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Short Abstract

This thesis analyses the function of the provincial town in the novels of Fyodor
Dostoevsky (1821-1881) and George Eliot (1819-1880). It demonstrates that the
small town, far from being a neutral backdrop to their narratives, functions as a
sociological space in which to appropriate or challenge the discourses of modernity
with which Dostoevsky and Eliot were explicitly preoccupied.

The first chapter examines how their provincial communities negotiate biblical
narrative in a world in which, thanks to nineteenth-century attempts to historicise the
Bible, an acceptance of the Bible’s authoritative status is no longer a given. The
instability of language itself is then interrogated in my second chapter, which shows
that the transition from denotative, referential meaning to connotative, abstract forms
causes ethical and narrative tension within the world of the novel, and which explores
the aesthetics and ethics of gossip in the provincial town and novel. The third chapter
details what becomes of the nineteenth-century discourse of heroism when characters
seek to enact it in a provincial setting, showing that the environment of the provincial
town proves hostile to heroic ambition, whilst the fourth argues that the provincial
application of professional discourse (particularly that of medicine and the law) is
critiqued and perfected by these authors.

Through the analysis of this discourse, it is shown that Eliot and Dostoevsky’s
treatment of provincialism is ambivalent. As urban intellectuals who did not consent
to inhabit the provincial milieu they depict, they in many respects censure the world
they describe. However, this censure is not absolute, and through their chosen setting,
as well as their chosen genre of the novel, they provide ethical instruction for their
readers, then and now. Ethics, for them, are best tested in community, and explored
in narrative.
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Long Abstract

This thesis comprises a study of provincial communities in the novels of Fyodor
Dostoevsky and George Eliot. It suggests that the provincial town, at once connected
to and distant from the metropolis, functions as a laboratory for the playing-out of
ethical questions whose importance and ramifications they had initially situated in the
Russian capitals (Dostoevsky) and the English countryside (Eliot). Long regarded as
pinnacle representatives of their respective traditions, Dostoevsky and Eliot turned to
the genre of the novel to confront these questions, taking upon themselves the mantle
of ethical instruction in landscapes of transition. This thesis examines how
Dostoevsky and Eliot approach and utilise the changing discourse of modernity,
showing how they exploit the provincial novel as a vehicle in which to confront or
appropriate the fluid theological, linguistic, literary, and professional discourse of
their time.

In the introduction, I situate Eliot and Dostoevsky in a wider tradition of
novelists for whom the province functions as a sociological, rather than geographical,
space. Rather than attempting to justify my comparison with recourse to (potentially
jargonistic) explications of comparative literary theory, I demonstrate that, despite
their different literary traditions, the pedigree of the provincial novel in both England
and Russia provides a productive lens through which to view the works of both
authors. Drawing on studies by Franco Moretti, Josephine McDonagh, lan Duncan,
Anne Lounsbery, Mikhail Epstein, and others, 1 posit that the conception of the
province as a middle-ground between metropolis and countryside (or, conceptually,
between what the sociologist Ferdinand Ténnies famously called the Gesellschaft and
Gemeinschaft) continues to obtain in Dostoevsky and Eliot’s work, whilst suggesting
that the ethical value they ascribe to provincialism is not uniformly negative. I also
argue that the unremarkable, quotidian nature of provincial life finds fitting linguistic
expression in the vernacular of the novel.

Chapter 1, “Treasure in Jars of Clay: The Appropriation of Biblical Discourse
in the Provincial Town”, argues that Dostoevsky and Eliot were influenced by the
Bible’s historical, realistic, quotidian chronotope, as well as by the way Bible writers
utilised narrative as a didactic tool. Scholars of biblical history in the nineteenth-
century had shown that the theological message of the Bible could only be understood
once readers had got to grips with the historical context in which it was conceived,
written, and redacted. In the case of the New Testament, this context was, of course,
itself provincial, with the incarnation of the Son of God occurring in the Judean
backwater of the Roman Empire. For many nineteenth-century theologians, the
universal significance of Jesus’ teaching and works could be distilled only from a
familiarity with the thoroughly earthly reality he inhabited. In arguing this, I view the
Bible as a prototype of, or code for, the realist novel, which seeks to elucidate social,
universal, or metaphysical truth through exemplary, but individualised, characters in a
decidedly prosaic, even provincial, milieu. I then show how Dostoevsky and Eliot
emplot biblical narratives in their own fiction, with a special emphasis on their
rewritings of the Parable of the Good Samaritan, to explore the issue of moral
distance and the limits of Christian charity. The provincial town, I argue, serves as a
community in which the elasticity of sympathy can be both stretched and contracted,
as the imperative to love one’s neighbour is complicated by the presence not only of
family members (as in a primal Gemeinschaft), but by strangers too.



Chapter 2, “The Talk of the Town: Language and its (Ab)uses in the
Provinces”, turns to discourse—or language—itself, and shows that the transition
from discourse that is denotative and referential to that which is connotative and
abstract impels plot in the provincial novel. I show that the ability to manipulate
language, to avail oneself of its manifold and potential meanings, is a skill that tends
to give characters the upper hand over those provincials who are unable to transcend
the fixed relations of signs and their signifieds. The provincial town forces (or
enables) characters of varying degrees of linguistic dexterity to come face to face, and
the heteroglossia that such a collision engenders precipitates both tragedy and chaos.
In addition, I discuss the function of analogy and gossip in the provincial town and
provincial novel, arguing that Dostoevsky and Eliot treat sceptically any discourse
that seeks to strait-jacket an autonomous individual by means of a script that has not
been sanctioned by (in Dostoevsky’s case) the character themselves or (in Eliot’s) the
narrator’s more nuanced evaluation of a character’s mind and behaviour. My
readings here draw on the work of Mikhail Bakhtin, as I attempt to apply his distrust
of monologic authorship to gossiping communities. However, I also point to some of
the ways in which Dostoevsky and Eliot attempt, in their own artistic practice, to
redeem this much-maligned form of discourse.

Chapter 3, “The Heroic Surplus: Is Greatness Possible in the Chronotope of
the Provincial Town”, asks how provincialism affects heroic aspiration. The models
of heroism that Dostoevsky and Eliot inherited, I suggest, tended to extol larger-than-
life figures who, through military exploits or adventures on the border of empire,
inspired admiration or worship. Consonant with the realist novel’s rejection of both
epic and Romantic heroes, Dostoevsky and Eliot depict a world of fragmentation, a
world that can no longer accommodate heroic ambition. Their provincial settings
comprise an arena in which greatness cannot be realised: the province is too far
removed from the world-historical stage, it seems, too full of petty rivalries, to enable
the hero to flourish. Whilst the thrust of most criticism on both writers is to recast
this deficiency as a virtue (with the meanness of world-historical opportunity being
amply assuaged by opportunities for small acts of prosaic, diffusive kindness), I argue
that, on the contrary, both Dostoevsky and Eliot treat with regret the inability of their
protagonists to realise their heroic aspirations. In so doing, I maintain that, far from
throwing their lot in with the limitations of the novel as a genre (i.e. Lukacs’s genre of
splintered modernity), they maintain a desire to transcend the limits of the novel’s
mundane presentness. By rescuing their characters from the provincial environments
in which they have been unable to realise their heroic feats, and by destining them for
future action elsewhere, the “here-now” chronotope of the provincial novel is rejected
in favour of a “there-then” chronotope which, by definition, cannot be explicated in
the form of the novel (and as such, their novels must end with the exile of their
protagonists). Although I do not seek to overturn entirely readings of their novels that
emphasise the importance of prosaic goodness, I do suggest that most critics overlook
both writers’ deeply ambivalent approach to heroism, and that this ambivalence is
foregrounded in provincial communities that seek, in contrast to the authors, to stifle
heroism in its political, philanthropic, and religious guises.

Chapter 4, “The Professions in the Provinces: The Appropriation and
Perfection of Medical and Legal Discourse in the Provincial Town”, argues that
Dostoevsky and Eliot position themselves in opposition to the provincial practice of
medicine and the law as they saw it. Both were extremely well-versed in
developments in medicine and law across the continent, and they use their knowledge
to expose the deficiencies of provincial practitioners who were for various reasons



unable to educate themselves similarly. This opposition, however, is not absolute, as
both writers identify redeeming features of provincial professionalism—particularly
its emphasis on interpersonal relationships—which, if they do not entirely excuse
questionable professional practice, at least indicate ways in which professional
discourse might be improved upon. It is not only within the communities of the novel
that Eliot and Dostoevsky seek to dramatise the fluctuations of medical and legal
discourse; in terms of their narrative composition, they also seek appropriate
professional techniques—such as, in the medical sphere, that of vivisection, and, in
the legal sphere, that of advocacy—to claim a place for the writer as a professional
extraordinaire. The novelists’ ability to manipulate medical and legal discourse is
employed in the service of provincials who are decidedly without such ability; these
metropolitan writers do not stand by and allow their characters to suffer under the
weight of their provincial limitations.

In the conclusion, I briefly suggest some potential avenues for further research
that might arise, more or less organically, from this thesis.

Both Dostoevsky and Eliot treat their settings (the provincial town) and
medium (the novel) with some degree of ambivalence. Nevertheless, the fact that
they elected for both suggests that an exploration of the ethical dilemmas of
modernity is, if not impossible outside the confines of the provincial novel, at least
given greater potency within them.
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A Note on Transliteration, Quotation, and References

In this thesis, the names of all well-known Russian authors are spelled as they appear
in Victor Terras’s Handbook of Russian Literature." For less well-known authors,
contemporary critics, and the characters of Russian fiction, I use the Library of

Congress system of transliteration, with the following modifications:

é yo

b omitted
3 omitted
LY yu

s ya

13171 y

15078 y

ot oy

en ey

an ay
[TéTp Peter

In all bibliographic references, I use the Library of Congress system without
exception. Thus, in my main body I have “Tatyana” or “Kovalevskaya” or
“Tolstoy”, whereas in the references I have “Tat’iana” or “Kovalevskaia” or
“Tolsto1”. If this risks inconsistency, it at least minimises the number of eyesores

such as “Gogol’’s” or “Gertsen”.

Quotations from the works of Dostoevsky or George Eliot are taken from the editions
given in the bibliography. Their citation in the text is given in square brackets. In
Dostoevsky’s case, the number in square brackets refers first to the volume, and then
to the page, of the Polnoe sobranie sochinenii in which the quotation appears. In
George Eliot’s case, the title of the book is abbreviated and followed by the page
number from which the quotation is drawn. For example [12, 15] indicates the

volume 12, page 15 of the Pss. A notation of [29.1, 15] indicates volume 29, part 1,

' Handbook of Russian Literature, ed. by Victor Terras (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985).



page 15 of the Pss. [MF, 261] refers to page 261 of The Mill on the Floss in the

edition listed in the bibliography.

References are given with full bibliographic information in their first citation within a
chapter, and are afterwards abbreviated. @ Where the source is referenced in

subsequent chapters, its full details are reproduced in the first instance.



Introduction

Nikolai Gogol and Nathaniel Hawthorne knew
nothing of each other. They were contemporaries,
but they probably never heard each other’s names,
and they certainly never read each other’s work;
each thought very little, if at all, about cultural
developments in the other’s far-off empire. None
of this 1is surprising, since in Gogol’s and
Hawthorne’s life-times, the Russian and American
literary establishments had little contact or
knowledge of each other. What is very surprising
are the similarities between these two writers,
similarities so strong as to be almost uncanny,
both in the ideas that preoccupied them and the
trajectory of their careers. This study is focused
on the significant and unexpected fact that at a
particular historical moment, perhaps the two most
important writers in two radically disparate
societies—disparate in their political systems,
class  structures, economies,  geographies,
ideologies—shared so many preoccupations.
These similarities must be explained not as a result
of influence, but as the result of certain parallels in
their historical situations.'

At the risk of conjuring an image that the reader will later have to repress, Fyodor
Dostoevsky (1821-1881) and George Eliot (1819-1880) are not obvious bedfellows.
That there exists no published monograph comparing the works of these two writers

may be attributed to critics’ inability to discover any ways in which the one might

have influenced the other,2 or to the fact that the affinities between them have been

' Anne Lounsbery, Thin Culture, High Art: Gogol, Hawthorne, and Authorship in Nineteenth-Century
Russia and America (Harvard: Harvard University Press, 2007), p. 1.

20On Eliot’s reception in Russia, see, for example, Ol’ga Demidova, ‘Charlotte Bronté, Elizabeth
Gaskell, and George Eliot in Russian: A Bibliography (1849-1989)°, Oxford Slavonic Papers, 29
(1996), 44-60; Boris M. Proskurin, ‘The Reception of George Eliot in Russia: The Start that
Determined the Paradigm’, in The Reception of George Eliot in Russia, ed. by Elinor Schaffer and
Catherine Brown (London: Bloomsbury, 2016), pp. 262-74; Julie Buckler, ‘Victorian Literature and
Russian Culture: Translation, Reception, Influence, Affinity’, in The Oxford Handbook of the Victorian
Novel (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), pp. 206-226. Dostoevsky’s English reception is the
subject of Lucia Acillo’s After Reception Theory: Fedor Dostoevskii in Britain, 1869-1935 (Oxford:
Legenda, 2013). To cut a long story short, it would have been impossible for Eliot to have read
Dostoevsky in English since his work was not translated until after her death (although his name did
appear in the English press as early as 1869). We have no evidence that Eliot had even heard of her



overshadowed by more ostentatious dissimilarities. Eliot’s meliorism based on a
belief system that might now be characterised as secular and humanistic; her deep
respect for European civilization and the philosophies that gave it birth; her measured
and benevolent narrative style that guides the reader through the prosaic world of
sedate conflicts; her ability to psychologise the lives of her characters; her deep
respect for Jewish culture: these aspects of her life and work seem to foreclose a
sustained comparative study with her Russian contemporary, who impressed upon his
readers the necessity of Christianity (at times prosaic, at times apocalyptic) as a
means by which the world might be transformed; who railed against the soulless
capitalism that had taken root in Europe in part because of philosophies he considered
spurious; whose narrators spin their tales at a breakneck speed appropriate to the
erratic twists of the plot they convey, who refuses to enter into the inner
consciousness of his characters; who preached a vitriolic brand of anti-Semitism that
remains a stain on his reputation.

By admitting the absence of any reciprocal influence, but by seeking to show
that there are indeed affinities between the two writers, this thesis suggests that the
lacuna of comparative scholarship on Eliot and Dostoevsky is indefensible—and, I
hope, goes some way to redress the deficit. Clearly, the affinities between the two
writers are also many: both were essayists and journalists who were subsequently
celebrated for their contribution to the genre of the novel; both were, after a fashion,

believers in the idea of the nation state; both were well read in European literature;

Russian contemporary (although her personal acquaintance with Turgenev might allow for conjecture
on this front). Eliot was translated into Russian, and her works were published and reviewed in several
journals, including The Contemporary, The Cause and Notes of the Fatherland. Liza Knapp has
argued that, due to Eliot’s popularity in Russia, it is ‘reasonable to presume that he [Dostoevsky] knew
Eliot’s work’, and she posits a potential “borrowing” of an Eliot plot-line by Dostoevsky. See her
‘Darwin’s Plots, Malthus’s Mighty Feast, Lamennais’s Motherless Fledglings, and Dostoevsky’s Lost
Sheep’, in Dostoevsky beyond Dostoevsky: Science, Religion, Philosophy, ed. by Svetlana Evdokimova
and Vladimir Golstein (Brighton, MA: Academic Studies Press, 2016), pp. 63-81. Here, p. 70.
Nothing in this thesis rests on an ability to prove that the author of The Brothers Karamazov had read
Middlemarch.



both were, in short, the subject of any number of claims that could be made about a
host of nineteenth-century novelists. This thesis alights on what I hope to show are
two especially productive and complementary affinities between the two writers: their
novelistic representation of provincial communities as they confront the forces of
modernity, and their use of the novel as a vehicle of ethical instruction. The
representation of provincial community is not a random similarity that could be
substituted to the same effect by any other. Rather, I argue that in their works the
provincial town functions as an arena in which Eliot and Dostoevsky can bring into
sharp relief a number of common concerns. In the absence of an intuitive belief in
God that both writers felt keenly in the second half of the nineteenth century, Eliot
and Dostoevsky took upon themselves the task of ethical instruction, teaching their
readers how to navigate the changing waters of the modern world. The provincial
town—often, although not always, catching up with developments in the capitals—
foregrounds the struggle to accommodate modern ideas and discourses as they
impinge upon the lives of various classes of society, and, through the representation

of this struggle, Eliot and Dostoevsky are able to point to its potential resolutions.

