi, HAIPOTHB, — PAANKAIILHO OCTpaHsoniast. [IyonudHbIi coBeTCKUH
S3bIK M 513bIK [11aTOHOBA 11000HBI 9BKIMAOBOI M HEIBKIIMIOBOH T'€OMETPUH,
OTepUpyIoIIeH B OTHOM U TOM € MIPOCTPAHCTBE BIACTHU. SI3bIKOBasi TeOMETpUs
[TnaroHOBa 00MaKaET OJJHAKO KOJIOCCATBHBIM B3PBIBHBIM CMBICIO00Pa3yOLIUM
MOTEHIIMAJIOM — OHAa BCKPBIBACT IPABMIIA A3BIKOBOM UIPHI C TaKOH IITyOHHOM,
PAAOM € KOTOPOH COLPEAIMCTUYECKUM POMAaH MOXO0XK Ha KaJIKHE 3BKJIMIOBbI
(hopMyIIBI JUIsl HAYAIBbHBIX KJIACCOB IIKOJIBI PAZOM C TEOPUEH OTHOCUTENBHOCTH.
[Tomo6uo DitamTelHY, [11aTOHOB OTKPBLT KOJIOCCAIBHBIN B3PHIBHON MTOTEHIIHAI
S3bIKa, 0CBOOOANII €T0 SHEPrHio. VIMEHHO B 3TOM 3aKJTIOUEHA BBICIIAS COIINAITb-
HOCTb IJIATOHOBCKOM 1po3bl. Beb s13b1k 0bUT 0cHOBOI CoBerckoit BiracT. Cam
COBETCKHUH COLMAIN3M OBbII B 3HAYUTEIILHOW Mepe MPOAYKTOM PEIPE3CHTALIH.
Cam BOKIb OBUT TPOYKTOM s13bIKa. He yIMBUTENBHO, UTO BCSIKAst aTaka Ha SI3bIK
JIOJDKHA OBITH TIOHATA KaK aTaka Ha CTPOMH, Ha PeXHM.

31ech cieyeT BepHYThCsl K 30IIEHKO, KOTOPbIH Opall CIIOBO OIHOTO COILH-
OJIEKTa, TMOTPY>Kasi €r0 B MHOM. 30IIEHKO OCTPAHANT S3bIK Yepe3 repost U MoBe-
CTBOBATEJIsl, HO OH HE 3aHUMAJICA JICKOUPOBaHUEM s13bIka. OH BBICMEHBAJ, a HE
BbICTpanBaj. 30IeHKO U [ImaToHoB paboTany ¢ OJHUM M TeM K€ SI3BIKOM, HO
Ka)xeTcs, Kak Oy/ITO ¢ pa3HBIMHU. 30IIEHKO paboTaj ¢ S36IKOM HE3aCTHIBIINM, a
[TnaroHoB — ¢ okOcTeHeBIIMM. OHM BUIEJIN B COBPEMEHHOM MM SI3BIKE PAa3HOE.
30IIeHKOBCKHH TTOBECTBOBATEINh — MPOAYKT CKa30BOH cTparernu. [IpomaykT xe
TUTATOHOBCKOTO HAPPAaTHBA, JIUIIb HCIIOIB3YIOIIETO CKa30BbIE CTPATETHH, HO,
KOHEYHO, CKa30M HE SBJISIOLIECTOCS, — YTPAUCHHBIH B KOHBEHIIMAJIBHOM COBET-
CKOM HJeos3bIKe cMBbIC (Y 30IIEHKO Takoi 3amauun HeT). Ha pybOexe 193o-x
TOJIOB ATOT CMBICII €lIe MOT OBITh OCTpaHEH 4epe3 s3bIKOBOH caBur. Korma
COL-apT Hadasl padoTaTh ¢ COBETCKUMH HAEOJOIMYECKUMH KIIHIIE, HAXOIHMB-
LIMMUCS B TIO3JJHECOBETCKYIO 20Xy yX€ B TaKOW CTENEHU aBTOMAaTU3UPOBAaH-
HOCTH, YTO CMBICJ MX OBbUI NOJHOCTBIO CTEPT, JJIsl CTHIIEBON AeuOpHuIsimn
SI3BIKOBOTO C/IBHTa ObLIO yrke Majio. CaM COBETCKUMN TEKCT MPEBPATUIICS B ICTE-
THYECKHI OOBEKT, TaK YTO, KAK OCTPOYMHO 3ameTwi bopuc I'potic, mpocroe
BOCIIPOMU3BEICHNUE PCUN BpencHeBa MOXET BOCHIPUHUMATHCA KaK IMOCTMOICP-
HUCTCKUH kecT. [loaTomy cTparerneil cou-apra cTajgo OCTPaHEHUE COBETCKOM
U/IC0JIOTUYECKOH MPOIYKIMH Yepe3 SCTETU3ALHIO.

3ommenkoBckuii TocionH CHHEOPIOXOB MPEKIE BCETO BBI3BIBACT B UHTA-
Tesie cMmex. [ToTromy MBI TOBOPHM O foMope (Win — O caTupe) 30IIEHKO, YTO B

9 Tawm xe: 789.
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oTHOMEHNU K [11aTOHOBY MPMIIOKUMO JIHIIL B OYE€Hb HE3HAYUTEIHHOH CTe-
menn. Eciam 3omenko cmemon, To IlnaronoB nmpobinemarnyaeH. MiMeHHO TOTO-
My, 9TO CTpaTerus 30IICHKO ObLTa Kyma Oojiee TOCTYIHOH, OH, B OTIHYHE OT
[TmaronoBa, MPOOIEMATHIHOCTH KOTOPOTO ObLIa YHUKAIFHON W HETIOHSATHOW,
cTasl 00BEKTOM aTakh B 1946 Tomy. Cpean MOBTOPSIOMINXCS Ha MOJISX MOBECTH
“Brpok” CTaJIMHCKUX PEMapOK CJIOBA “TIONUISK,” “OanaraHmuk” u “0e33yOsIit
OCTpsIK” 0COOCHHO MHTEPECHBI: UMCHHO 3THMHU XapaKTEPUCTHKAMU HATPAIHAT
Cranus 3011eHKO B 1946 roay. S3bik 3omieHko Obu1 noHsTeH. S13bik [1narono-
Ba — HeT. Ho ju1st 00pa31ioBoro COBETCKOro YuTaTessi HelmpueMieMsl 06a. IT1o
U HEYIUBUTEIBHO: padoTa C UIACOJIOTUYCCKMMHU TEKCTaMH Crenu(UIHa, M0-
CKOJIbKY HMJICOJIOTMYECKHE KJIMIIE U KOHBEHIIMM pacCUyuTaHbl Ha aBTOMAaTH3M.
30IIEHKO UX moabko ocmparsem. [1TaTOHOBCKHIA K€ TEKCT podxcoaem conpo-
mugnenue. VI B 3TOM IPUHINAITHAIBHAS PAa3HUIIA MEXTY HIMH.

[ImaToHOBCKHE TepoM HE MEHEE Pa3rOBOPYHBEI, YEM I'epOH 3OINEHKO, HO
paznuume B ToM, 4TO y [11aToHOBa BHEMIHSS 1O OTHOIICHHUIO K ITOBECTBOBATE-
JIFO TIO3HWITHSI OKa3bIBaCTCsl BHYTPH caMOTO TIoBecTBOBaHUA. OHa HE Hy)KIaeTcs
BO BHEITHeM ymrtatene. He To B mouTH nephopMaTHBHBIX TEKCTaX 3OMICHKO.
T'epoit nim moBecTBOBaTENb 30LIEHKO HCHOJNB3YET B CBOEH PEUM COBETCKUMN
SI3BIK, OH aKTHBHO CTAJIKUBACT COIMOJICKTHI. Komuueckuii 3ppekT y 30IIeHKO
OCHOBAH Ha TOM, YTO I€pOi OJIHOTO COLMAIBHOIO YPOBHS MbITAETCSI TOBOPUTH
Ha sI3BIKC JPYTON CONMaNbHOM cTparbl. Y ILnaToHOBa ke Hukakoeo Opy2o2o
A3bIKa npocmo He dano. 1109ToMy MIATOHOBCKHM TEKCT HE CMEIIOH. DTO JKC-
MIEPUMEHT, B KOTOPOM COBETCKHH SI3bIK BBITECHUJ BCE OCTAJBHBIE, — S3BIKOBAs
YTOIHSI, CBOETO PO/ia OCYIIECTBUBIINICA B sI3bIKe Yegeneyp, mobena HOBOSA3A
B OTJEIBHO B3STOM SI3bIKe. [11aTOHOB CTaBUT YMTATENs B MOJIOKECHUE, KOT/A
TOT OKAa3bIBAETCS BBIHYXK/IEH MCKATh BBIXOJ B HAJMYHOM SI3BIKOBOM IToje, 0€3
OTIOPEI Ha JIPYTHE COMMONEKTHI. I, Takum 00pa3om, HAWTH Iy TH K 1eaBTOMATH-
3aIH, HaBA3bIBAEMOW COBETCKUM SI3BIKOM.

WneanmsHOMY COBETCKOMY YHTATENIO CTANl HE HYXKCH IHCATeh, UPOHHIHO
JMUCTAHITUIPOBAaHHBINA OT Hero. OH OBUT HEe TPOCTO (DYHKIMOHATBHO Oecroe-
3€H, HO MOJMTUYECKHU OMACEH, CO3/1aBasi HEKOHTPOJIUPYEMYIO 30HY B3aUMOCH-
CTBUSI MEXKJ1y UATATENIEM U MHUCATEIEeM.

EnuHCTBEHHOE, UTO COIpeanu3M COXPAHMI OT 1920-X IOJI0B (M B 3TOM OH
PAAMKAIBHO OTKJIOHSIETCSI OT AIIMTAPHOTO MOJIEPHUCTCKOTO — HE MyTaTh ¢ MO-
JIEPHU3AIMOHHBIM! — MPOEKTa), — 3TO ATAJTUTAPUCTCKUNA BEKTOP, MPOIECCHI
JIEMOKpaTU3aIliy U ypOaHU3aIMi OIPOMHBIX MAcC HacelieHus. B aukrarypax
XX Beka, ¥ B CTAIMHU3ME B YaCTHOCTH, KYJIbTypa OblIa OeCIpeneaeHTHO Mo-
JUTAYECKH HMHCTPYMEHTAIN3UPOBaHa. PEBONIONMMOHHASA KyJIbTypa JHO00TO
THna — (ammnCcTCKast, HAIMCTCKAs MJIH KOMMYHHCTHYECKas — TI0 OIperere-
HUIO, €CTh KYJIBTypa MPEOJONICHUS KYJIbTYPHOU M3O0JSIUN TIEPHUOIa, KOTOPBIN
MIPE/IIIECTBOBAJ PEBOMIOIUH. [IpOU3BOMIST HOBBIX CYOBEKTOB, HOBBIX I'DaXKIaH,
MacCCOBBIC OOIIECTBa, COBPEMCHHASI PEBOIIOIMOHHAS KYJIBTYpa PacIINpseT H
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BTATHBACT B ce0s BCe HOBBIC U HOBBIC PEATbHOCTH. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE TOHS-
THe “KyJabpTypa’ o0peTaeT SBCTBEHHBIH HAOOP 3HAUCHHH, IPOXOSAIINX TOTHBIHA
CTEKTp MPEBPAIIEHUH — OT CONPOTHUBIICHHUS K aBTOHOMHOCTH M OT Hee K WH-
CTPYMEHTAJIN3AINH.