Provincial Communities: Magnum in Parvo

The writer of Eliot’s obituary in The Athenaeum applauded the author’s representation
of provincial life:

Her father was a land surveyor, and she thus came into contact with all
classes of provincial society, so that her pictures are far more complete
than either Dickens’s or Thackeray’s accounts of London life. Both
George Eliot and George Sand had learned that provincial life is more
intense, if more monotonous and simple, than the busy life of towns.
Amid the turmoil of cities, existence passes through a series of shallows,



as it were; whereas in the country the emotions are collected into one deep
pool, which pours forth tumultuously if once disturbed.?

Whether or not one agrees with the obituary writer in his (or her) extolling of George
Eliot at the expense of her male contemporaries, he or she has articulated the value
that Eliot herself ascribed to provincial life. In The Mill on the Floss, the narrator
comments on the way in which the provincial town accommodates universal—
‘complete’ as the obituary has it—experience: ‘The suffering, whether of martyr or
victim, which belongs to every historical advance of mankind, is represented [...] in
every town, and by hundreds of obscure hearths’ [MF, 273]. Eliot’s novels serve to
ground the generalised ‘historical advance of mankind’ in a particular milieu—one
that, far from being isolated from the life of the nation, crystallises national identity
and international forces. As the novel’s narrator puts it, the ‘small pulse’ of the town
of St Ogg’s is linked ‘with the beatings of the world’s mighty heart’ [MM, 272].

The claim Eliot makes—that the historical advance of mankind is best
comprehended by examining the obscure hearths of the trading town of St Ogg’s—
finds echo in Dostoevsky’s statements about provincialism. Rather than locating the
essence of Russia in its capitals, Dostoevsky asks rhetorically whether the whole of
Russian flowed into the capitals (‘ne Bcst i Poccus [...] mpuTekana ¥ TONMMIACH B
[TerepOypre m Mockse’), and held that their renewal depended on the ‘cBexwmii
MPUTOK HOBBIX CHUJI W3 oOmactel cBomx u okpawH’. Those regions themselves
experienced exactly the same challenges as those of Moscow and St Petersburg
(‘3amaum OblTM coBceMm omHu M Te ke’) [23, 6]. The spirit of the nation, for
Dostoevsky, was at least as discernable in the provinces as in the city: ‘sezde no sceti
Poccuu 6 kasxcoom mecme Ovina 6cs Poccusi. O, MBI TIOHEMaeM, 9TO KaXKIBIH YTOJ

Poccun moxer u JOJDKEH UMETHh CBOM MECTHBIC OCOOEHHOCTH M IIOJIHOE mpaBo HX

3 [Anon.], ‘George Eliot’, The Athenaeum, 2775 (Jan 1, 1881), 20-21. Here, p. 20.



pasBuBaTb; HO TAaKOBBI JIM OJOTHU OCO6€HHOCTI/I, 9TOOBI TPO3UTH JYXOBHBIM
pasvenunennem?’ [23, 7]. The question is rhetorical, but essentially answered in the
negative, with Dostoevsky at once and contradictorily declaring Moscow to be the
centre of Russia, before stating that he does not mean “Moscow” as a historical place,
but as a metonym for Russia as a whole—a metonym that might just as easily be
signified by the towns of Kazan or Astrakhan.” Thus for Dostoevsky, the national and
universal significance of the Nechaev affair could best be explored in the nameless
provincial town of The Devils, despite the fact that the historical event upon which the
novel is based occurred in the ancient capital.

In recent years, literary critics have articulated the ways in which the
provincial novel creates communities that function as microcosms of the nation. John
Plotz, for example, has noted that while Victorian writers sought to emphasise the
individual characters of the towns they depicted (Middlemarch is qualitatively
different from Brassing, for example), this difference is ‘never presented as an
impediment to the act of metonymy’ whereby the particular provincial setting can
‘[stand] in for English country living as a whole’.> Elsewhere, he writes that ‘at the
heart of the provincial novel [...] lies not a triumph of the local over the cosmopolitan
(Little-Englandism), but a fascinating version of magnum in parvo, whereby
provincial life is desirable for its capacity to locate its inhabitants at once in a trivial
(but chartable) Nowheresville and in a wuniversal (but strangely ephemeral)

everywhere’.® Similarly, Josephine McDonagh comments that ‘the provincial novel

* For a historical account of nineteenth-century debates around where Russia proper “ends”, see Leonid
Gorizontov, ‘The “Great Circle” of Interior Russia: Representations of the Imperial Center in the
Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries’, in Russian Empire: Space, People, Power, 1700-1930, ed.
by Jane Burbank et al (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2007), pp. 67-93.

> John Plotz, Portable Property: Victorian Culture on the Move (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2008), p. 75.

® John Plotz, ‘The Semi-Detached Provincial Novel’, Victorian Studies, 53.3 (2011), 405-16. Here, p.
407.



[...] tends to view the province less as an outpost than as a miniaturized version of the
nation’.’

The weight of national representation that the provincial novel is made to bear
is, it is worth pointing out, by no means axiomatic of the genre of the novel as such.
Indeed, earlier instantiations of the medium eschewed the generalising imperative that
allows the communities of the provincial novel to stand for and create the nation
state.® Prior to the 1850s, for example, another sub-genre of novel, namely the
regional novel, was devoted to the representation of distinct local communities that
were remarkable for the ways in which they resisted the centripetal pull of nation-
building. The regional novel, much influenced by the historical topography of Walter
Scott, tended to be set on the outskirts of the map of the British Isles, and paid
considerable attention to the local colour, dialogue, folklore, traditions, and landscape
of a particular region.” It is a novel of the border, of communities who take pride in
their idiosyncratic identity, in their historical geography. None of this is true of the
provincial novel. Instead of insisting on its difference from the nation at large,
provincial life as depicted by Eliot, Elizabeth Gaskell and others ‘assumes the burden
of national representation’ (to quote Ian Duncan),'” and its coordinates are archetypal
(some distance from London) rather than geographically measurable.'' Moreover,
whereas the geography of the regional novel is positive, the space of the provincial

novel tends to be defined negatively: it is not the capital. It is not particularly

7 Josephine McDonagh, ‘Place, Region, and Migration’, in The Nineteenth-Century Novel, 1820-1880,
ed. by John Kucich and Jenny Bourne Taylor (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), pp. 361-76.
Here, p. 370.

¥ Benedict Anderson has argued that the novel functioned as a vehicle of nation-building. By creating
imagined, but relatable, communities, the novel unites a vast and disparate population that is able to
recognise the “reality” depicted as an embodiment of national identity. See his Imagined
Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (London: Verso, 2006), especially
pp. 24-26.

? See McDonagh, ‘Place, Region, and Migration’, passim.

' Jan Duncan, ‘The Provincial or Regional Novel’, in 4 Companion to the Victorian Novel, ed. by
Patrick Brantlinger and William B. Thesing (Oxford: Blackwell, 2002), pp. 318-35. Here, p. 323.

' See ibid., p. 329.



important where Middlemarch or Treby Magna are; what matters is that they are
located centrally, connected to, but at a distance from, the capital. The invented
names that these provincial towns possess—Middlemarch, Cranford, Barchester—
underscore the disavowal of historical geography.'> Concerning this phenomenon,
Franco Moretti’s distinction between mappable and diagrammable space is useful:
‘like the provinciae of antiquity, subject to Rome but denied full citizenship, the
provinces are “negative” entities, defined by what is not there; which also explains
[...] why one cannot map provincial novels—you cannot map what is not there’."> If
not mappable, the provinces are, however, diagrammable, as they can be placed on
abstract coordinates, somewhere between city and country.

Whether or not it is fair to adopt the terminology of the “regional novel” in
terms of Russian literary history is not something that need concern us here. What is
apparent in novels with a provincial setting, however, is that space is essentially
unreal (that is, unmappable). It is impossible to locate on a map of Russia Gogol’s N.
(Dead Souls), Goncharov’s Oblomovka (Oblomov), Dostoevsky’s Skotoprigonevsk
(The Brothers Karamazov), Turgenev’s O. (A Nest of Gentry), or Saltykov-
Shchedrin’s Glupov (The History of a Town).'* This spatial unreality stands in
contrast to the readily identifiable space of previous texts: Lermontov’s Caucasus or
Gogol’s Ukraine are, essentially, mappable evocations of a vivid landscape that was
experienced first-hand by the author. We always know where Pechorin is, which

mountain pass he is traversing, which people group he encounters.

12 See ibid., p. 322.

' Franco Moretti, Graphs, Maps, Trees: Abstract Models for a Literary History (London: Verso,
2005), p. 53.

'* Extensive research on this geographical unreality has been carried out by Anne Lounsbery over the
course of several articles. These include: “No, this is not the provinces: Provincialism, Authenticity,
and Russianness in Gogol’s Day’, The Russian Review, 64.2 (2005), 259-80; ‘Dostoevskii’s
Geography: Centers, Peripheries, and Networks in Demons’, Slavic Review, 66.2 (2007), 211-29; ‘The
World on the Back of a Fish: Mobility, Immobility, and Economics in Oblomov’, The Russian Review,
70.1 (2011), 43-64.



The symbolic significance of these places (Ukraine, the Caucasus) is, of
course, very different, but it is worth emphasising that by the “provinces” we do not
mean simply “that which was not the capital”. The Caucasus, for example, has an
element of exoticism that would be utterly foreign to “provincial life”, a term with
connotations of boredom, backwardness, and prosaic domesticity.  Similarly,
Siberia—another non-metropolitan but non-provincial space—is often presented as
adventure space, as the destination of robbers, adventurers and exiles. Peter, as he
expanded his empire across the Urals, did use the designation “Province” as an
administrative term to describe Siberia, but this designation did not overlay a reality
that could be called “provincial”."” In the nineteenth century, when Goncharov was
returning on land from his abortive round-the-world journey on the Frigate Pallada, he
traversed the Siberian landmass, and found it quite without the sleepy lethargy that he
had depicted in provincial Oblomovka. He writes of Yakutsk residents, for example,
‘qT0 KM3Hb WX HE HENOJBIW)XKHAS, HE COHHAS, YTO OHA HUCKOAbKO He NOX0HCad Hd
00bIKHOBEHHYIO NPOBUHYUAILHYIO JHCU3HL, YTO B CyMME 3JICIIHEH JeSTeTbHOCTH
TaUTCsl Macca IOJIBUIOB, O KOTOPHIX T'POMKO KpHUYaJId U TMeyaTaid Obl B JAPYTUX
mecrax.”. '

In Russian literature the province is best conceived as a kind of conceptual

middle-space between the exotic/adventure space of the Russian empire, and the

urban space of the capitals.'"” As Lounsbery notes, ‘it began to serve less as a

'> On the symbolic significance of Siberia, see Emma Widdis, ‘Russia as Space’, in National Identity in
Russian Culture: An Introduction, ed. by Simon Franklin and Emma Widdis (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003), pp. 30-49, especially p. 36.

1 A. Goncharov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 20 vols, II: Fregat “Pallada”, ed. by V. A. Tunimanov
(St Petersburg: Nauka, 1997), pp. 685-86. My italics.

' On ways in which the word “provintsiia” ceased to function as an administrative unit and served to
denote this conceptual space, see Evgeniia Kirichenko and Elena Shcheboleva, Russkaia provintsiia
(Moscow: Nash dom, 1997), especially p. 46. The authors note that it was during the reign of Nicholas
I that ‘BO3HUKIIO TOHATHE MPOBUHIIMK KaK aHTUIIOAA CTONUIBI (p. 49).



geographic designation than as a qualitative judgement’.'® It is certainly not

synonymous with “rural” space, since provincials have a level of consciousness that
enables them to know that they are provincials, whereas rustics usually do not: the
provinces in Russian literature tend to mimic the capital, following its fashions, its
language, its aspirations, being characterised by inauthenticity and mimicry that is
derived from a slavish attempt to follow urban models—something it would never
occur to a rural peasant to do."”” Thus Anne Lounsbery suggests that when writers use
the words provintsial’nyi or gubernskii they are typically evoking small cities and
towns, >’ arenas where consciousness, learning and knowledge of the world is
advanced enough to be aware of their deficiencies in respect of the capitals.
Provincialism in Russian literature functions as a sociological rather than
geographical cypher, which, according to Mikhail Epstein lies somewhere between
civilization and barbarism—the latter being the ‘cwia mepudepun, HeBo3eIaHHAS
npupoja’, the former embodying the ‘ymenocts, ymMepeHHOCTh, M30MIPEHHOCTH Of
modernity. Of the provinces, he writes: ‘kpaifHOCTH ITUBUIM3AIMK W BapBapCTBa
CIIXXHMBAIOTCS TPOBUHIIMEH, MPeoOpa3yroTcs B HEYTO CpenHee, MPOMEKYTOYHOE,
CHUMAOIIEe PE3KYIO PA3HOCTh OTEHIHANOB .

The negativity that attaches itself to the epithet “provincial” survives to this
day, with the adjective connoting parochialism, backwardness, narrowness of vision,
and a lack of culture.”* ‘Rude’ and ‘unpolished’ were among the definitions of the

word provided by Dr Johnson.”> Whether the provincial prototypes of nineteenth-

'® Lounsbery, ‘No, this is not the provinces!’, p. 262.

" See ibid.

> bid.

! Mikhail Epstein, Bog detalei: narodnaia dusha i chastnaia zhizn’ v rossii na iskhode imperii (N.p.:
Izdanie R. Elinina, 1998), p. 29.

22 On the different connotations of the words “provincial” and “regional”, see Robin Gilmour,
‘Regional and Provincial in Victorian Literature’, in The Literature of Region and Nation, ed. by R. P.
Draper (London: Macmillan, 1989), pp. 50-61.

2 Samuel Johnson, A Dictionary of the English Language, vol. 2 (London: No publisher, 1786), p. 214.
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century novelistic heroes recognised themselves in the urban condescension of the
great lexicographer, or of subsequent writers such as Matthew Arnold (who berated
English “provincialism” in the arts and sciences when compared to the European
vanguard)*® is open to question. Certainly, characters such as Mrs Cadwallader
would recognise no deficiency in their provincialism, and the London-dwelling Eliot
generally presents the provinces without the ironisation we find in Elizabeth Gaskell
(‘Do you ever see cows dressed in grey flannel in London?’, ‘Do you make paper
paths for every guest to walk upon in London?’),” or the pessimism of Flaubert.”®
Similarly, we might fairly suppose that the inferiority that Gogol presents as intrinsic
to provincial life is without historical grounds, that not all Russian provincials
prostrated themselves in self-abasement before the government inspectors of the
country’s capital—as if only the capital could bestow meaning and significance on a
provincial life.”” Indeed, a recent study by Catherine Evtuhov seeks to revive the
reputation of the Russian provinces as vibrant centres of culture and political
initiative, full of local colour and exercising considerable de facto power in areas of
agriculture, medical reform, local government, and the like.”® Evtuhov demonstrates
that Nizhnii Novgorod took pride in its positive identity and did not in any way feel
inferior to the capitals. This unique identity is no doubt what Dostoevsky recognised
when he commented (in the quotation already given) that each province has its

‘mecTHbIe 0ocoOeHHOCTH , despite the fact that in his fictional output no such historical

* On Arnold’s view of provincialism, see Josephine McDonagh, ‘Rethinking Provincialism in Mid-
Nineteenth-Century Fiction: Our Village to Villette’, Victorian Studies, 55.3 (2013), 399-424,
especially p. 402.

% Elizabeth Gaskell, Cranford, ed. by Elizabeth Porges Watson (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1998), pp. 5, 14.

%% Indeed, many small towns actively cultivated a reputation as a genteel escape from city life. See
Peter Clark, ‘Small Towns, 1700-1840°, in The Cambridge History of Urban Britain, vol. 2, ed. by
Peter Clark (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), pp. 733-73. See especially p. 752.

" See Lounsbery, ““No, this is not the provinces™, p. 269

28 Catherine Evtuhov, Portrait of a Russian Province: Economy, Society, and Civilization in Nineteenth-
Century Nizhnii Novgorod (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2011).



identity is elucidated: we know, of course, the town of The Devils was loosely based
on Tver, and that Dostoevsky drew inspiration from Staraya Russa when creating
Skotoprigonevsk, but it would make no difference if, instead of Tver, the author had
taken elements of his topography from Vladimir, or Yaroslavl, or Orel. Similarly, we
are aware that Middlemarch is a fictional representation of an industrial midlands
town, but any associations we make with “real” Warwickshire country are imputed
onto the text, either from a knowledge of the author’s biography, or a subconscious
acquiescence to the agenda of literary tourist guides that have tried to locate real
places in Eliot’s fiction.”

Yet the negative identity of the province for both Eliot and Dostoevsky does
not always suggest a negative ethical evaluation of provincialism (as it did for
Johnson and Arnold): rather, as I will show throughout this thesis, the provinces for
these writers comprise deeply ambivalent moral universes, and at times it is not
altogether clear whether either writer is quite able to take the side of the modern

metropolis over against the provincial town.

Gemeinschaft Meets Gesellschaft

Both Eliot and Dostoevsky treat the provincial town as sociological space rather than
a geographical place, and for that reason this thesis does not deal with descriptions of

the historical reality of the provincial town in Russia or England.”® Following

? See Duncan, ‘The Provincial or Regional Novel’, p. 323. See also Josephine McDonagh, ‘Space,
Mobility, and the Novel: “The Spirit of the Place is a Great Reality”’, in Adventures in Realism, ed. by
Matthew Beaumont (Oxford: Blackwell, 2007), pp. 50-67, especially p. 54.

3 For this, see Clark, ‘Small Towns’; and Stephen A. Royle, ‘The Development of Small Towns in
Britain’ in The Cambridge History of Urban Britain, vol. 3, ed. by Martin Daunton (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000), pp. 151-84. For the Russian context, see W. H. Parker, An
Historical Geography of Russia (London: University of London Press, 1968); Judith Pallot and Denis
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McDonagh, I suggest that for both writers place ‘is about communities and people,
rather than about landscapes and environments’.*" In the works of both writers, these
communities do battle with, or seek to accommodate, the onset of modernity that was
given concrete historical expression in the reforms of the 1820s and 30s in England
(culminating in the Great Reform Act of 1832) and the Great Reforms of the 1860s in
Russia. All the novels discussed in this thesis were set at a time of reform, when
conceptual and administrative maps of England and Russia were being redrawn, as
greater power was devolved to the provinces (including new industrial towns) through
the creation of parliamentary seats, or through the creation of local government
assemblies (zemstva). Though denied geographical specificity, the provincial milieux
are decidedly historicised insofar as Eliot and Dostoevsky test the ways in which
modern (often urban) developments can be absorbed by communities where a more
traditional way of life continues, at least partially, to obtain. This collision of
mentalities is pronounced in a variety of ways. For example, both Middlemarch and
Skotoprigonevsk are home to medical men who feel threatened by the arrival of (what
they perceive to be) new-fangled medical techniques and precocious practitioners
from Paris, Edinburgh, and Moscow; land, traditionally bequeathed by virtue of
heredity, is now the subject of legal disputes; the established church is, in Eliot’s
world, increasingly usurped by dissent or agnosticism, while in Dostoevsky’s
provinces the potential non-existence of God is proclaimed in the very institution
where the representatives of Christianity find their most faithful expression. Their
provincial communities are forced to wrestle with a changing world in which objects

dissolve into abstract concepts, where the stocking gives way to the savings bank

J. B. Shaw, Landscape and Settlement in Romanov Russia (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), especially
chapter 10; and Kirichinko and Shebeleva, Russkaia provintsiia, pp. 123-43.
3! McDonagh, ‘Place, Region, and Migration’, p. 365.



[MM, 95],** and where the simplest tautologies (‘water’s water’ [MF, 15]) can no
longer be unquestioningly defended.

In his chapter on the provincial novel, Duncan argues that it is precisely the
juxtaposition of traditional ways of life with the forces of urban modernisation that
gives momentum to the text:

Historical change [...] is the condition through which the province or
region becomes narratable, as an island, or reef, in a tide of wholesale
economic and social transformation. A new, linear, open-ended impetus

of historical time rushes against a traditional, closed, repetitive order,
marked by the double chronology of everyday life and the seasons.*”

Indeed, it is the premise of this thesis that Dostoevsky and Eliot’s towns and
communities are imbued with an ambivalence that derives from their position in
between the realms of what the late-nineteenth/early-twentieth-century sociologist
Ferdinand Tonnies called the Gemeinschaft (“primal community”) and the
Gesellschaft (“civil” or “modern society”). According to Tonnies, the Gemeinschaft
is inhabited by individuals who are connected by organic, familial bonds, and
organised around a shared set of values; these connections (Verbindungen) derive
primarily from descent, and manifest themselves in shared language, customs, and
beliefs. In modern society, human lives are still inextricably connected, but rather
than being organic, these connections are mechanical, negotiated in the public sphere,
and in the interests of commerce; here individual interest reigns supreme, as man is

subordinate to function.**

In the novels I consider in this thesis, the provinces are
established as a space in which this clash of worldviews can take place: the traditional

values of English country or Russian life (exemplified in such characters as Mrs

Glegg in The Mill on the Floss, Sir James Chettam and Mrs Cadwallader in

32 An analysis of the transition from feudal to capitalist mentalities in Goncharov’s Oblomov is
provided by Lounsbery in her ‘The World on the Back of a Fish’.

** Duncan, ‘The Provincial or Regional Novel’, p. 323-24.

** Ferdinand Tonnies, Community and Civil Society, ed. by José Harris, trans. by José Harris and
Margaret Hollis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001). See especially, pp. 17-21.



Middlemarch, Sofia Matveevna in The Devils, Zosima in The Brothers Karamazov)
are juxtaposed with the emergent values of the metropolis, as exemplified in
mercantile characters (usually without organic connection to the land) such as Mr
Wakem, Mr Bulstrode, Joshua Rigg, Harold Transome, Peter Verkhovensky,
Smerdyakov, and others.

It would be wrong to assume, however, that Eliot and Dostoevsky establish a
simple dichotomy between “good” rural values and “bad” urban ones. As
intellectuals who never consented to live in the provinces, these writers had clearly
made a personal investment in metropolitan culture. Both, to give just two examples,
were extremely interested in modern medicine and both were themselves “mercantile”
in their pursuit of literary success, riches, and celebrity. The point of the provincial
town, it seems to me, is create a laboratory in which to explore how characters
navigate the changes of the modern world—and through this exploration to offer
ethical instruction to a readership in need of what one contemporary reader described
as ‘second Bibles’ [GEL, 6, 340]—that is, moral teaching in an era where instinctive

faith in an all-directing deity was on the decline.

Province and Novel

For both writers, the quotidian setting of the provincial town, with its institutions of
modernity (prisons, courts, breweries, factories, banks, hotels), provided the ideal
arena in which to showcase the dilemmas of the nineteenth-century. In addition, the
genre of the novel proved to be a necessary and appropriate medium through which to
prosecute their ethical agenda. For literary theorists such as Lukéacs and Bakhtin, the

novel was the quintessential genre of modernity. For the latter, it ‘reflects all the



tendencies of a new world still in the making’:** it is born of this world and has

complete affinity with it, parading its heteroglossia and delighting in the present
moment. In this sense, it might be said that the term provincial novel is a particularly
fitting collocation, a perfect fusion of space and form. Indeed, Epstein’s description
of the provinces could have been adapted almost word for word by Bakhtin in his
analysis of the novel:
Wtak, TpOBHMHIMAIBHOCTE - 3TO CHOCOO YCTPOCHHUS OIPEIEICHHBIX
CTPYKTYpP, BBIHOCSIIMX CBOW IIEHTP 3a COOCTBEHHBIC MpPEACNIbl. ITOT
LIEHTP HAaXOAMUTCS HEBEJOMO TJIe, 3a BCAKOW BHUAMMOMN YEpPTOH - U B TO Ke
BpeMsI T/Ie-TO 3/1€Ch, Ha 3eMJie, B TOM K€ caMoil CyOCTaHIINH, U3 KOTOPOH
obOpaszoBaHa cTpykrypa. Eciu Obl 11eHTp oOpeTayics B MOTYCTOPOHHHX
MHUpax, B [APCTBE YHCTOTO AyXa, dTO cpa3y Obl JHIIWIO CTPYKTYPY
MPOBUHIIMATIBLHOCTH, MOTOMY YTO KaX/Jbld €€ JJIeMEHT o0pen Obl
BO3MOYKHOCTh ~ HETIOCPEICTBEHHO, MHUHYS BCE OCTajJbHBIE, depe3
cobcTBeHHYI0 TiyOomHy cooOmatecss ¢ Llentpom. Ocobennocme
NPOBUHYUATLHOCTIU ONpeOelaemcs UMEHHO meM, 4mo ee cpedomoydue

aedcum 8 moil e 20pu30HmaJle0ﬁ njockocmu, 4mo e6cia ocmdjlbHAA

cpe()a, - 6 MOM JHce NpoCmpanHCmeeHHO-6PEMEHRHOM, mAcy4eM U 6A3KOM

36
KOHMUHYyMe.

Whereas genres such as the epic or lyric poem might be said to centre man on the
“vertical” axis, foregrounding his challenge or subservience to Fate, Nature, God, or
Love, the novel “earths” man in his horizontal experience, emphasising not the
moment of epiphany but the temporal progression of his development through time.
This point is further explored by McDonagh who comments that ‘Eliot elides a way
of life (tradition, rural, in which customs do not change over many generations) with a
form of representation of that way of life (primarily, recounting the small details of
everyday life in the context of a physical environment)’.*” The provinces, for Eliot,

are an area where the vernacular register of the novel can find its most fitting

3% Bakhtin, ‘Epic and Novel: Toward a Methodology for the Study of the Novel’, in The Dialogic
Imagination: Four Essays, ed. by Michael Holquist, trans. by Caryl Emerson (Austin: University of
Texas Press, 1990), p. 7.

3¢ Epstein, Bog detalei, p. 24. My italics.

37 McDonagh, ‘Space, Mobility, and the Novel’, p. 61.



embodiment, or, as McDonagh puts it, ‘the kinds of place described tend to determine
the mode of representation’.*®

This point does not map neatly onto Dostoevsky’s fiction, which very seldom
describes physical environment as such. Nevertheless, his decision to abandon the
alienating cityscape of St Petersburg and turn instead to the provincial environments
of The Devils and The Brothers Karamazov allowed him to develop his novelistic
craft in such a way as to foreground man’s relation not only to himself, or to God, but
to a concrete community. It is of course true that in these novels his characters
maintain their own, inviolable voices as they come together to create the polyphony
for which Dostoevsky is renowned. But whereas Bakhtin argued that social setting

39I

mattered very little to Dostoevsky,” I suggest that it is rather a necessary—or, at the

very least, helpful—medium through which a polyphonic chorus can be achieved.*’

Provincial Communities and the Discourse of Modernity

In my analysis of the ways in which the provincial communities wrestle with the
onset of modernity, I focus in this thesis on four discrete discourses that make ethical
behaviour problematic.

The first of these discourses is the biblical. Chapter One, “Treasure in Jars of

Clay: The Appropriation of Biblical Discourse in the Provincial Town”, argues that

*¥ Ibid., p. 62.

¥ See Gary Saul Morson and Caryl Emerson, Mikhail Bakhtin: Creation of a Prosaics (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1990), p. 262.

“* This is by no means to suggest that Dostoevsky (or for that matter Eliot) represent all classes of
society with uniform success. Only rarely, for example, does Dostoevsky represent the peasantry. As
Raymond Williams pointed out some years ago, Eliot was likewise unable to represent the working
class. Finding it ‘difficult to individuate working people’, Williams memorably writes that ‘George
Eliot restores the real inhabitants of rural England to their places in what had been [in Jane Austen] a
socially selective landscape, [but] she does not get much further than restoring them as a landscape’.
See his The Country and the City (Nottingham: Spokesman, 2011). Here, p. 168 (Williams’s italics).



for Dostoevsky and Eliot the Bible does not function as (in Bakhtin’s terminology)
Holy Writ, that is, as an authoritative, eternal instruction manual for human
behaviour. Rather, in their recasting of biblical narrative, especially the parables of
Jesus, these writers draw on the quotidian, and time-bound aspects of biblical
narrative—a narrative that, whilst articulating eternal truth, embodies that truth in a
distinctly unglamorous present, in the intrigues of flawed individuals, in the
contingent histories of realistic men and women in first-century Palestine. In this
way, I view the Bible as a prototype of the provincial novel. Both Bible and novel
seek to elucidate generalisable truth on the basis of specific, historical situations. In
the case of the New Testament, that historical situation was decidedly provincial, and
any understanding we have of the theology of (for example) the birth of Jesus must be
predicated (as Historical Jesus scholars of the nineteenth century amply
demonstrated)*' on an understanding of the fact that both Bethlehem and Nazareth
were provincial outposts of first-century Rome. When, in John 1.46, Nathaniel asks
Philip whether anything good can come from Nazareth, he articulates an incredulity
as to the possibility of divine activity emanating from an apparently inconsequential
(and hostile) milieu. The New Testament, like the novel, reveals that such
inconsequentiality is only apparent, insisting upon the centrality of an environment
that might otherwise be dismissed as peripheral. In their novels, I suggest,
Dostoevsky and Eliot undertake to imbue the provinces with national and universal
significance, a significance which rests on the prosaic—or poshlyi—machinations of
less than exemplary communities. Focusing primarily on the Parable of the Good
Samaritan (Luke 10.25-37), this chapter argues that the provincial town, poised

between Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, between the organic bonds of blood and the

*I An account of this scholarship has yet to supersede Albert Schweitzer’s 1905 The Quest of the
Historical Jesus: A Critical Study of Its Progress from Reimarus to Wrede (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1998).
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synthetic bonds of commerce, serves as a sociological space in which the applicability
of Jesus’ ethical instruction can be interrogated in the modern world. To what extent,
I ask, can the injunction to love one’s neighbour be obeyed in communities where
neighbours exhibit varying degrees of alterity: from family members, to friends, to
outsiders, to enemies. Eliot and Dostoevsky emplot the parable in the nineteenth-
century provincial town as a means of testing the elasticity of Jesus’ command, of
probing how far our communal obligations can be pushed. How tight, they seem to
ask, are the organic bonds of community, and should they be extended to encompass
characters who are not rooted in the native soil?