DyHIaMEHTABHO OTIIMYHBIM OT NPEABIIYIINX BEKOB U JIMOEPaTbHO-IEMO-
KPaTHIECKUX PEKMMOB 00pa3oM KyJbTypa 6aiCHA ISl AUKTaTOPCKUX PEKUMOB
W OCHOBAHHBIX Ha HACHWJIMM HAlMOHAJBHBIX TocynapctB. OHa MMeeT 3Ha4YeHHe
MOTOMY, YTO OHa ITOHMMAETCsl KaK YHHBEPCAIIbHOE OpY/IHe MOJINTHIECKOH Bila-
CTH: KaK HEOOXOIMMBIN OOBEKT LEHTPAITN30BAHHOTO IIAHUPOBAHHS U KOOP/IH-
HalMH, KakK crocoo JOTAHYTBHCA, KOONITUPOBATH WUJIK MPOTHUBOIIOCTABUTD I1OJIU-
THUYECKHUX CyOBEKTOB; KaK JIOMEH, KOTOPbI HE MOXET ObITh OCTaBIICH B pyKax
TPaIUIHUOHHBIX IMMaTPOHOB, IMMOCKOJIBKY KYJIbTypa ABJIACTCA €AUMHCTBEHHBIM CIIO-
co0OM TTPOM3BOZICTBA BIIACTHIO COOCTBEHHOTO 00pasa, a MOTOMY JIOJDKeH OBITh
MOCTABJIEH O]l KOHTPOJIb U HaOMrofeHne rocyaapersa. [loatomMy Kynerypa co-
BPEMEHHBIX JIUKTATyP, BKIIIOUAs CTAIMHCKY1O, IEpEMEIaeTcs 3a TPEEIbl CBOE-
TO TPAANUIIMOHHOTO IPeOBIBAHMS IPH IBOPAX, B CAJIOHAX, Tanepesix, rearpax. OHa
BBIXOINT HA IUIONIA I, B OMOIMOTEKH ¥ IIKOJIBI, TOCY/IapCTBEHHBIE HHCTUTYLIUH,
CTIOPTHBHBIE apEHBI, HA TEJICBH/ICHUE — N3ITIO0IEHHbIE TPOCTPAHCTBA MACCOBBIX
00IIIeCTB, T/Ie Pa3BUTasl TIeUaTHas KyJIbTypa Bce OOJIbIlIe B3aUMOJCHCTBYET C BH-
3yaJIbHBIM 00pa30M, T'0JI0COM ¥ KOMMYHHKAIIHOHHBIMU TEXHOJIOTUSIMU.

Wrak, BO 4TO ke TpaHC(HOPMUPOBAIACH CUTYAIUs CKa3a, ECIIN €€ COIHalb-
HBIE NIPEANOCHUTKN HUKY/A He ucues3nu? Ouna nepemexia 6 coypeanucmuyeckoe
nucvmo. Eciii B 1920-€ TOZIbI TIOBECTBOBATEIb [IPEBPATHIICS B IIEPCOHAKA, KO-
TOPBII OKa3ajcsl, 0 CyTH, OTPAKEHHBIM UUTATENIEM, TO B 1930-€ T'OJbl YATATEIIb
cran ouorpaduueckum aBropoM. OH HHTEPUOPHU3UPOBAT OQHUITHATBHBINA THC-
KypcC, KOTOPBI B CBOIO Ouepenb cTaj (popMoil BHYTPEHHETO KOHTPOJS, IeH-
CTBYs KaK Kamepa HaOJIO/ICHNS, pACTIOJIOKEHHAsI Ha KOHUHKE TIepa.

HcTopuky cOBETCKOM KyJIbTYPbI IIPUBBIYHO MPUBOAST CBUICTEIBCTBYOIIHE
0 MacTade pernpeccuii cpei COBETCKUX IUcaTeliel cTpanHbie g pel, cpas-
HUBasl KOJIMIECTBO JieneratoB [IlepBoro che3na miucaresneii ¢ YMCIIoM JIeNIeraroB,
JOXKUBIINX 10 BToporo cwe3na nucareneit. Ho 310 To1bKO 0JJHA CTOpOHA Kap-
TuHbL. BTopas — He MeHee BaxHast: 1934 roxy B CCII cocrosiio 1500 uenosek. B
1954 oMy, HakaHyHe BToporo cbe3na, — 3700. Unc0 UIeHOB coto3a mucarenei
3a CJIAYIOIUE TPHUILATD JIET YyTPOMIIOCH U JTOCTUIIIO aCTPOHOMHUUECKOH HU-
pHI B 10 ThICSY. KTO OBLTM 3TH mHcaTenu?

B corpeanusme peanbHbINA YMTATEND OOJIBINE HE MOXKET ObITh IEPCOHAKEM,
T.K. COIpean3My HyXeH ObIII KOHTPOIUPYEMBIN HICATbHBINA TePOid, C KOTOPHIM
Oymer maeHTHQHUIUPOBATh ceds Omorpaduueckuii yutarens. Ho mOCKOIBKY
TOT COLMAJIBHBIM CABHT, YTO MOPOAWI CHTYAIMIO 1920-X TO/0B (B TOM UHCIE
W CUTYaIMIO CKa3a), HUKy/a HE McYe3, MTOCKOJIbKY COLPeann3M caMm ObII Ipo-
JIYKTOM J€MOKpaTH3alluH, BBITOJIKHYTasi U3 TEKCTA YUTATEIb, IIPHIIEI B HETO B
KadecTBe Onorpaduueckoro asropa. I1o cyTu, 0Opa3noBble CTAIMHCKUE MUCA-
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tenu Tuma Cemena babaesckoro, Anaronus Codponosa ninu Hukomast [puba-
YyeBa — 3TO U €CThb BUEpAIIHUE repon Konapmuu, poemmne yaedy y KIIacCUKH
rocrioga CrHEOPIOXObl. DTO BUEpAILTHHE PANTIOBCKUE YIAPHUKH, IPH3BAaHHEIC
B JIATEepaTypy, “KpacHbie JIbBeI ToscTeie,” HayunBmIrecs B JINTHHCTUTYTE, KakK
MUcaTh SMMYECKHe NaHopaMmHble poManbl. Kak m3BectHo, Coro3 mucarenei
coznasaics o pasrpom PAIIIla, HO, Kak 4acTo OBIBAJIO B PEBOIIONMOHHBIX
KyJIbTypax, 3/1€Ch HE NIPOCTO BOCCO3/1aBAlI0Ch, HO MHOTOKPAaTHO YKPEILUISUIOChH
B CaMbIX pPaJHUKaJbHBIX (JOPMax TO, YTO OOBSBISUIOCH HOIUICKAIINM YHUYTO-
xenuto. [To cytn, Coro3 nmucareneid 6su1 PAIIIIoMm, pacnpocTpaHuBIIMM CBOE
BIIMSHUE Ha BCIO JIUTEPATypy, TOJIBKO C MPAMBIM YIPABICHHUEM MAapTHU. DTO
OTHOCHTCS | K IIPOIIECCY BOCIPOU3BOACTBA MMUCATEIICH.