In my second chapter, “The Talk of the Town: Language and its (Ab)uses in
the Provinces”, 1 turn to discourse—or language—itself and examine the ways in
which the juxtaposition of referential, denotative meaning comes into conflict with
metaphorical, connotative meaning in a provincial setting. Although I do not draw on
the work of Saussure as such, his concept of the “sign” and the “signified” is
essentially what is at stake here. [ analyse the struggle of certain characters to
understand or adapt to modern uses of language in which the surface meaning of the
word has been divorced from its traditional referent, and argue that this struggle is
intensified in the province, a space where abstract language is comprehensible to
some (often those who have enjoyed an urban upbringing or education) but not to
others. Given that language for Eliot and Dostoevsky is not “merely” a medium
through which to convey ethical instruction, but rather a site of conflict and object of
thematic interest as such, the modern use of language—which entails the breakdown
of Mr Tulliver’s apparent tautology of water being water—is not primarily an object
of theoretical contemplation for Eliot and Dostoevsky, but rather a stimulus for the

development of the plot. That words have consequences, is perhaps the most
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irrefutable summary of Eliot and Dostoevsky’s aesthetics and ethics. I then move on
to examine how one particular mode of discourse—namely gossip—functions in
provincial communities. My analysis of gossip draws heavily on Bakhtinian
categories of monologism and polyphony, and I suggest that, despite the inherently
communal (and thus potentially polyphonic) nature of gossip, Eliot and Dostoevsky
are both wary of the dangers of a mode of discourse in which individual voices are
subsumed into, or silenced by, a collective whole. Although both writers use gossip
as a plot-compositional device (thus, to some extent, redeeming a discursive category
usually derided), they treat with scepticism the attempts of communities to define
other characters from the outside, to objectify and finalise them from without.
Talking about people, rather than allowing them to reveal themselves through
dialogue, is for both writers a sure path to epistemological uncertainty and ethical
malevolence. Eliot does not go as far as Dostoevsky in making the polyphonic
revelation of consciousness central to her narrative design, but within the worlds of
her novels, she criticises characters who take upon themselves the task of her
narrators: namely, the revelation of an Other’s consciousness to which they cannot
have access, the ascription of motive to an alterior, autonomous subject, the
devaluation of complex human beings as mere signs for their neighbours’ false
suppositions.

In chapter 3, “The Heroic Surplus: Is Greatness Possible in the Chronotope of
the Provincial Town?”, | examine the ways in which Dostoevsky and Eliot refashion
the discourse of heroism in the late nineteenth century. In the early part of that
century, heroism tended to be exemplified in Great Men, who had, more often than
not, earned their stripes on the battlefield. Heroism for the Romantics, if not always

linked to tropes of military glory, tended to extol the idea of physical struggle or
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adventure, often in far-off, extreme conditions—in the mountains, at sea, abroad.
Eliot and Dostoevsky, I suggest, were interested in how heroic aspiration could be
channelled into a provincial milieu—that is, in a domestic, peaceful, prosaic
environment, at the centre of the nation rather than on its outskirts. The protagonists
of their novels are, in a term I borrow from Gary Saul Morson, generic refugees,*
insofar as they long to incarnate a mode of heroism (be it epic or hagiographic) whose
expression the genre of the novel precludes. The quotidian provinces, described in
vernacular prose, provide neither place nor medium for Dorothea Brooke and Alyosha
Karamazov to realise their heroic visions, which they are forced to temper as the
novels progress. However, 1 argue that whilst Eliot and Dostoevsky are decided
propagators of what Wordsworth called ‘little, nameless, unremembered acts / Of
kindness and love’, of what Eliot christens ‘diffusive’ heroism, of what Dostoevsky
refers to as the giving and receiving of onions, they nevertheless are unable to
disavow the initial, grandiose visions of their protagonists. In other words, when, at
the end of Middlemarch, Eliot’s narrator comments that ‘the growing good of the
world is partly dependent on unhistoric acts’ [MM, 838; my emphasis], there is
another part of human activity, a more conventionally heroic part, that does indeed
shape historical destiny. In the provinces, this form of heroism is essentially
unrealisable, and as such, in order to fulfil it, Eliot and Dostoevsky have to exile their
characters to the metropolis, a more fitting stage for world-historical activity. Thus
their characters, despite their emergent consciousness of the importance of small acts
of kindness in their immediate environment, retain what I call a “heroic surplus”

insofar as they never successfully abjure their heroic longings. 1 suggest that this

2 Gary Saul Morson, ‘Genre and Hero/Fathers and Sons: Inter-generic Dialogues, Generic Refugees,
and the Hidden Prosaic’, Stanford Slavonic Studies, 4.1 (1991), 336-81.
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ambivalence is essentially the authors’ own, that neither Eliot nor Dostoevsky was
content with a provincial existence that circumscribed (or stifled) heroic aspiration.

In my final chapter, “The Professions in the Provinces: The Appropriation and
Perfection of Medical and Legal Discourse in the Provincial Town”, 1 look at the
ways in which Eliot and Dostoevsky embed urban developments in medicine and the
law in provincial communities. As metropolitan intellectuals of the 1860s and 70s,
Eliot and Dostoevsky were armed with a degree of knowledge about the medical and
legal professions that was unavailable to their characters. This chapter examines the
ways in which Eliot and Dostoevsky use the latest scientific and legal concepts to
structure their work. In so doing, they expose the poverty of a particular brand of
professionalism which is, for them, behind the times. Whilst hospital medicine at the
start of the nineteenth century acclaimed what Foucault called the “clinical gaze” (that
is, the authoritative observation of the expert physician whose patients were a readily
decipherable collection of symptoms), Dostoevsky and Eliot make use of the concepts
of perception, imagination, and feeling—all of which were undergoing a revival as
legitimate scientific categories under the auspices of scientific thinkers such as G. H.
Lewes and John Tyndall. In my analysis, I suggest that Dostoevsky and Eliot
destabilise the clinical gaze and that their refutation of epistemological certainty is
made explicit through their presentation of provincial communities that resist the
authoritative diagnoses of physicians. In this way, it can be said that Eliot and
Dostoevsky make use of scientific advances in their fiction, even as they censure the
provincial application of modern medical and legal developments, an application that
(in Dostoevsky in particular) illegitimately politicises or makes tendentious
professional knowledge. Nevertheless, they also seek to reinstate aspects of

professionalism that are (they seem to suggest) more evident in the provinces than in
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the city, particularly the belief that medical and legal subjects need to be understood
not a collection of symptoms or as the sum of their crimes, but rather as integrated

personalities.

In her analysis of Gogol and Hawthorne, Lounsbery examines the intersections of
poetics and the publishing industry to demonstrate affinities between the two writers,
how they both chased fame as artists living in countries where the circumstances for
artistic production were apparently inauspicious. My thesis largely eschews questions
of authorial biography and the ways in which Eliot and Dostoevsky attempted to
make a name for themselves in their respective literary industries. Instead, I focus on
how they engage with the particular thematic discourses I have outlined above.
Nevertheless, like Lounsbery, I believe that it is entirely legitimate to bring together
two pinnacle representatives of their respective canons, and that the comparison can
contribute to knowledge on Dostoevsky and Eliot individually, as well as to the
literary treatment of the provinces more generally. Whilst I have tried not to conflate
the aesthetic principles and ethical visions of these two writers, I have examined four
themes with which Eliot and Dostoevsky were explicitly preoccupied. The chapters
that follow provide, I believe, a sufficient, by no means exhaustive, justification for
the comparison of these authors. It will fall to the reader to decide whether the lacuna

should have been left unfilled.
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A Note on the Corpus

Following Lounsbery’s suggestion that provincialism typically denotes small cities or
towns, and in accordance with the broader theoretical framework I have outlined in
my Introduction, this thesis deals with a particular kind of provincial community as it
is represented within the world of the novel, namely that of the small town. Thus
whilst I do at times refer to other works by Dostoevsky and Eliot, my main analysis is
focussed on five novels that deal specifically with small towns (rather than, say,
villages or country estates): The Mill on the Floss, Felix Holt, Middlemarch, The
Devils, and The Brothers Karamazov. It would be fair to say that, of these texts, |
devote most attention to Middlemarch and The Brothers Karamazov in the belief that
it is in these two novels that Dostoevsky and Eliot make their most skilful, and most
interesting, contributions to the provincial novel. Indeed, one might argue that,
whatever afterlife the provincial novel attained in England or the Soviet Union, it

would never return to the apex attained in these works.
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Chapter 1

Treasure in Jars of Clay: The Appropriation of
Biblical Discourse in the Provincial Town

In 1846, the English edition of David Friedrich Strauss’s The Life of Jesus, Critically
Examined was published. Strauss’s account of Jesus’ life drew on a tradition of
scholarship that sought to explain the origins of the Christian religion with reference
to the historical circumstances of first-century Judea, and in particular with regard to
the messianic expectations of the Palestinian Jewish community of the time." In Jesus
of Nazareth, according to Strauss, we do not encounter a historically verifiable
individual, but a projection of a first-century Jewish worldview that sought to recast
the life of a Galilean carpenter according to Old Testament prophecy. In order to
elucidate this central thesis, Strauss was compelled to read the Bible as a historical
document rather than as divinely-inspired revelation, and his almost scientific analysis
of his sources (‘Critically Examined’) was carried out with a vigour that left his
translator, the young Mary Ann Evans, ‘Strauss-sick’: according to Mrs Charles Bray,
‘it made her ill dissecting the beautiful story of the crucifixion, and only the sight of
her Christ-image and picture made her endure it’ [GEL 1, 206]. Bray’s quotation is
suggestive in at least two ways. Firstly, it implies that for the future George Eliot,
Strauss’s historiographical method, however enlightening in terms of historical study,
did damage to the narrative sense—*‘the beautiful story’—of the Bible. Secondly that,
whatever her misgivings about the existence of a personal deity, she was prepared to

admit something of the sublime about the idea of Christ.

' For an account of this tradition, see Albert Schweitzer’s The Quest of the Historical Jesus: A Critical
Study of Its Progress from Reimarus to Wrede (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1998).
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Some three years after the English publication of Strauss’s magnum opus, the
twenty-eight year old Fyodor Dostoevsky took a copy of the French translation of the
same book from the library of Mikhail Petrashevsky. Whether Dostoevsky actually
read the book is open to question,” but Strauss’s ideas were certainly popular in 1840s
Russia, and looking back from the 1870s, Dostoevsky recalls the reverence with
which Strauss was spoken of at the time, counting him among those Belinsky and
others considered to be ‘eBpomeiickue Beicmue yuutenu’ [21, 132]. The irony of the
epithet is subsequently elucidated by Dostoevsky, as he claims that these esteemed
teachers, having rejected Christ, have lain the foundations of chaos and obscurity,
resulting in a structure that ‘pyXxHeT moj HMPOKJIATUSMHU YEIOBEYECTBA, NMPEKIE YEM
Oynert 3aBepmieno’ [21, 133].

For both Eliot and Dostoevsky, it seems as though Strauss’s work on the
historical Jesus, however well-intentioned, threatened their own understanding of the
idea of Christ and Christianity.” Nevertheless, this chapter will argue that their novels
owe a debt to the historical Jesus school of which Strauss’s book formed the apex. If
historical Jesus scholars had shown that the theological significance of the New
Testament could only be understood in light of a historical appreciation of Jesus’ own
provincial backwater, Eliot and Dostoevsky seek to recover the meaning of the Bible
as it might be understood and applied in a contemporary, work-a-day, provincial

context. I thus read the Bible as a ‘metatype’,* or ‘code’,” for their fiction: just as the

2 On Dostoevsky’s (mis)rememberings of his philosophical and literary readings of the 1840s, see
Joseph Frank, Dostoevsky: The Seeds of Revolt, 1821-1849 (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1976), ch. 14. For a more maximalist association of Strauss and Dostoevsky than I believe is
warranted, see Karen Stepanian, ‘““Eto budet, no budet posle dostizheniia tseli...” (“Zhizn’ lisusa” D.
F. Shtrausa i E. Zh. Renana i roman F. M. Dostoevskogo “Idiot”)’, Voprosy literatury, 4 (2003), 140-
58.

? In this chapter, I use “Jesus” or “Jesus of Nazareth” to denote a historical individual, whereas I treat
“Christ” as a messianic (and therefore ultimately theological) title.

* The term is Stephen Prickett’s in his Origins of Narrative: The Romantic Appropriation of the Bible
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996). He describes ‘metatype’ as ‘a kind of all-embracing
literary form that was invoked to encompass and give meaning to all other books’ (p. 1).
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Bible writers employed a specific, historical, even realistic, chronotope to prosecute
their ethical and theological agenda, so Eliot and Dostoevsky turn to the (apparently
humdrum, or poshlyi) nineteenth-century province to explore themes they consider to
have national or universal significance. Drawing on both historical and contemporary
criticism of the New Testament (and particularly the genre of the parable), I argue
that for both writers this exploration is best conducted through the narratives of the
novel. Having established the primacy of narrative and its debt to biblical type, I then
analyse the ways in which Eliot and Dostoevsky emplot a particular biblical
narrative—namely, the Parable of the Good Samaritan—in provincial communities in

order to provide ethical instruction on the theme of moral distance.

Eliot and Dostoevsky’s Engagement with Historical Jesus
Scholarship

The so-called Quest of the Historical Jesus was undertaken for the most part in
Germany from the 1750s to the middle of the nineteenth century. The reasons for this
are many, but the greater degree of Lehrfreiheit, along with the fact that the German
higher critics were not necessarily salaried pastors, made that country a more
amenable environment in which to challenge orthodoxies and treat the Bible with a
critical spirit,” applying to it the techniques of historical and literary analysis. By

employing these techniques, critics such as Strauss hoped to cut through centuries of

> See Northrop Frye, The Great Code: The Bible and Literature (London: Routledge, 1982). An
application of Frye’s theory—that the Bible functions as a model for subsequent literary production—
to Dostoevsky’s The Idiot is provided by Sarah Young in her chapter (as Sara Iang), ‘Bibleiskie
arkhetipy v romane F. M. Dostoevskogo “Idiot”’, in Evangel skii tekst v russkoi literature XVIII-XX
vekov: Tsitata, reministsentsiia, motiv, siuzhet, zhanr, vol. 3 (Petrozavodsk: Petrozavodskii
gosudarstvennyi universitet, 2001), pp. 382-90. Whereas Young examines the way the biblical tropes
of creation, fall, and redemption are emplotted in the novel, my approach in the first section of this
chapter is rather to examine the ways in which the Bible’s approach to historical reality (rather than
theological motif) might function as a code for the novelists.

% On the hegemony of the German critics in the nineteenth century, see Stephen Neill and Tom Wright,
The Interpretation of the New Testament, 1861-1986 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988),
especially ch. 1.
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accreted interpretation that, they believed, would have been most alien to a Jewish
rabbi of the first century.” Under Strauss and his precursors, the Bible was relieved of
its supposedly innate sacrality and treated as a historical document that could shed
light on the mythical-poetic mindset of first-century Christians—who, in Strauss’s
estimation, inventively (although not necessarily deceitfully) ascribed to Jesus of
Nazareth the characteristics of the messiah.