Wrak, mosiBIieHNEe MaCCOBOTO YUTATENs MIPUBETIO K TOMY, YTO B 1920-€ TOJBI
MIPOM30IIIIa Hen30exKHasl TePCOHN(UKAINS CTHIIEBOTO ITpreMa XX BeKa — CTH-
JeBasi Macka IepPCOHU(PHUINPOBAIACH, IPEBPATUBIINCH B IEPCOHAKA, KOTOPBIH
OKazajcs MEHTAJIbHBIM, CTHIEBBIM M COIMAIBHBIM CJIETIKOM MacCOBOTO YHTa-
tenst. [IpeBpaiienne uuTaTess B IEpcoHaxa, a 3aTeM — U B aBTOpa OIPE/IeITH-
JI0 MomanbHblll XapakTep Ipoucieaei Tpanchopmanuu. ToTaTbHOCTD 3TOH
SCTETUYECKON MHBEPCUU NEpPEeNanach U B 3CTETUUECKHE IPAKTUKH, BEIPOCIINE
u3 coupeanusma. [Ipexae Bcero, peus UAET O coapre. IMeHHO OHa ompene-
JIMJIa €ro CTPEMIICHNE OXBATHTh Ce COBETCKHUE KAaHPbI, MOTHBBI, 00pa3bl, CTH-
JIeBBIE XO/IbI, PEUEBbIC U MEHTAJIbHbIE KIIMIIIE, BU3yaJIbHbIE PEILICHUS COBETCKOM
HarVISITHOM aruTalyu, CpeJICTB MacCOBOM MH(OPMAIINH, HACOIOTHYECKOH ycTa-
HOBOYHOH peyH, IJIaKara, JIO3yHIa, MacCOBOM MPOMaraHAUCTCKOMN JTUTepaTyphl
U T.JI. B TOM UIMEHHO BU/JI€, KaK COBETCKas U/1e0I0TUs (PaKTHUYECKH yCBaHBaIaCh
MacCOBBIM CO3HaHHEM U OBITOBaJIA B HEM (@ HE TOJIBKO B COOTBETCTBHHU C O(pH-
IUATBLHBIMU HACOJIOTMIECKUMHE KostaMu). IIpon3orien momHbIi BBOA YUTATENS-
aBTOpa B CAMYIO ONTHYECKYIO CTPYKTYPY COLAPTHCTCKOTO BHCHUSI.

Cy06BepcuBHast MpHUpoia MOCKOBCKOTO KOHIIENTyaJIM3Ma OCHOBaHA Ha pe-
MHUQOJIOTH3aINH. JTO CTPATETHSI HE IIPOCTOTO MIC0IOTUIECKOTO PA3BEHUAHHMS
COBETCKOTO MH(a, HO JECKOHCTPYKIIMU 4Yepe3 ero JOoCTpoiky. [Ipudem, cam
MIPOIIECC ITOTO BTOPUYHOTO MU(OTBOPUECTBA OOHAPYKUBACT JEMHUPOIOTU3H-
PYIOLIYIO YCTaHOBKY, BEAYILIYIO K Pa3pyLIEHUIO HCKYCCTBEHHO CO3AaHHOMN 2IH-
Yeckoll BHEBPEMEHHOCTH coBeTckoro Muda. [Iponece nocrpanBanus Muda B
colapTe KaxIblid pa3 000paduBaeTcsi ero pa3pymeHneM: MUQ Hemlb3s J0CTPo-
UTb — OH a0COJIIOTEH M IO OINPECTICHUIO 3aKOHYEH (HE3aKOHYEHHOI'O, HEeJlo-
CTPOCHHOTO MH(]a He cymiecTByeT). Bor mouemy, korma [Ipuros cTpout ceou
TEKCTBI (HalpuMep, HUKJI CTUX0B 0 MumiuuoHepe nin MocKBe 1 MOCKBHYAX)
Kak “mocTpanBaHme”’ Mu(]a, OH HE CTOIBKO 3aBEpIIAaeT IMOCTPOUKY, CKOIBKO
Ha/ICTpanBaeT HA HEE TaKHE KOHCTPYKIHMH (HA MEPBBINA B3IVIAJ, COBEPIICHHO
JIOTM4YeCKN-HE0OXOANMBIE), KOTOPBIE C HEM30€KHOCTBIO ee 00pymatoT. Tak, mo
MojIcYeTaM apXUTEKTOPOB, 100-MeTpoBas cTarys JIeHnHa Ha BepiuHe J[Bopia
CoBeTOB, TIOUTH HaBEpHsIKA pa3pylimia Obl camoe 31anue. [Ipurosckoii “Mu-
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numanep” — mogoOHOTO JKe posa coopykeHne. [IpuroB MOCTOSHHO MOTIESPKHU-
BaJI, YTO HE MHCAJI CTUXOB HU HCIIOBEAAIBHOTO, HH JINYHOTO IUIaHA, U y HETO
HET JIMYHOTO sI3bIKa. ETo SI3BIK — 3TO S3BIK IEPCOHAXKEH, a 9TH TIEPCOHAKN — KaK
COBETCKHE IHCATENHN, KOTOPBIE MaK BOCHPOU3BOAAT COBETCKYIO PEallbHOCTb,
TaK ¥ YUTaTENIN, KOTOPBIE /MaK €€ BOCIIPHHUMAIOT.

ITo mepe TOro, Kak poJb YUTATEISI CHM)KAIACh, MOCKOBCKHI KOHIIETITYa-
JIM3M Pa3BHUBAJICS B ACTETUYECKH JIAOOPATOPHBIX YCIOBUSX U OITUPAJICS HA Ta-
KOH c110co0 IPOM3BOACTBA TEKCTOB, KOTOPBIH BOOOIIIE HE Npe/Ioiarail Macco-
BOTO BOCIIPOM3BOJICTBA M ITOTPEOJICHNS, HapuUMep, 3anucu cruxoB [Ipurosa
WJIN TEKCThI Ha OMONIMOTeYHBIX KapToukax PyouHmreitna. Ho ciiom coBeTckoit
ACTETUYECKON TPACKTOPHH ITPEBPALICHUS YUTATEIsI B IEPCOHAXKA, a 3aTeM B aB-
TOpa 31ech oueBHIeH. [lepes HaMu — ACTETU3AIIMS CAMOTO COBETCKOTO 3CTETH-
YEeCKOTO ONbITa. UnTarelb NpeBpaTHics 34eCh HE B IEPCOHAXKA, U HE B aBTOPA,
HO B 0Opa3 aBTopa. COBETCKHIA aBTOP (BUEPANTHUN COBETCKUI YHTATENh) CTaI
ABTOPOM-TIEPCOHAKEM, CTHIM3YIONIMM Ce0sl caMoro. OTo HE MPOCTO ITOCTMO-
JIEPHUCTCKHI ITACTHIII, HO ITPOTPAMMHO TaBTOJIOTHYECKOE ITPOU3BOJICTBO.

Ecnu ¢ 3T0#i TOUYKM 3peHus B3MISTHYTh Ha 9CTETHYECKHE CTPATETHH BEIy-
IMMX KOHLENTYAJINCTOB, MBI YBUIUM, YTO KKABIH M3 HUX pa3zpadarsIBall pas-
HBIE CTPATETUH, €ANHCTBO KOTOPBIX 00ECIIEYNBACTCSI UMEHHO 9TOH YCTaHOBKOH
Ha BBEJICHHWE PELUIIMEHTa HE TOJBKO B CaMO€ IIPOCTPAHCTBO MPOM3BOJCTBA U
MOTpeOIeHHs, HO U 3CTETHYECKOTO BOoOpaxkaemoro. ColuTioch Ha W3BECTHBIN
skcriepuMeHT Komapa u Menamuna Jliobumas kapmuna. Buibop napooa, tie
OBbUI TPEJIOKEH CYTry00 KOHIETITYaIMCTCKUI BAPHAHT IMAJIOra C T.H. IPOCTBIM
3puteneM. Ha OCHOBE COIMOJIOTHYECKHX ONPOCOB B 1994 TOAY OCHOBATEIH
col-apTa CO3JaJIM KAapTUHBI, KOTOpPbIE OTBEYanu Obl 3CTETUYECKUM 3aIpo-
caM OOJBIIMHCTBA HACENEHHs pa3nuHbIX cTpaH. Kapruna Bwibop pyccko-
20 Hapooa SKcIoHupoBanach B Mockse B LIeHTpe cOBpeMEHHOTO MCKyCCTBa.
Pa3BemanHbie BOKpYT KapTHHBI Ha CTEHAAX AWArpamMMmbl, rpaduku, TaOmumsl,
OIIPOCHBIE JIMCTHI JOJDKHBI ObLIM yOeTUTh B TOM, YTO BCE CJICNIAHO B COOTBET-
CTBHHU C MHEHHEM 1001 PECHOH/ICHTA, KOTOPHIM OBUTH 33/JaHbI 38 BOIIPOCOB — O
pa3Mepe KapTHHBI, O MPEANOYTUTEIBHON TEXHHUKE MCIIOIHEHHs (peaynu3m), O
JFOOMMOM XYJO)KHUKE (KOHEYHO, Perut), 0 npenouTHTeIbHOM [IBETOBOM Tam-
Me, 0 CIOKETe, IEPCOHaKax KapTUHBI U T. . Ha BbIX0Je momy4mics, KOHE4HO,
aOCOJIIOTHBIN U OTKPOBEHHBIH KUTY. Bbib0op Hapooa — KapTHHA pa3MepoM C
9KpaH TejeBu3opa (JIF0OUMBbIiL 1151 OOJIBIIMHCTBA PECIIOH/ICHTOB pa3Mep KUBO-
MUCHOTO MOJIOTHA), TJIE JIETKO YTa bIBACTCs 3HAKOMBIH 710 OOJIU CpeIHepyCCKHU
nei3ax ¢ 3a[yMYHBOI PEUKOM, JECKOM Ha TOPU30HTE, OyphIM MHUIIIKOH HA IO-
JIsSIHE, €JI0YKOM Ha IepelHEM IIaHe, 1o kotopoil cuaut NMucye Xpucroc, a ps-
JIOM HTPAIoT JIETH, OyATO COIIEANNE cO CTpaHuI] KHmkek Ceprest Muxakosa.