Running to three dense volumes, Strauss’s dialectical juggernaut remained
underappreciated throughout the continent until the 1860s. In England, it fell, among
others, to Eliot’s friend Benjamin Jowett to attempt to popularise his findings. In
Essays and Reviews (1860), Jowett and his co-contributors denied all presuppositions
about the inerrancy of scripture, and sought to analyse the Bible like any other book.
In his contribution, entitled ‘On the Interpretation of Scripture’, Jowett conceives of
the theologian’s task as to recover the plain meaning of Jesus’ words as their original
audience might have understood them. Unimpressed with the creative allegorical
interpretations scripture that had accrued throughout church history (during the course
of which the text had been reduced to a ‘book of symbols’®), Jowett impressed upon
his reader the need to abjure creedal hermeneutics and to engage in philological
research to uncover the meaning of the biblical text in the first century: Bible readers
needed to understand what the word “faith” meant to Paul, not what it meant to
Luther or Calvin. In a sense, Jowett’s work can be read as an instantiation of the

Protestant doctrine of ad fontes, as he sought to liberate the Bible’s pages from the

7 A survey of theological trends in Germany in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries was provided by
Eliot’s friend Mark Pattison. See his ‘The Present State of Theology in Germany’, in Essays, vol. 2
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1889), pp. 210-62. For a treatment of the similarities between Pattison and
Casaubon, see V. H. H. Green, Oxford Common Room: A Study of Lincoln College and Mark Pattison
(London: Edward Arnold, 1957), ch. 9. Unlike Pattison, however, Casaubon could not speak German
and therefore suffers from an inability to follow recent trends in German theology.

¥ Benjamin Jowett, ‘On the Interpretation of Scripture’, in Essays and Reviews, 12th edn (London:
Longmans, Green, and Co., 1869), pp. 399-527. Here, p. 447.
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changing winds of doctrine and to guard against the hermeneutical sin of extracting
from the pages of scripture only those propositions one had already determined to
discover: ‘what men bring to the text,” he writes, ‘they also find there’.’

Like Strauss, however, Jowett lacked concision and brio. Thus the former’s
ideas had to wait until 1863, with the publication of Ernest Renan’s Life of Jesus, for
their widespread popularisation. Admitting the influence of the German master on his
own work, Renan viewed the gospels as products of a popular consciousness and (to
quote Robert Priest) held that they ‘should be treated as contingent and contradictory
historical source[s], rather than a divinely inspired and harmonious narrative’.'” In
contrast to Strauss and Jowett, Renan wrote with narrative flair and packed his work
with rich and intimate descriptions of the Palestinian landscape (Renan had visited the
Holy Land several times).'' Somewhat sentimental, Renan’s Life presents a
thoroughly earthly Jesus, a simple Galilean peasant enchanted with the beauty of
nature who saw every Palestinian hillock as proof of God’s design.'” Regrettably
drawn into political debate and apocalyptic eschatology by his “cousin” John the
Baptist, Renan’s Jesus is a tragic figure, compelled, like Dostoevsky’s Grand

Inquisitor, to resort to miraculous signs as a way of ensuring, underhandedly, the

’Ibid., p. 435.

' Robert D. Priest, The Gospel According to Renan: Reading, Writing, and Religion in Nineteenth-
Century France (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), p. 70.

" For a survey of literary production that responded to increased interest in the topography and culture
of the Holy Land from the 1840s, see Jefferson J. A. Gatrall, ‘The Color of His Hair: Nineteenth-
Century Literary Portraits of the Historical Jesus’, Novel, 42.1 (2009), 109-30. As his title suggests,
Gatrall deals specifically with fictional depictions of the person of Jesus.

'20n Renan, see Daniel L. Pals, The Victorian “Lives” of Jesus (San Antonio: Trinity University
Press, 1982), ch. 1. Pals’s study is particularly interesting in highlighting British responses to Renan,
whose book brought discussion of the historical Jesus out of the common room and into public view (p.
48). He argues that Renan’s book set the standard for all subsequent Lives of Jesus (i.e. they had to be
readable!), but that in Britain the historical method, now seen as indispensable, had to be made to serve
orthodox theological conclusions.
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allegiance of his followers. If for Strauss Jesus was a product of Jewish messianic
expectation, then for Renan he was its victim."?

Eliot’s view of Renan was mixed. In a letter of 1863, she writes in the space
of a page that ‘Renan is a favourite with me’ and that his Life is a ‘facile construction’
[GEL, 1.4, 95]. Her knowledge of Renan’s book (which she had not yet read) led her
to opine:

It seems to me the soul of Christianity lies not at all in the facts of an

individual life, but in the ideas of which that life was the meeting-point

and the new starting-point. We can never have a satisfactory basis for the

history of the man Jesus but that negation does not affect the Idea of

Christ, either in its historical influence or its great symbolic meanings.

Still, such books as Renan’s have their value in helping the popular

imagination to feel that the sacred past is of one woof with the human

present, which ought to be sacred too. [GEL, 1.4, 95]
Although she expresses some scepticism as to Renan’s historical method, Eliot
admires the way in which the writer enables his readers to reimagine the Christian
scriptures and to reappropriate them in the present day—a present that is, or should
be, sacred. She went on to read the work, but it caused her to ‘give up the high
estimate I had formed of his mind’ [GEL, 1.4, 123]: his skill was of that of an artist,
not a serious thinker. True though that may be, her critique of Renan’s work in the
above quotation seems somewhat off the mark. Her use of ‘still’ establishes a
contrast that is hers (not Renan’s), since the ‘Idea of Christ’ was precisely that which
Renan was trying to capture.'* Although Renan was a lapsed Catholic, the sublime
significance of Jesus of Nazareth was, for him, premised precisely upon an

understanding of the historical context and topography of a far-flung province of the

Roman empire. The Life of Jesus was not so much—or, rather, was not only—an

'* Edward Said famously charged Renan with creating rather than discovering Semitic traits, a creation
that almost wholly reflected badly on Semitic communities. On Renan’s anti-Semitism, see Edward
W. Said, Orientalism (London: Penguin, 2003), e.g. pp. 139-40.

' For a discussion of Renan’s twin preoccupations—that is, historical accuracy and spiritual
inspiration—see T. R. Wright, ‘The Letter and the Spirit: Deconstructing Renan’s Life of Jesus and the
Assumptions of Modernity’, Religion and Literature, 26.2 (1994), 55-71.
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attempt to ascertain the ‘facts of an individual life’ but to imagine that life, to enter
into and recreate the psychology of Jesus—an enterprise for which the historical
method was indispensable but not sufficient."’

Eliot’s view that the idea of Christ should be held supreme over ‘the history of
the man Jesus’ aligns neatly with Dostoevsky’s own sentiment, expressed in his
famous missive of 1854, that ‘ecnmu 6 kTO MHE gokazai, 4To XPHUCTOC BHE MUCTHHBI,
Y JICUCTBUTENHHO OBUIO OBI, YTO MCTHHA BHE XPHCTA, TO MHE JIy4Ille XOTEJIOCh OBI
ocTaBaThCs co XpuctoMm, Hexenu ¢ uctunou’ [28.1, 176]. Indeed, Dostoevsky had
remarkably little patience with attempts to contextualise the life of Jesus of Nazareth,
fearing that such contextualisation would undermine the idea of a divine Christ to
which he had always fervently clung.'® In the 1873 Diary entry “Apropos of an
Exhibition”, Dostoevsky reviewed Nikolai Ge’s painting The Last Supper. Following
Strauss,'” Ge had attempted to naturalise Jesus’ final meal, which under his brush
becomes a dinner in modern-day Petersburg, with none other than Alexander Herzen
featuring as the face of Jesus. Dostoevsky reacted negatively to what he perceived to
be the decanonisation or domestication of the eternal Christ, who was now demoted to
a nineteenth-century radical: ‘I'me ke TyT BoceMHaaaTh BeKoB xpuctuanctsa? ['ie

naes, BAIOXHOBJIABIIAA CTOJIBKO HApOAOB, CTOJIBKO YMOB U cepneu? lee KE MEccui,

'> On the interplay of historical method and the imagination in Renan, see Priest, The Gospel
According to Renan, pp. 73-76. Eliot and G. H. Lewes provide accounts of their meetings with Renan
in [GEL 1.4, 334] and [GEL, 1.4, 328].

'® Works that attempted to historicise sacred texts were not limited to biblical scholarship. For
example, Klyuchevsky had attempted to apply the principles of source criticism to the ancient Russian
Lives of the Saints, hoping—through a study of rhetorical-literary devices and factual-historical
investigation—to shed light on the history of Russia through these documents. He was disappointed to
discover, however, that his documents served little value as historical sources as such (the purpose of
hagiography was rather to provide ‘mpakTiueckue ypokw ku3HH and ‘HpaBCTBEHHBIEC MMapaguTMBI’).
See his Drevnerusskie zhitiia sviatykh kak istoricheskii istochnik (Moscow: Izdanie K. Soldatenkova,
1871), passim. Here, p. 432. On Klyuchevsky, see Rosalind Y. McKenzie, ‘Secularizing Tendencies
in Medieval Russian Hagiography of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries’, (unpublished doctoral
thesis, UCL SEESS, 1998), especially p. 14. See also Kére Johan Mjer, Reformulating Russia: The
Cultural and Intellectual Historiography of First-Wave Emigre Writers (Leiden: Brill, 2011),
especially pp. 108-10.

'"On Ge’s engagement with Strauss, see Inessa Medzhibovskaya, ‘On Moral Movement and Moral
Vision: The Last Supper in Russian Debates’, Comparative Literature, 56.1 (2004), 23-53.
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06eTOBaHHbIl MUPY CIIACHTENb, - The xe Xpucroc...?”.'® Whereas thinkers such as
Jowett sought to cast off the accreted tradition of foregoing centuries, for Dostoevsky
it was precisely this tradition that nineteenth-century higher criticism was in danger of
eroding. Like Eliot, he evinces concern that naturalistic accounts of Jesus of Nazareth
were threatening to usurp his own belief in the sublimity of the Son of God—a fear
that had previously been given expression in the brutal realism of Holbein’s Christ in
the Tomb in The Idiot.

Dostoevsky’s reaction to Renan was, like Eliot’s, ambivalent."”” On the one
hand, he believed that The Life of Jesus was filled with unbelief [21, 11], and was
affronted by the Frenchman’s denial of the sinlessness of Christ. On the other, he
recognised that, even as an atheist, Renan still held Christ to be ‘mmean kpacoTsr
YeJI0BEYECKOW, TUI HETOCTHKUMBIM, KOTOPOMY HeJb3s yKe 00Jiee TOBTOPUTHCS JJaxke
u B Oynymem’ [21, 11]. In addition, Dostoevsky would have appreciated certain
aspects of Renan’s polemic, especially his contention that the doctrines of religious
observance detract from the vital ideas of Christianity.”” As Malcolm Jones has
shown, the concept of “minimal religion”, that is ‘a religion liberated from an
elaborate interpretive tradition’”' can aptly be said to encompass Dostoevsky’s own

22

approach to Christianity which was, at times, unOrthodox.”™ Clearly, Dostoevsky

valued the ‘Bocemuamats BekoB xpuctuancta’ to which he had fallen heir, but this

'8 F. M. Dostoevskii v vospominaniiakh sovremennikov, vol. 2, ed. by A. Dolinin (Moscow:
Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1964), p. 131.

' A fuller treatment of Dostoevsky’s engagement with Renan—including and beyond The Life of
Jesus—can be found in E. I. Kiiko, ‘Dostoevskii i Renan’, in Dostoevskii: materialy i issledovaniia, ed.
by G. M. Fridlender, vol. 4 (Leningrad: Nauka, 1980), pp. 106-122. See also the informative essay in
[9, 394-404].

?» Summarising Dostoevsky’s attitude to The Life of Jesus, Kiiko writes: ‘B oTimdme 0T «BepyrOMHX»
U «HEBEPYIOIIUX», OTBEPraBIINX KOHIEHIHIO PeHaHa ¢ MPOTHBOIOJIOXKHBIX MO3UIHH, J[0CTOCBCKHIA
BOCIIPHHSUI €€ KaK HEKOE JUAJCKTHUECKOE €ANHCTBO, KaK THMH HPABCTBEHHOW KpacoTe XpHCTa, XOTS
counHenHsbii arenctom’ (Kiiko, ‘Dostoevskii i Renan’, p. 108). Dostoevsky, of course, tried to reflect
much of this moral beauty in his own positively beautiful man, Prince Myshkin.

2! Malcolm V. Jones, Dostoevsky and the Dynamics of Religious Experience (London: Anthem Press,
2005), p. 139.

22 On Dostoevsky’s divergence from Orthodoxy, see ibid., especially chapter 1.
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tradition should not strait-jacket religious experience, whose truest expression is not
in creedal formulation but in spontaneous, active love.

For Renan, Eliot, and Dostoevsky, the “letter” of historical Jesus scholarship
stood in a precarious relationship to the “spirit” of Christian teaching. Explicating the
distinction between these two terms, Terence Wright states that: ‘the attempt to get
back to an original stable and unchanging truth, to re-present it without difference, to
convey its essential spirit without mediating material form, is doomed to failure’.*®
What I take Wright to mean here is that the spirit of Jesus’ teaching needed to be
clothed in a particular form if it was to have any visceral appeal to nineteenth-century
readers. For Renan, that form was a psychologised biography of Jesus of Nazareth
(rather than, for example, a theological treatise as such).”* I believe that Wright’s
statement can be productively applied to Eliot and Dostoevsky too; that is, I contend
that these writers also sought to convey their own understanding of the truths of
Christianity, and that, in order to do so, they used the provincial novel as a mediating
material form. It proved, I suggest, a vehicle that enabled them to reflect the Bible’s
own emphasis on quotidian reality (whose prominence in the Bible the historical
Jesus school had done so much to reassert) whilst also providing a narrative medium

through which the spirit of the biblical text might be appropriated anew.

2 Wright, ‘The Letter and the Spirit’, p. 58.

**In The Gospel According to Renan, Priest writes that Renan’s work comprised ‘union of biography
and intellectual history’, in which the gospels were said to capture the spirit of Jesus’ teaching, even if
they did not necessarily record his every a word with historical accuracy (p. 74).
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A Realistic Chronotope as a Condition of Truth in Bible and Novel

TyT TailHa,—4TO MUMOMAYIIUN JIMK 3€MHOW W
B€UHAasd HWCTUHA COIPHUKOCHYJIHMCH TYT BMECTC.
[Ipen mpaBmol 3eMHOIO0 COBEpIIAETCS JIEUCTBUE
BEUHOU mpaBabl. [14, 265]
In western biblical scholarship of the twentieth century, the central tenets of the
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Quest of the Historical Jesus have largely been
taken for granted, even if the Quest undergoes continued revision.”> The importance
that scholars ascribe to the understanding of Jesus’ socio-cultural milieu is, however,
sometimes lost in literary appropriations of theological terminology. A case in point
is the literary use scholars make of the genre of the “parable”. Frequently, this genre
is made to stand in direct opposition to “realism”, as if a parable were merely an
allegorical shell whose material contents could be disemboweled and leave the reader
with much the same level of understanding. For example, treatments of Tolstoy’s The
Death of Ivan Ilyich describe the work as a parable that lacks the realism of earlier
works such as Anna Karenina*® That Tolstoy in his post-conversion masterpiece
dispenses with much of the colour, psychologisation and, indeed, realism of Anna
Karenina is undeniable; but this does not make it a parable as such—at least not, |
will show, in any biblical sense. Similarly, Robin Feuer Miller’s treatment of the
genre in relation to Dostoevsky’s work sees the parable as a means of teaching

doctrine without recourse to propositional statements, but she does not distinguish

between those stories which have a realistic (if somewhat fanciful) content and those

> With the publication of E. P. Sanders’s Paul and Palestinian Judaism in 1977 we are, by N. T.
Wright’s reckoning, on the “Third Quest” of the Historical Jesus. On the development of the “Quests”
post-Schweitzer, see N. T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God (London: SPCK, 1996).