Komap 1 Menamuz He IpOCTO MOMECTHIIM PEIIMIMEHTa B LICHTP KapTHHBI,
HO IIPOTPaMMHO CJIETaIM CaMyl0 KapTHHY HMPOIYKTOM MaccoBOro BKyca. WH-
crausinny KaGakoBa mpsiMo MOMEMIAIOT PEIUIMEHTA, B3UPAIOIIEro Ha TOIBKO
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YTO NOKHHYTOE COBETCKHM UYE€JIOBEKOM TPOCTPAHCTBO, KaKk OyATO OBl OCTABIICH-
HOE JUISl 3pUTENs, B CaMblii IEHTP COBETCKOro Mupa. Panune texctsr Copoku-
HA, B3pBIBABIINE KOHBEHIMH COLPEATMCTUYECKOTO MUCbMA, TAKKE OCHOBAHBI
HA BBOJIE YHUTATENsl B CaMYIO TIOBECTBOBATENILHYIO CTPYKTYpPY KakK B POJIH Iep-
COHaXka, Tak U B posu aBTopa. [IpuMepsl MOXKHO MHOXUTH. KoHIenTyanbHble
CTpaTeruy TaK WM HHaYe CBSA3aHBI HE TIPOCTO C ACTETU3AUEH pelUIUeHTa (UH-
TaTelIs, 3pUTEIs], CIYIIATeIIsl — TOCKOJIBKY TOJI0OHBIE JKEe CTPATErHHy TIPOCIICKH-
BAlOTCA U B KMHO, U B MY3bIKE), HO C IIPEBPAIIIEHUEM €TI0 B KII0YEBOM 2IeMEHT
SCTETUUECKOT0 SKCIEPUMEHTA MO JEKOHCTPYKIIMH COBETCKOTO MUChMA M IIIHpE,
COBETCKOro BooOpaxxaemoro. IToy penunueHToMm oHUMaeTcs 3/1eCh U CaM Co-
BETCKHI aBTOp, Pa3yMeeTCsl, - BUCPAIIHUIl YUTATENb, 3PUTEIIb, CIyIIATENb.

Jlerko 3aMeTHTb, OTHAKO, YTO ITHU CTPATETHH OBUIM CYry0O pEeaKTHBHBIMH.
B Hux He BBIPabOTaNOCh HUKAKUX HOBBIX MOJIENEH B3aMMOOTHOILICHUS MEXKILY
YHUTATENIEM W aBTOPOM, OHH HE OITMPAIIICh Ha HOBBIE ()OPMBI HHCTUTYTA YTCHHUSL.
OTHM U 00BACHSETCA HE NMPOCTO KPU3WC YTEHUS B COBpeMeHHOH Poccum, HO
KPHU3UC JINTEPATYPbl KaK COLMAIbHOTO MHCTUTYTA, YTO B JINTEPATypOLEHTPHY-
HOH pyCCKOH KynbType oOpasyeT Hacrosiiee 3usiHie. COunoch Ha HOBYIO KHH-
ry bopuca [lyouna Cumeonvt — Hncmumymelr — Hccenedosanus. Hoewie ouepku
coyuonoeuu Kynomypol (2013), TA€ OIUH U3 CAMBIX aBTOPHUTETHBIX POCCHHCKUX
COLIMOJIOTOB YTEHUSI3aMEYAET, YTO OCMBICIUTh IPOUCXOSIIIE IEPEMEHBI U JIeH-
CTBOBATh C MOHMMAHUEM UX 3HAYEHUsI U MEPCHEKTUB Y JKUTENIeH COBpEMEHHON
Poccun Her cerofHst HU BoiM (aBTapKus, pa3ApoOIEHHOCTD, alaThsi), HU KYyJIb-
TYPHBIX CpeJCTB. Tak 4To 00Nl KPU3UC YTEHHUS BO BCEX CIIOSIX COBPEMEHHOTO
POCCHICKOTO O0IIIECTBA — ATO KPU3HUC YMEHHUS 1 JKEeJIaHUsI 0000111aTh CBOM OIIBIT,
Jgeduut o61Iero B COLMyMe, 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX IPEICTABICHUI O TeHepau-
3UPOBAaHHOM M 3HaYMMOM J[pyrom. MIHBIMK cIO0BaMH, KPU3UC COLUAIBHOCTH H
caMOM MOJIEPHHU3ALMOHHON HIEH YENIOBEKa KaK CYIIECTBA HE TOJIBKO JIEATEIIb-
HOTO, OTBETCTBEHHOI'0 U CAMOCTOATENLHOI0, HO ¥ COTUIAPHOTO.

Wraxk, yuTarenb OKa3ajics HEeHTPAIbHOW QUTYPOH PyCCKOM TATepaTyphl XX
BEKa, MPOM /IS My Th OT TIEPCOHAXa JI0 aBTOPa M OT aBTopa 10 oOpasa aBropa. 13
Hpyroro ox npesparuics B CBoero, noka, K KOHILy COBETCKOM 3MO0XH, HE CTall
Jpyrum omsate. He ommbemcs 1oaToMy, €Ciii CKaKeM, YTO €CJIU PyCCKast JIUTe-
parypa XIX Beka Oblia JINTepaTypoii mucareseii, To B XX BeKe OHa cTaja JIuTe-
patypoil uutareneil. Uto kacaercss XXI BeKa, TO B CUTyallud KpU3Kca YTEHUs,
KOTJIa CBSI3b MEXKAY YUTATelIeM, aBTOPOM M TEKCTOM Pa3opBajiach, €CTh OMac-
HOCTB, 9YTO OH MOKET CTaTh BEKOM MOTEPH JIUTEPATYPOI CBOCH PEIEeBAHTHOCTH.
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R. Baudin: Normative Criticism and Novel Reading in mid-18th Century Russia

The Author attempts to prove that Russian classicists like Lomonosov, and especially
Sumarokov and Kheraskov, rejected the new genre of the novel in the 1750s -1760s not
only because of its thematic content (the unreasonable representation of love), but
also because of the new reading practices it introduced in Russia. Focusing on three
theoretical texts dealing with the novel, Lomonosov’s Rhetorics, Sumarokov’s Letters on
Novels and Kheraskov’s On Novel reading, the article shows that they were all concerned
with the threat that the new genre represented for reading practices developed in Rus-
sia before the 1750s according to classicist aesthetics and ethics. By programming indi-
vidual, lonely modes of reading, the novel withdrew the reader from the environment
of social control set up by classicism. By providing the reader with an independent “en-
cyclopedia” and releasing him from the obligation to master specific cultural codes,
the novel freed the reader from having to acquire specific skills and introduced the
new type of the naive and uneducated reader, opposed to the ideal reader of classicism.
The final objection of classicist critics to the new reading practices generated by the
novel was that it offered a mode of reading based on the pursuit of pleasure and lei-
sure rather than knowledge and duty: this, they feared, would promote a new kind of
asocial individual, at odds with the modern ideal of the Russian nobleman, of selfless
dedication to the building of the new Russia imagined by Peter the Great.

L. Rossi: Books and Reading in the Autobiographical Prose of Eighteenth and Nineteenth
Centuries Russian Writers: a Tentative Analysis

The aim of the essay is to define the role of reading in the narratives about childhood
of a number of famous and less famous Russian writers. Recurring topics, such as
“the first book,” the possibility of cultural succession, the beginning of a vocation
are dealt with in some detail. This paper also highlights the peculiarities of the Rus-
sian reading culture, as compared to those of Western European culture. Special
attention is dedicated to the identification of the cited books, editions and sources
of translations.
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A. Reitblat: Handwritten Literature in Nineteenth-Century Russia: its Social-Cultural
Functions and Readership

Inthe18"and 19" centuries, handwritten literature in Russia was an importantelement
of social communication. The spread of printed matter in Russia followed an unusu-
al pattern. It was first introduced by the government and remained its monopoly for a
long time. Yet, when private printing houses and publishers appeared, the government
brought all printed material under its tight control by applying censorship. This is why
printed texts were perceived as something official, which implemented state values,
whereas handwritten texts were marked as the creation of private individuals, groups or
sometimes even anti-government elements, but never as works endorsed by the state.
The following major types of handwritten literature are described in the essay: po-
litical, theological, pornographic and erotic, as well as pasquinades; albums; diaries;
handwritten periodicals; unpublished literary texts; Old Believers’ writings; rewritten
printed texts.

D. Rebecchini: Reading with Maps, Prints and Commonplace Books, or How the Poet
V.A. Zhukovsky Taught Alexander II to Read Russia (1825-1838)

This paper deals with how the poet Vasilii Zhukovsky taught the future tsar Alex-
ander II to read, analysing the main didactic tools that he employed in educating
the heir to the Russian throne (1825-1838). In particular, the focus is on the different
supports used by the tutor during their readings, to clarify and help fix the content
of the texts they read in the pupil’s memory. Zhukovsky had indeed selected three
different tools that could help him in his task: 1) iconographic material (maps, city
and building maps, prints); 2) two different types of commonplace books; 3) mne-
monic tables designed to help the reader to recall the context of the texts read. Each
of these tools could shape the dynamic reality of a text, emphasising some of its
aspects, conferring a particular sense to it and thus obtaining a precise effect on the
reader. By investigating the memory aids he used to help the reader fix texts in his
mind and the intellectual processes behind them, this paper identifies some of the
reading methods that the poet elected for his pupil. Contrarily to what critics main-
tain, Zhukovsky tried to use with his pupil some historicising reading methods that
could favour contextualisation, instead of privileging romantic and mythopoeic read-
ings. The poet taught the heir to read using a comparative and contrastive scientific
method, rather than educating him to seeing history in a romantic and nationalistic
way. Thus, Zhukovsky contributed to developing, in the future tsar, an interpretative
habit that proved relevant later on in the sovereign’s political activity.

A. Lounsbery: How Not to Read: Belinsky on Literary Provincialism
This essay analyzes how Vissarion Belinsky, along with other 19"-century Rus-
sian critics and writers, viewed what was taken to be the problem of “provinciality”
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(provintsial'nost’) in their literary tradition, and how Belinsky proposed to solve this
problem by cultivating a certain kind of discernment. Belinsky believed that Rus-
sian readers and writers urgently needed to overcome provinciality in order to as-
cend to “universality” (which was essentially equated with Europeanness). The way
to do this, he argued, was through the careful and systematic practice of aesthetic
comparison, a path that offered Russian literature its only hope of escaping the
incoherence and distortion resulting from its own provincial origins.

E.M. Bojanowska: Writing the Russian Reader into the Text: Gogol, Turgenev, and their
Audiences

The article argues for a generative role of reading in the writing of some of Rus-
sia’s famous classics. Drawing upon Gogol’s and Turgenev’s interactions with
readers, it analyzes specific textual operations — revisions, additions, or deletions
— which authors made to existing texts, or to those in progress, in response to
readers’ reactions. Transcending the roles granted to readers in the theoretical
paradigms of reception history, book history, and the history of reading, Russian
readers influenced the course of Russian literature not merely from birth, but
from inception. Texts were burned and altered in response to, or in anticipation
of, their reactions. As such, the Russian reader should be seen as part of textual-
ity, not its aftermath.