%6 See Robert Russell, ‘From Individual to Universal: Tolstoy’s “Smert’ Ivana IlI’icha’’, The Modern
Language Review, 76.3 (1981), 629-42; and Edward Wasiolek, Tolstoy’s Major Fiction (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1978), ch. 7.
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which are clearly mythical (such as the fable of Grushenka’s onion).>’ T do not wish
to say that the work of these critics is defective, since they are using the term
“parable” in a conventional sense, that is, a narrative structure that illustrates a moral
or sacred truth to which its content is only tangentially connected. However, a closer
examination of how Jesus himself used the genre will enable us to see how Eliot and
Dostoevsky produced narratives that were simultaneously grounded in realistic,
contingent, human experience and able to signify eternal or universal truth. For them,
as for Jesus, realistic experience was not an inconvenient obstacle around which
human beings had to pass in order to attain sacred insight, but the very means by
which that insight was to be attained.

The inherent realism of the parabolic genre has been posited by, among others,
Charles Hedrick, who argues (somewhat in extremis) that parables have no hidden
message, figurative or moral, that they contain no archetypal symbols or universal
features, and no secondary layer of signification.”® For instance, the parable of the
workers in the vineyard, for Hedrick, is not a commentary on anything other than the
economic systems of village life in first-century Palestine. According to Hedrick and
others,” the synoptic Evangelists have glossed Jesus’ stories (primarily secular in
thrust) with an allegorical veneer that no Galilean peasant could have detected.”® All

Jesus’ parables deal with situations accessible to the (largely illiterate) community in

" See her ‘Dostoevskii’s Parables: Paradox and Plot’, in Cultural Discontinuity and Reconstruction:
The Byzanto-Slav Heritage and the Creation of a Russian National Literature in the Nineteenth
Century, ed. by Jostein Bertnes and Ingunn Lunde (Oslo: Solum forlag, 1997), pp. 168-84.

¥ Charles W. Hedrick, Many Things in Parables: Jesus and His Modern Critics (Louisville:
Westminster John Knox Press, 2004).

» See, for example, Amy-Jill Levine, Short Stories by Jesus: The Enigmatic Parables of a
Controversial Rabbi (New York: HarperCollins, 2014). Levine is particularly scathing of Luke, who
‘turns the parable into an allegory, and so platitude replaces provocation’ (p. 16).

01t is equally doubtful that the Roman authorities would have been perturbed by a rabbi telling stories
that were merely analogies for an extra-terrestrial reality. ‘If Jesus was a teacher of heavenly truths
dispensed through literary gems called parables,” writes William Herzog, ‘it is difficult to understand
how he could have been executed as a political subversive and crucified between two social bandits’.
See William R. Herzog II, Parables as Subversive Speech: Jesus as Pedagogue of the Oppressed
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1989), p. 9.
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which he lived. The subject of his stories tends to be related to sowing and reaping, to
weddings, to family relations, to shepherding, to economics. While many of these
themes do have an Old Testament pedigree, it is difficult to imagine that Jesus’
original audience would not have understood them in light of their own day-to-day
experience. This is squarely the world that Epstein, as I charted in my Introduction,
described as ‘“horizontal”, as it foregrounds man’s experience with man in his
temporal milieu before betokening any kind of vertical transcendence.

Whilst Hedrick is right to emphasise the realistic character of Jesus’ work-a-
day world, he does not, it seems to me, take sufficiently into account the fact that
parables, by definition, cast two things aside each other (para-bole), and Dominic
Crossan is (for once) not being controversial when he defines a parable as ‘a very
short metaphorical narrative’.”' If allegorical readings of the parables went too far in
church history, with the Good Samaritan becoming under Augustine a figure of Christ
and the man on the road a representation of Adam, it does not follow that all
figuration is inherently suspect. Hedrick rightly emphasises the need to enter the
historical world of the parables (to know how much a drachma was worth, for
example), but I am inclined to agree with Zimmermann that ‘the parables of Jesus
acquire their power from the transfer of real experience and concrete, real-life
contexts to the religious domain’>*> At any rate, my concern in this chapter is to

evaluate the ways in which Eliot and Dostoevsky reinvented the biblical text, not the

original tale as it might have been told by an elusive historical Jesus, and it is

*! John Dominic Crossan, Cliffs of Fall: Paradox and Polyvalence in the Parables of Jesus (Eugene,
OR: Wipf and Stock, 2008), p. 2 (my italics). More detailed discussions of what constitutes a parable
can be found in Ruben Zimmermann’s Puzzling the Parables: Methods and Interpretation
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2015), especially chs 1 and 6; The Parables of Jesus: Red Letter Edition:
A Report of the Jesus Seminar, ed. by Robert W. Funk et al (Sonoma, CA.: Polebridge Press, 1988), pp.
16-19; and Jeffrey T. Tucker, Example Stories: Perspectives on Four Parables in the Gospel of Luke
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), pp. 149ff. Defining a parable is a notoriously difficult
undertaking, and scholars disagree as to how many Jesus told (the number ranges from about 46 to 52),
and on the methods by which they should be classified (on which see Zimmermann, ch. 6).

32 Zimmermann, Puzzling the Parables, p. 196; my italics.
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universally attested that the Evangelists intend the stories of Jesus to be read as
something more than stories of a man who had two sons, even if the sense of the
parable is liable to misunderstanding without a knowledge of first-century filial
relations.

The way in which parables combine individual and type, humdrum and
sublime, might be seen as a model for Eliot and Dostoevsky’s own fictional
enterprise. In chapter 35 of Middlemarch, Eliot’s narrator takes to task those critics
who attempt to abstract quotidian reality to the level of allegorical veneer. Having
just related the advent of the unimpressive Mr Rigg in Middlemarch, the narrator
comments:

And here | am naturally led to reflect on the means of elevating a low
subject. Historical parallels are remarkably efficient in this way. The
chief objection to them is, that the diligent narrator may lack space, or
(what is often the same thing) may not be able to think of them with any
degree of peculiarity, though he may have a philosophical confidence that
if known they would be illustrative. It seems an easier and shorter way to
dignity, to observe that — since there never was a true story which could
not be told in parables where you might put a monkey for a margrave, and
vice versa — whatever has been or is to be narrated by me about low
people, may be ennobled by being considered a parable; so that if any bad
habits and ugly consequences are brought into view, the reader may have
the relief of regarding them as not more than figuratively ungenteel, and
may feel himself virtually in company with persons of some style. Thus
while I tell the truth about loobies [silly fellows], my reader’s imagination
need not be entirely excluded from an occupation with lords; and petty
sums which any bankrupt of high standing would be sorry to retire upon,
may be lifted to the level of high commercial transactions by the
inexpensive addition of proportional ciphers.

As to any provincial history in which the agents are all of high moral
rank, that must be of a date long posterior to the first Reform Bill [...]
[MM, 341].

The narrative voice in this passage is overtly ironic: the propositions that a monkey
might represent a margrave, or a loobie a lord, seem to violate the surface meaning of
the text to such an extent that they might be considered faintly ridiculous. This irony

helps to make explicit the rupture between apparent authorial intention (to tell ‘the
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truth about loobies’) and critical interpretation (‘an occupation with lords’). By
reading in accordance with a hermeneutical system that the narrator deems parabolic
(in the general sense of the word), the reader is absolved from the need to dwell on
the quotidian realities that Eliot had made the bedrock of her realism in chapter 17 of
Adam Bede. The problem of an allegorical reading is made still more explicit in that
readers of the novel know that the machinations of mercantile Joshua Rigg, far from
being ‘figuratively ungenteel’, materially and negatively affect the development of the
plot. Further resisting allegorical readings, the narrator informs us in the final line
that in Middlemarch society of the early 1830s one would be hard pressed to find men
and women whose daily behaviour could be ennobled; that is, it could not be
considered a cipher for a reality beyond itself. Moreover, by calling the addition of
proportional ciphers ‘inexpensive’, the narrator hints at the substandard quality of
novels that rely on brazen allegory, as if they detract from moral seriousness that Eliot
took it upon herself to invest in a genre once considered frivolous.” For Eliot, this
seriousness is best realised not according to an allegorical superstructure, but by
fidelity to what in The Mill on the Floss her narrator called ‘the most prosaic form of
human life’ [MF, 272]—a form of life she believed was best exemplified in pre-
reform provincial England.

There is no suggestion in Eliot’s fiction, however, that prosaic life cannot also
be imbued with wider social significance. At one point in Middlemarch, for example,
‘the existence of low people’ is elevated by virtue of ‘lofty comparison’ [MM, 412],

as the correspondence between Messrs Rigg and Bulstrode becomes symbolic of a

¥ Barry Qualls has argued that Eliot was attempting in her novels to do two things: to provide
entertainment, and, in lieu of a religion that no longer had unquestioned authority in the modern world,
serious moral instruction. See his The Secular Pilgrims of Victorian Fiction (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1982), p. 12. On the attempts to rescue the novel from its reputation for frivolity, see
Norman Vance, Bible and Novel: Narrative Authority and the Death of God (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2013), p. 27.
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process by which world history is shaped by the interference of apparent non-entities.
What is important here is that (in contrast to the lords and loobies) prosaic life is
treated first of all on its own terms, and only subsequently in light of its signification,
just as in the New Testament the theological signification of (for example) the cross
can only be understood in light of the earthly maneuvers of Caiaphas, Pilate, and
others that brought the flesh of a Nazarene carpenter to be nailed to a tree.

The unity of earthly reality and sublime truth is something that many of
Dostoevsky’s characters seek to deny. For Ivan, who has something of the deist
about him,34 God is an absentee landlord, who has abandoned the world to its own
devices, just as Fyodor Pavlovich abandoned him. Ivan is often regarded as an
atheist, but the appellation is misleading; he is happy enough to accept God (albeit as
a hypothesis), but he cannot accept God’s world: ‘Sl He 6ora He mpuHUMAaIO, TOUMH
Tol [Alyosha] sT0, s MHpa, UM CO3AaHHOTO, MUPA-TO OOXKBHETO HE MPUHUMAIO M HE
MoOTy coryiacuteest npuHATh’ [14, 214]. The reason for this non-acceptance, according
to Ivan, is not due to any deficiency in the natural order (indeed, Ivan has moments of
ecstatic communion with the buds of spring and such like), but because of the
pollution brought by adults, who have eaten of the apple and brought suffering on
innocent children. By contrast, Zosima, who is also well aware of human suffering,
refuses to perform the separation of creator and creation that is necessary for Ivan’s
argument. Recalling the book of Job, Zosima admits that the suffering of God’s

servant is incomprehensible, but, even in the face of this suffering, Zosima’s God

T use the term deist here to denote a general acceptance of some kind of creator whilst rejecting a
personal deity involved in the day-to-day operations of the universe. However, it is likely that
Dostoevsky thought more intelligently about the term. He reportedly called himself a “philosophical
deist” (thus, as Stephen Cassedy notes, putting paid to the notion that he was an untroubled adherent of
Russian Orthodoxy). See Cassedy, Dostoevsky’s Religion (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2005),
p. 64. In “A Few Words about George Sand”, Dostoevsky identifies the French writer, whom he
admired, as a deist (‘XKopx Cannx ymepna nemcrtkoii’), claiming that her idealism sprang from a firm
belief in God and immortal life, even if she could not articulate a theological conviction that human
salvation was dependent upon the personal intercession of Jesus Christ—a view which, Dostoevsky
claims, is the central tenet of Orthodoxy [23, 36-37].
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looks upon his creation with pride (‘BHOBb XBanmuTcsi co3ganueM csouM’ [14, 265])
and Job promises to ‘ciyxuth He ToMbKO emy [God], HO MOCIYXHUTb M BCEMY
co3nanuto ero’ [14, 265]. Whereas Ivan looks upon the suffering caused by adults
and withdraws from a world he refuses to understand, Zosima embraces the mystery
of a God whose divine protection over his creation he refuses to deny even in the face
of suffering. Like Job, he dedicates his life to the service of both creator and creation.

As for Eliot, Dostoevsky’s interest in and respect for the phenomenal world
does not preclude his plots or characters figuring as patterns for more general trends
in Russian society. Although, as Bakhtin has shown, Dostoevsky masterfully
endowed his characters with their own, individuated voice, these characters become in
some way emblematic of the vice (or virtue) that Dostoevsky detects in his epoch.
The Devils, for example, retells the story of Ivanov’s murder at the hands of Nechaev
in such as way as to explain how such a phenomenon could arise in Russian society
[21, 125]. The figure (/itso) of Dostoevsky’s Nechaev—°‘koHeuHO, HE MOXOXKE Ha
nuio Hactosimero Hewaesa® [21, 125]—is treated as a social type whose individuality
is generalised to explain the wider social phenomenon of ‘Hewaesw’ [21, 125]. Its
generalisability is enhanced by the fact that it occurs in a Russian small town which,
though quotidian, is unidentified: it is somewhere in provincial Russia, but could be
anywhere.

Novelistic plots or characters that crystallise contemporary concerns are not,
of course, the exclusive preserve of Eliot or Dostoevsky. In fact, as I discuss in
chapter 3, it is a staple of realism that the protagonist should be in some way
exemplary of wider social conditions or behaviour. Nevertheless, Eliot and

Dostoevsky are more explicit in their borrowings from biblical texts than many of
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their contemporaries.”> As in biblical narratives, for example, both writers use
specific events within their novels to reflect divine archetypes as well as to prefigure
later events in their plot structures.”® An occurrence of this paradigm can be seen in
The Brothers Karamazov, where Zosima 1is treated by a crowd in precisely the same
way as Jesus was. As he approaches his death, Zosima tells those gathered in his cell
about an incident that occurred with a mysterious visitor when he was a young man.
The visitor, we are told, visited Zosima (Zinovy) regularly and, as a result of the
visits, was led to confess to a murder of which he had not previously been suspected.
Given his reputation as a respectable man of the town, however, no-one believed the
confession and, after he had died, the townsfolk accused Zosima of filling his head
with religious notions. The language with which Zosima recalls the scene is biblical:
‘Ho Bech TOpon goccman Ha MeHs, KOT/Ia TIOXOPOHUIIHN €T0, M JaKe TPHHUMATh MEHS
nepecTand [...] nbo JIIOOHUT YemoBeK MajeHue MpaBeIHoTo U mo3op ero’ [14, 283; my
italics]. The incident is likely modeled on Jesus’ rejection at Nazareth (Luke 4.14-
30), where Jesus’ preaching occasions the hostility of his countrymen: no prophet is
accepted in his hometown. Like Jesus, Zosima is ultimately able to walk away from
the crowd on this occasion, only to take to a more arduous path devotion in the future.
Like the author of the Parable of the Tenants (which looks back to Israel’s less than

exemplary treatment of its prophets, and looks forward to a continuation on the same

3% Throughout, this chapter assumes rather than proves these writers” familiarity with the Bible. Any
reader of the George Eliot Letters will find them saturated with biblical references and phraseology.
The index of references to biblical texts runs to several pages. The same is true of the index to the
Dostoevsky Pss. Given the wealth of criticism on Dostoevsky’s religious faith, some of which is
referenced in this chapter, it seems somewhat gratuitous to recommend a single study. Nevertheless,
Geir Kjetsaa’s Dostoevsky and His New Testament (Oslo: Solum Forlag, 1984) gives a good sense of
Dostoevsky’s familiarity with particular New Testament texts.