R. Feuer Miller: Dostoevsky’s Poor People: Reading as if for Life

From the first of Dostoevsky’s fictions, Poor People (1846) to his last, The Brothers
Karamazov (1880), acts of reading and misreading have functioned as primary
vehicles for characters’ efforts to both understand and, whether deliberately or
inadvertently, to misrepresent themselves and others. Poor People, a short novel
in the already outdated epistolary form re-emerges in our present era of email,
twitter and other social media as a starkly modern work in which the two primary
characters, near neighbors, literally read each other in preference to being in
each other’s company. The virtual clashes with and endeavors to supersede the
actual. Is Poor People an account of the relationship between a meek character or
a would-be petty tyrant and a helpless young woman or a resourceful, pragmatic
one? Or is the basic unit of personality a protean one? Poor People provokes fun-
damental questions and contradictory responses in its readers in the same way as
do Dostoevsky’s other important works. Dostoevsky has long been recognized as
a master of doubling, whether through narrative devices, plot motifs or through
representation of character. Those that occur in Poor People put forth a unique
quartet of doublings and interactions between the virtual and the real that, far
from seeming outdated as they did several decades ago, now seem unusually
fresh and relevant.
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R. Vassena: Public Literary Readings in the Era of the Great Reforms as an Example of
(Un)successful Communication

The Author investigates the phenomenon of public literary readings in St. Petersburg
in the early 1860s. Special attention is paid to the “communicative short circuit” that
public readings elicited, and that has to be seen in the light of the birth, in Alexander
I’s Russia, of a “public sphere.” The beginning of the reforms generated, throughout
the Russian society, a strong wave of communicative enthusiasm, which soon started
eluding the control of a government that had somehow favored it. Within the specific
context of the early 1860s, texts that would otherwise have been innocuous, when
read publicly, got charged with ideological potential, favoring mass suggestion. The
collective nature of this type of performance galvanized the minds of people who
were already strongly excited by the deep political and social transformations taking
place in that period. The altered emotional state of the public greatly affected its re-
ception of the works being read, transforming them from aesthetically and culturally
relevant, yet inoffensive, texts into politically charged texts. The appendix contains a
list of public literary readings and literary spectacles held in St. Petersburg between
1860 and 1862.

W.M. Todd I1I: V.N. Golitsyn Reads Anna Karenina: How One of Karenin’s Colleagues
Responded to the Novel

While almost all 19® Russian novels were serialized in “thick journals,” we have al-
most no examples of readers responding to a novel’s installments as they appeared.
A unique exception for Anna Karenina is provided by the diary of Prince V.M. Golit-
syn (1847-32), which records his reactions to eight of the novel’s thirteen installments
in The Russian Herald (Russkii vestnik) between 1875 and 1877. The Author essays
a qualitative analysis of the contexts (Russian and French literature, the moral life
of the Russian nobility) and the categories (elegance, decorum, morality, character
development) that frame Golitsyn’s reading. Golitsyn’s sense of the literary field re-
sembles that presented in Pierre Bourdieu’s Rules of Art, which is not surprising,
because Golitsyn received his literary education abroad, in France. Golitsyn places
Tolstoy among the Avant-garde populated by Zola and other unconsecrated realists,
and he condemns Tolstoy for his “disgusting realism,” to which he prefers the more
decorous, morally instructive fiction of Octave Feuillet. Golitsyn, who tends to read
the installments in isolation from each other, gives valuable insight into contempo-
rary taste and reading habits.

J. Brooks: The Young Chekhov: Reader and Writer of Popular Realism

The young Chekhov wrote popular fiction for cheap magazines and newspapers,
and he also parodied successful genres such as the criminal novel. He was a vora-
cious reader, who did not ignore the bestsellers of his day. The topics explored in this
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essay include the young Chekhov’s use of the techniques of the feuilleton novel and
his efforts to sell his works in the highly competitive marketplace for genre fiction
and humor. The essay also concerns Chekhov’s early evocation of some of the great
themes of Russian culture, including the mythologies of freedom, violent rebellion,
order, and authority. Lastly, the essay explores Chekhov’s early focus on beauty and
art in the rapidly changing society in which he lived.

O. Lekmanov: Notes on the Dialogue with the Readers in the Russian Magazines of the
19005-19108

This paper intends to show and discuss how early 20"-century Russian magazines
communicated with their readerships. In order to study this issue, three magazines
were chosen, directed at three very different types of audience: the modernist and
elitist Novyi Put’, the children’s magazine Tropinka and the mass publication Sinii
Zhurnal. As a result of the investigation, Novyi Put’ appeared to have a didascalic
— at times even aggressive — attitude towards its readers. Tropinka tried to avoid e-
stablishing a real dialogue with its public. Sinii Zhurnal tended to widen as much as
possible — and at any cost — contact with its readership.

J. Stone: Making the Symbolist Book / Fashioning the Symbolist Reader: the Case of Alek-
sandr Dobroliubov’s Collected Verses

The study of book history in the modernist era offers a direct glimpse into the
conflicts at the heart of the new art. By affording attention to turn-of-the-century
material culture and the recontextualization of the market forces that impacted
modernism’s institutionalization and scripted its interaction with the public, this
article affirms the centrality of the making the physical book itself as a component
of understanding Russian Symbolism and its readership. An examination of the
first book of Russian poetry issued by the Symbolist publishing house Skorpion
reveals the intricacies of Russian modernism’s attempts to fashion its readers
through the production of its tangible products. Aleksandr Dobroliubov’s Col-
lected Verses, as shaped by Valerii Briusov, represents many of the key shifts in
both aesthetic and material terms that were undertaken by the Symbolists.

E. Dobrenko: Russian Literature between Readers and Writers: from Socialist Realism
to Sots-Art

The reader turned to be the central figure of Russian literature of the Twentieth
century, having risen from the character to the author and from the author to the
author’s image. This paper focuses on the transformation of the reader into the liter-
ary character in 1920s ‘skaz’ (with an emphases on Zoshchenko and Platonov); then
into the author in Socialist Realism and finally, into the image of the Author in Sots-
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art. If Russian literature of the Nineteenth century was a literature of writers, in the
Twentieth century it became a literature of readers. As for the Twenty-first century,
in a crisis situation of the reading when the connection between the reader and the
author of the text was torn, there is a danger that it may be a century of literature
losing its relevance.
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