* As Nina Perlina has shown, Dostoevsky’s depiction of family life tends to be more paradigmatic
than that of other realist novelists. Perlina identifies several interesting parallels between Dostoevsky’s
characters and their biblical models (e.g. Snegiryov as Job, Ivan as Cain). See her Varieties of Poetic
Utterance: Quotation in The Brothers Karamazov (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1985),
pp. 72-73.
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theme), Dostoevsky transforms a local story of a murder in a provincial backwater
into a scene that can be traced back to a biblical prototype and itself becomes a
prototype for other scenes in the novel. Indeed, much of Zosima’s account of his
youth prefigures other aspects of the plot: Markel, Zosima’s brother dies of
consumption at a young age, just as Ilyusha Snegiryov will; like Markel, Ilyusha will
try to set his mother’s soul at ease during his final agony; like Mitya, the mysterious
visitor is heard threatening to carry out the murder in a tavern days before it takes
place; and the final meeting between Zosima and the mysterious visitor contains
several resonances that will recur during Ivan’s final meeting with Smerdyakov—not
least the latter’s promise to make a confession. Evidently, there is no one-to-one
correspondence between the typological seeds of Book 6 and the rest of the novel, but
Dostoevsky seems to be suggesting that individual, autonomous stories told in both
Bible and novel can serve as keys to interpret events that happen subsequent to them,
either in the plot development of the novel, or in real life. If Dostoevsky’s novel
becomes a code through which we can interpret experience, this is a feature of his
novelistic technique that has been acquired from the Bible itself.

This figuration is similarly evident in Middlemarch, where Mr Bulstrode
copes with his unique, deserved, suffering at the hands of the provincial community
by interpreting it in the light of a larger pattern of divine struggle that itself has a
biblical pedigree. He identifies his opponents on the hospital board as belonging to an
‘evil generation’ (with echoes of Matt. 12.39) and resolves to continue his reforming
projects ‘in the face of persecution’ [MM, 127]. And whilst Eliot clearly does not
endorse Bulstrode’s misplaced sense of martyrdom, she is not willing to deny entirely
the link between the banker and his divine forebear. In chapter 71, he almost

becomes a Christ figure, hauled before the latter-day Sanhedrin of the sanitation
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committee (those concerned with purity in both Bible and novel frequently being the
least perceptive of their own faults): ‘God had disowned him before men and left him
unscreened to the triumphant scorn of those who were glad to have their hatred
justified’ [MM, 726]. Admittedly, the quotation is not narratorial comment, but free
indirect speech. But it is nevertheless shorn of all irony. Conjuring up the moment of
Christ’s cry of dereliction (and possibly Acts 3:13-14), the narrator asks the reader
both to interpret Bulstrode’s predicament in light of divine prototype (just as, for
example, the two sons of Luke 15 evoke earlier biblical brothers such as Jacob and
Esau)’’ and to internalise it as a model for our own experience: Bulstrode is no
pantomime villain but someone whose experience, precisely because so individuated,
can resonate with every reader whose desires have at times been stronger than their
theoretic beliefs.

It is, of course, entirely to be expected that consummate artists such as Eliot
and Dostoevsky would be able to use foreshadowing for artistic effect. My aim in the
foregoing discussion, however, was to show how they make particular, earth-bound,
novelistic situations function as paradigms for human experience, and that the ability
to do so was, if not consciously based on a biblical model of narrative design,

certainly in its debt.

7 See, for example, Kenneth E. Bailey, Jacob and the Prodigal: How Jesus Retold Israel’s Story
(Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2003).
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Narrative as a Tool for Ethical Instruction in the Bible, Eliot, and
Dostoevsky

He was doctrinally convinced that there was a
total absence of merit in himself; but that doctrinal
conviction may be held without pain when the
sense of demerit does not take a distinct shape in
memory and revive the tingling shame or the pang
of remorse [MM, 521]
Although historical Jesus scholarship in the nineteenth century succeeded in proving
that theological insight was inextricably linked to an understanding of Jesus’ socio-
cultural milieu, critics such as Strauss, Jowett and (to a lesser extent) Renan largely
failed to take account of the ways in which the narrative structure of much of the New
Testament functioned as a mediating material form for the first Evangelists. They had
thus done damage, Eliot thought, to the ‘beautiful story’ of the Bible. This failure to
take narrative into account has been convincingly documented by Hans Frei, who
posits that the theological, ethical, and universal message of the Bible can only be
comprehended once the reader has engaged with the particular narrative mode of the
biblical texts:
Style and account go together: for example, the parabolic mode of Jesus’
teaching integrates ordinary themes with analogies drawn from workaday
occurrences, and it does so in pithy, ordinary talk. Believable individuals
and their credible destinies are rendered in ordinary language and through
concatenations of everyday events which cumulatively constitute the
serious, sublime, and even tragic impact of powerful historical forces.
These forces in turn allow the ordinary, “random” life-like individual
persons [...] to become recognizable realistic “types”, without thereby
inducing a loss of their distinctively contingent or random individuality.*®

In response to Frei’s identification of the failures of the historical Jesus school,

modern critics such as Robert Alter have attempted to interrogate the significance of

* Hans W. Frei, The Eclipse of Biblical Narrative: A Study in Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century
Hermeneutics (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1974), p. 15. See also Anthony C. Yu, ‘Recovering
the Sense of the Story’, The Journal of Religion, 58.2 (1978), 198-203.

46



narrative as a vehicle of sacred truth, arguing that God’s divine plan is accomplished
through the ‘the disorderly character of actual historical events’ for which prose is the
most fitting medium.>* In his analysis of Genesis, Alter shows that, in contrast to
other creation myths (often recorded for posterity in the form of epic poetry), the
prose narrative of the first book of the Bible creates a tapestry in which the moral
choices of realistically contoured characters materially affect the stories of which they
are part. These readings of the Bible tend to foreground ‘an immediacy and freedom
often denied to “sacred texts”, weighed down as they often are by theological
preconceptions or prejudice’.* For Alter and others,"' the Heilsgeschichte of Tsrael’s
history is contingent upon the day-to-day lives of protagonists whose actions and
interiorities are less than exemplary.

Although narrative is clearly only one mode of biblical discourse, it was the
one which seemed to hold the most appeal for Jesus, at least if the Synoptics are to be
believed. After all, when confronted with hostile questions, he rarely replied with
propositional truths, but with parables—which, I have shown, tended to be realistic in
character. One effect of this pedagogical method was to ensure that not all his hearers
could understand his message (Mark 4.12), and as such Jesus frequently found
himself having to explain his parables to his disciples in private (Mark 3.4). Even
those disciples on the “inside” often failed to understand the meaning of Jesus’
teaching. This is not necessarily due to a deficiency on their part. Rather, as parable

scholarship has demonstrated, the genre embodies within itself a potential both for

% Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 2011), p.37.

“ David Jasper, ‘Literary Readings of the Bible: Trends in Modern Criticism’, in The Bible as
Literature: A Reader, ed. by David Jasper and Stephen Prickett (Oxford: Blackwell, 1999), pp. 44-64.
Here, p. 56.

I An excellent study of the way in which Eliot draws on the book of Ruth in Silas Marner to depict
situations in which the prose world of the ‘visible’ and ‘diurnal’ sphere betokens higher reality is
conducted by Harold Fisch in his New Stories for Old: Biblical Patterns in the Novel (London:
Macmillan, 1998), ch. 5.
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misunderstanding and multiple interpretations.*> Moreover, parable scholars agree
that Jesus taught the same portable narrative on various different occasions, and that
the meaning of the parable changed with each retelling and in each context. In short,
as Richard Lischer has argued, parables are not limited to ‘one exclusive meaning, nor
to a meaning that is unrelated to the milieu in which it has originated’, but rather they
have to be interpreted anew by each audience across generations.*’

The designedly polyvalent nature of parables is an important aspect to bear in
mind when considering the use to which Eliot and Dostoevsky put the genre in their
writings.  After all, if the narratives of Jesus (unlike his commands) have no
“definitive” meaning, is it possible to assess whether, in re-emplotting these
narratives, Eliot or Dostoevsky are recommending an ethic that is in concert with or in
contradiction to Jesus’ own moral code?

In their inscriptions of the Parable of the Prodigal Son, for example, Eliot and
Dostoevsky bring out multiple resonances of the text, eschewing a single meaning.
Eliot rescripts the parable several times throughout her fiction, each time to slightly
different effect. In The Mill on the Floss, Maggie’s trip to the gypsies, for example,
seems to be a recasting of the narrative: off in a “far country”, Maggie dreams of
living the life of a gypsy queen. But, forced to eat a gypsy diet that is quite
unamenable to her more refined tastes (cf. Luke 15.16), Maggie longs to return home.
As she returns, her father speeds towards her and welcomes her back with open arms,
while her elder brother waits sulkily at home. The retelling of the parable in this
instance (it will recur elsewhere in the novel, for example when Maggie flees to
another “far country” with Stephen Guest) serves to underscore Maggie’s sense of

alienation from a milieu that cannot accommodate her heroic ambition, whilst

*2 For an overview of this scholarship, see Zimmermann, Puzzling the Parables, ch. 1.
# Richard Lischer, Reading the Parables (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2014), p. 2.

48



affirming the genuine, if often misguided, care her father has for her. In
Middlemarch, the parable is retold to different effect, namely to highlight the ways in
which Casaubon fails to act with the level of exuberance exemplified by Mr Tulliver
or the Lukan father. After an argument, a penitent Dorothea begs Casaubon for
forgiveness; ‘would not love’, the narrator interjects at this point, ‘see penitence afar
off, and fall on its neck and kiss it?’ [MM, 210]. (Suffice it to say, the extent of
Casaubon’s exuberance is a ‘strong statement’ and faint smile.) Eliot here has
seemingly recast the parable in Feuerbachian terms, in particular by allowing ‘love’ to
stand in for a personal father figure. And yet it does not seem to me that Eliot’s
interpretation is in any way incompatible with the story Jesus told: it seems unlikely
that Jesus’ first audience (before the crucifixion or birth of the church) would have
rushed to understand the parable in divine or Christological terms, even though Luke
insists on such an interpretation. Is it really illegitimate to read the story as a tale of
human delight at reconciliation? The parable is reinterpreted again by Eliot in the
story of prodigal Fred Vincy, who spends his father’s money on coursing and other
such pleasures, before being chastened by circumstance. But in this instance, she
notably departs from the biblical text, by insisting that Fred earn his restoration
within the community. He insists on paying Mr Garth to make amends for his
transgressions [MM, 340], and Mary accepts him only after he has proven himself
worthy [MM, 516]. Unlike the New Testament father—unlike the New Testament
God—George Eliot does not offer pardon freely.

In her novels, Eliot exploits the unfinalisability of biblical narrative to teach
her own brand of morality, which, to quote Norman Vance, enables her to ‘reimagine

and reformulate rather than abandon essentially religious and biblical themes and
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insights’.44 Even where she insists, contrary to Luke 15, on the need to earn

acceptance, she is in effect re-accenting rather than challenging Christian teaching.
As Jowett had written at the start of ‘On the Interpretation of Scripture’, the New
Testament at various points speaks about being justified by faith, and being justified
by works (as Fred must justify himself).” ‘Who,” Jowett asks in an uncharacteristic
outburst of acerbic wit designed to call attention to a selective reading that bolsters a
particular ecclesiastical tradition at the expense of the entire message of the Bible,
‘that hears of the Sabbatharianism [...] of some protestant countries would imagine
that the Author of our religion had cautioned his disciples, not against the violation of
the Sabbath, but only against its formal and Pharisaical observance?’*°

Dostoevsky also repurposes the parable of the Prodigal Son to bring out its
various—and potential—resonances. Both The Devils and The Brothers Karamazov
begin with sons returning home from the far country of St Petersburg, in some cases
(such as that of Mitya Karamazov) coming to their senses and prostrating themselves
to ask for forgiveness, in others (such as that of Peter Verkhovensky) continuing in
the provinces the sinful lifestyle they had practised in the city. In The Brothers
Karamazov, Petersburg functions as a cypher of a dissolute lifestyle. Zosima’s
widowed mother, for example, is advised by her friends to send her boy off to
Petersburg, ‘mo mpumepy npouux’ [14, 263], so that he might not be deprived of a
distinguished future (‘3naTHas ydacts’). The reference to the example of others is
ominous in its echo of the syncretism condemned in passages such as Deuteronomy
6.14, Jeremiah 10.2, and elsewhere, and the threat of a distinguished future caries the
caution of Colossians 3.2 as well as many a saint’s life. In Dostoevsky’s oeuvre the

potential for the imperial city to rob provincials of their essentially Russian character

4 Vance, Bible and Novel, p. viii.
* Jowett, ‘On the Interpretation of Scripture’, p. 399.
“® Ibid., p. 441.
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1s ever-present.

However, some critics overlook the polyvalence of the genre. For example,
although Janet Tucker rightly argues that Raskolnikov’s journey to St Petersburg is
modeled on Luke 15 (St Petersburg functioning as a ‘venue of abandonment’,
inimical to religious faith and characterised by ‘rapacious capitalism’),*’ she
underestimates the ways in which Dostoevsky destabilises the narrative. For her, the
parable is purely allegorical (father = God, home = heaven) and can only be
understood in abstract, allegorical terms (it becomes a lesson on the ‘divine power of
resurrection’ and ‘the miracle of life after death”). Although she pays some attention
to the scholarly attempts to tease out the polyvalency of meaning in the parable genre
(quoting Norman Perrin to the effect that ‘meaning ha[s] to be found anew’ in the
Christian communities in which parables are preached), her own view is clearly that
‘the purpose of a parable is to convey the Truth as the author of the tale [...] sees it’,*®
a truth that is ‘higher, constant, eternal’.** For Tucker it is a given that the prodigal is
the centre of the story,” and his return home is seen by Dostoevsky as a prefiguration
of Raskolnikov’s return to his “home” of Siberia.”’ Arguing that the Gospels consider
‘devotion to material goods’ sinful (hardly an argument compatible with the Parable
of the Lost Coin, where such devotion is commended), Tucker’s Dostoevsky is almost

gnostic in his disavowal of the material world, with the ‘heavenly reward’ of ‘divine

47 Janet Tucker, Profane Challenge and Orthodox Response in Dostoevsky’s Crime and Punishment
(Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2008), p. 160.

*® Ibid., pp. 148, 147.

¥ Ibid., p. 149.

3% This is open to debate and, whomever Jesus meant to be the centre of the story, it seems to me
obvious that for Luke the older brother has greater significance: Luke frames the story with the
approach of the grumbling Pharisees (Luke 15.1-2), and if Jesus is challenging anyone’s behaviour, it
is theirs. The older, not younger, brother is the intended mirror in this instance.

3! Tucker explains the fact that Raskolnikov has never actually been there by arguing that ‘God always
denotes home...“home” is in the presence of God’ (p. 157).
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presence’ being an adequate substitute for an earthly utopia.”

This reading of the parable and Dostoevsky’s emplotment of it, has a number
of flaws, the most severe of which is that it assumes that both the parable and
Dostoevsky’s oeuvre can be read monologically.”> There is no trace of doubt in
Tucker’s Dostoevsky, no sense in which the meaning of the parable or Christian
teaching in general might have sat uncomfortably with him. If we examine some of
the other accents Dostoevsky gives to the parable we can see that such monologism is
groundless. In his novels, to give one example of a contrary reading, Dostoevsky is
interested in prodigal fathers as much as prodigal sons, as he probes ways in which
failed or absent father figures can produce aimless or immoral offspring. In both The
Devils and The Brothers Karamazov, it is the fathers who squander their sons’
inheritance. Stepan Trofimovich is particularly guilty in this respect, mismanaging
his estate and leaving Peter Stepanovich without an inheritance to claim as his own.
He also fails to educate both Peter Stepanovich (shipped off early to some aunts in the
capital) and Nikolai Vsevelodovich, whom he indulges from a young age, in the

manner of Pushkin’s Monsieur I’Abbé in Eugene Onegin. For all his opposition to

2 Ibid., p. 145. On Dostoevsky’s belief in a this-worldly utopia see N. Efimova, ‘Motiv bibleiskogo
lova v Brat’iakh Karamazovykh’, in Dostoevskii: Materialy i issledovaniia, ed. by G. M. Fridlender,
vol. 11 (St Petersburg: Nauka, 1994).

>3 Treatments of the Prodigal Son in Russian literature do tend towards monologism, although many
are insightful. For example, in his analysis of the narrative in Soviet literature, A. Bocharov interprets
it as a conservative narrative that propagates the value of tradition. See his ‘Vremia vozvrashcheniia,
bremia vozvrashcheniia’, Oktiabr’, 4 (1984), 186-92. Similarly V. I. Gabdullina sees the parable as
evidence of Turgenev’s latent religiosity in her ‘Motiv bludnogo syna v romanakh I. S. Turgeneva’, in
Evangel skii tekst v russkoi literatury XVIII-XX vekov: Tsitata, reministsentsiia, motiv, siuzhet, zhanr,
vol. 8 (Petrozavodsk: Petrozavodskii gosudarstvennyi universitet, 2001), pp. 135-49. On the other
hand, A. V. Chernov examines the dual emplotment the narrative attained in the nineteenth century.
Chernov argues that under Pushkin the parable has a moral meaning (something akin to the belief that
everything one seeks in the far country is already to be found at home), whereas for Gogol, Belinsky,
and their heirs the story is employed to stress the impossibility and undesirablity of return, given that
history is progressing in a straight line. See A. V. Chernov, ‘Arkhetip “bludnogo syna” v russkoi
literatury XIX veka’, in Evangel’skii tekst v russkoi literatury XVIII-XX vekov: Tsitata,
reministsentsiia, motiv, siuzhet, zhanr, vol. 3 (Petrozavodsk: Petrozavodskii gosudarstvennyi
universitet, 2001), pp. 151-58. For an analysis of the way in which the parable is employed by
Pushkin, see J. Thomas Shaw, ‘Puskin’s “The Stationmaster” and the New Testament Parable’, The
Slavic and East European Journal, 21.1 (1977), 3-19.

52



contemporary theories of the determining influence of “environment”, Dostoevsky
makes it clear that the fathers of his novels are complicit in their sons’ prodigality,
and this complicity can also be detected in the parable Jesus told: Jesus’ father
provides the son with the means to realise his debauchery.>*

My point here is not that Dostoevsky, had he been asked directly, would have
articulated a reading of the parable that doesn’t see the father as a stand-in for a wise
and benevolent deity; he clearly did believe this. Rather, the parable genre is fluid
enough for the novelist to variously pick up on different resonances of the narrative,
sometimes in contradiction to each other, and that such polyvalence is embedded
within the parable genre itself. This reading better enables us to accommodate the
disharmony of Dostoevsky’s religious belief. Indeed, a recent study by Susan
McReynolds has sought to demonstrate that there were aspects of the Christian
teaching that Dostoevsky found repugnant. In particular, he took offence at the very
idea of crucifixion insofar as it premised the salvation of the world on the suffering of
a single human being, offered up as a sacrifice by a supposedly loving father.”® This
is precisely the sort of exchange that forces Ivan Karamazov to hand back his entry
ticket to paradise.

The prominence of narrative in the Bible prevents it being read (or at least
exclusively read) as an authoritative manual of Christian ethics, and suggests that
readers have to appropriate and interpret its narratives for themselves. A helpful
distinction between these two kinds of readings has been provided by Bakhtin, who
differentiates between the Bible as “Holy Writ” and the Bible as “inwardly persuasive

discourse”.’® By inwardly persuasive discourse, Bakhtin refers to those parts of the

>* An example of this kind of reading can be found in Levine, Short Stories by Jesus, p. 50.

% See Susan McReynolds, Redemption and the Merchant God: Dostoevsky’s Economy of Salvation
and Antisemitism (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 2008).

3% On this distinction, see Jones, Dostoevsky and the Dynamics of Religious Experience, p. xi.
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Bible that have moved or influenced individual believers and that take on a personal
significance for the reader. Despite Bakhtin’s claims about the authoritative status of
the biblical word in Dostoevsky’s poetics, Malcolm Jones rightly stresses the
importance of inwardly persuasive discourse in Dostoevsky’s works, where the Bible
does not function as a static text, but is rather emphasised as a narrative that is
indeterminate and that calls out for individual appropriation.

This view of the Bible is somewhat at odds with that provided by some of
Dostoevsky’s best interpreters, particularly those who emphasise the religious nature
of Dostoevsky’s thought. Diane Thompson (following Bakhtin) argues that ‘the
proclamatory word of the Bible may be veiled, mysterious, but it does not
dissimulate, it does not say one thing, but give us to understand the contrary. Itis a
direct, fully convinced word, spoken without reservations, that urgently strives to
transmit its message in as true a way as possible’.”’ Thompson analyses the way in
which the biblical word “interacts” with the voices of others in Dostoevsky’s novels,
and insists upon the need for characters to internalise its message. But in her reading,
the Bible’s message is always clear and constant, never open to dialogue and never to
be shaped by it: ‘despite all the batterings of polemic, distortion, parody and irony, the
Logos glimmers through in its inviolable holiness, intermittently penetrating the
fraught medium of discordant voices like a shaft of light, illuminating from within’.”®

It goes without saying that Dostoevsky reverenced the Bible to an almost
hysterical degree. However, I do question whether the Logos in Dostoevsky’s work is

quite as inviolable as Thompson suggests.”” To begin with, Dostoevsky is quite

7 Thompson, ‘Problems of the Biblical Word in Dostoevsky’s Poetics’, in Dostoevsky and the
Christian Tradition, ed. by George Pattison and Diane Oenning Thompson (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001), pp. 69-99. Here, pp. 69-70.

¥ Ibid., p. 96.

% A fascinating article by N. V. Balashov examines the different weight Dostoevsky gave to various
translations of the Bible arguing (to risk a reductive summary of his research) that Dostoevsky has his
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capable of taking biblical teaching and reinterpreting it in his own context. For
example, in a conversation between Alyosha and Kolya, the former quotes Psalm 137,
‘if I forget thee, O Jerusalem’. Explaining this enigmatic line, Alyosha says: ‘To ecTh
eciu 3a0yy BCe, 4TO €CTh CaMOT0 Y MEHSI IParolieHHOT0, €CJIM MPOMEHSIO Ha YTO, TO
na nopazut’ [14, 508]. This is more than an instance of appropriating the “sense” of a
passage at the expense of its literal meaning; it imputes to Psalm 137 a meaning
entirely of Alyosha’s own invention. It is highly doubtful, after all, that the exiled
psalmist intended his lament to offer a tidbit of self-help, or a mini-homily on the
virtues of holding on to what’s precious. = Whether one regards this hermeneutical
manoeuvre as legitimate or not, it does seem to illustrate that the message of the Bible
is not entirely ‘inviolable’ and is subject to ‘distortion’ just as much as other people’s
words.

More significantly, biblical texts in Dostoevsky’s works take on multiple
meanings depending on the context in which they are employed, and it is precisely
their narrative emplotment that conditions the meaning Dostoevsky wished them to
bear. At first sight, it seems as if the biblical text has an autonomous authority
outside the world of Dostoevsky’s narrative: both The Devils and The Brothers
Karamazov have stand-alone epigraphs taken from the Bible (respectively, the casting
out of the swine, and the corn of wheat that dies to bring forth fruit). However, each
of these epigraphs takes on a number of different meanings as the novels progress.
The epigraph to The Brothers Karamazov (John 12.24) might refer (to mention the
incidents where the epigraph is obviously alluded to or explicitly mentioned) to the

death of Zosima’s brother, Markel, whose conversion was instrumental in Zosima’s

least sympathetic characters speak in phrases inflected by the Slavonic translation, whereas his more
positive characters, who have taken the message of the Bible to heart and are not manipulating it for
their own ends, tend to quote in Russian. See his ‘Spor o russkoi biblii i Dostoevskii’, in Dostoevskii:
materialy i issledovaniia, vol. 13, ed. by G. M. Fridlender (St Petersburg: Nauka, 1996), pp. 3-15. This
argument somewhat complicates the view that the Bible for Dostoevsky was a static, authoritative text.
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own journey to faith; or to the mysterious visitor’s own death to self (his confession)
that will free him from the pain of guilt; or the way in which Zosima’s death my
enable others to reap a harvest of righteousness. Other meanings, less explicit, might
be inferred too: isn’t old Fyodor’s death a seed that ultimately leads to Mitya’s
regeneration, for example?®® In The Devils, the meaning of the epigraph becomes
comprehensible only after the novel has been read, when it becomes clear that the
demoniac is Russia herself, infected with the demons of revolutionary ideas and their
progenitors. Similarly, the important quotation from Revelation 3—°I know thy
works, thou art neither hot nor cold’—is explicable only once the reader has
understood the existential despair that engulfs Stavrogin by the end of the novel,
unable to commit either to Christian faith or nihilistic destruction. For Dostoevsky,
then, the Bible does not have a single, authoritative meaning; rather, it acquires
meaning through narrative emplotment. The novel is thereby coopted as a genre—i.e.
as a ‘mediating material form’—to make biblical truth more relevant to a
contemporary society: it provides the necessary examples without which the messages
and resonances of the Bible would be lost: ‘uto 3a cioBo XpucroBo 6e3 mpumepa?’
asks Zosima, rhetorically [14, 267].

In recent years, critics have attempted to challenge Lukécs’s view that the
novel is a genre of truthlessness. Ilya Kliger suggests that, far from being hostile to
higher truth, novelists have always tried, through illustration and narrative, to
represent divine truth. The difference between the novel and other genres is that the
former encourages us to see truth differently, as immanent in a temporal shape rather

than transcendent in a principle.’’ I would only add to this that the effect of this

% On Dostoevsky’s emplotment of the epigraph in the novel, see Robin Feuer Miller, The Brothers
Karamazov: Worlds of the Novel (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992), especially p. 14.

' See Ilya Kliger, The Narrative Shape of Truth: Verediction in Modern European Literature
(Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2011), especially the Introduction.
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narrative emplotment (in Dostoevsky’s polyphonic universe, at any rate) can be to
force the reader to interrogate as well as accept truth claims. For example, both
Stepan Trofimovich and Zosima articulate “truth” about the necessity of truth telling
(of not lying even to oneself). And yet this truth is accented differently depending
upon the voice of the speaker: hearing such an injunction from the poseur Stepan
Trofimovich does not have the same weight as hearing it from the Russian monk.
Narrative in Dostoevsky serves to make divine truth more visceral, to contextualise it
in the modern world, and to destabilise it, forcing the reader himself to make a
decision as to whose truth claims are most valid.

For Eliot too, narrative was a means of avoiding the didacticism of moral
maxims. In her letters, she had written of her desire not to ‘lapse from the picture to
the diagram’ [GEL, 4, 300], and in The Mill on the Floss, her narrator states that:

All people of broad, strong sense have an instinctive repugnance to the
man of maxims; because such people early discern that the mysterious
complexity of our life is not to be embraced by maxims, and that to lace
ourselves up in formulas of that sort is to repress all the divine promptings
and inspirations that spring from growing insight and sympathy. And the
man of maxims is the popular representative of the minds that are guided
in their moral judgement solely by general rules, thinking that these will
lead them to justice by a ready-made patent method, impartially—without
any care to assure themselves whether they have the insight that comes
from a hardly-earned estimation of temptation, or from a life vivid and

intense enough to have created a wide fellow-feeling with all that is
human [MF, 498].

Suzy Anger provides an analysis of this passage that highlights the discrepancy
between narrative’s ability to engender growing insight and sympathy through vivid
and intense descriptions and the impersonality of moral maxims: °‘Eliot rejects
rationalist, rule-based moral systems such as Kantian or Utilitarian ethics, arguing that
moral behaviour should emerge not from the application of exceptionless moral

principles but instead from attentive response to the complex particularities of a

57



situation (such as those which a novel can portray). Above all, moral judgements
must be rooted in feeling’.®> However, what Anger overlooks is that this deprecation
of moral maxims is presented to the reader in the very form of a moral maxim, and, at
any rate, Eliot is wont to provide such maxims at regular intervals throughout her
fiction.”

Unlike Dostoevsky—at least, unlike Dostoevsky the novelist—Eliot seems at
times uncomfortable with the polyvalence of narrative, biblical or novelistic, as her
benevolent narrators step into the frame of the story to dictate its meaning. Thus it is
not enough for her, for example, to illustrate, through narrative, the disconnect
between Casaubon’s illusions and the reality that shatters those illusions; the narrator
has to append the maxim that ‘we all of us, grave or light, get our thoughts entangled
in metaphors, and act fatally on the strength of them’ [MM, 85]. In interruptions such
as this, Eliot frequently assigns to her plots fixed, finalised meanings.®® As Leah
Price has shown, the material conditions of publication may have informed this
didacticism. In The Anthology and the Rise of the Novel, she suggests that in Eliot’s

later works, the author wrote with the expectation of excerption in anthologies, and

52 Suzy Anger, Victorian Interpretation (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005), p. 111.

% In this respect, Eliot can be compared to her Russian contemporary, Lev Tolstoy, who, in What is
Art? provided a defence of art that rested on its ability to convey feeling without the necessity of
explanation. Tolstoy was particularly enamoured of narratives such as the Odyssey, Iliad, biblical
parables and stories such as those of Jacob, Isaac, and Joseph, for their ability to convey meaning to the
masses, regardless of their education, social background, and the like. Tolstoy was a trenchant critic of
art criticism precisely because, as he put it in What is Art? ‘TONKOBaTh NMPOW3BEACHUS XYIOXKHHUKA
Henb3s® (L. N. Tolstoi, Sobranie sochinenii, 20 vols (1960-1965), XVI (1964), p. 151). At the same
time, however, the educator of Yasnaya Polyana peppered his works with didactic observations, as if
his readers could not be trusted to grasp, on a visceral or instinctive level, the message of his art. As
Edward Wasiolek puts it, ‘Tolstoy demands more acuteness of understanding than acuteness of vision’
(Edward Wasiolek, ‘Tolstoy’s “The Death of Ivan Ilytch” and Jamesian Fictional Imperatives’, in
Tolstoy: A Collection of Critical Essays, ed. by Ralph E. Matlaw (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall
Inc., 1967), pp. 146-56. Here, p. 147.) Tolstoy’s unwillingness to stand aside and let works of art
interpret themselves is acutely demonstrated by Medzhibovskaya, ‘On Moral Movement and Moral
Vision’.

% D. A. Miller’s Narrative and its Discontents: Problems of Closure in the Traditional Novel
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1983) examines the tension in Eliot’s work between a longing
for narrative openness and a striving towards a final idea, suggesting that ‘the dispersive and
fragmentary logic of the narrative itself” functions in opposition to any attempt to close it down (p. x).
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that it was therefore necessary for her discourse to have a moral message independent
of plot.®> Although Eliot expressed several reservations about anthologisation,
precisely on the grounds that anthologies reduce the complexity of novelistic truth by
wrenching language from its context, her publishing arrangements seem to betray an
ambivalence about the conveyance of a final message. This tension is, of course, also
present in the Bible itself—a book which no doubt has claim to be the most excerpted
in history. Although critics such as Frei, Alter, Fisch, and Vance have rightly
emphasised the importance of narrative structures in the Bible, narrative is only one
mode of biblical discourse, and even Luke, probably the greatest New Testament
storyteller, cannot allow his narratives to stand without authorial oversight. And
perhaps he was right to assume that no-one would read Luke 8.5-8 (the parable of the
sower) and come unaided to the conclusions of Luke 8.11-15 (the explanation that the
seed is the word of God). Jesus, in the evangelists’ representation, was both a great

storyteller and a quintessential man of maxims.

The Parable of the Good Samaritan and the Ethics of Community
Life
In terms of realistic content and narrative method, the fiction of Dostoevsky and Eliot
has a biblical pedigree. However, beyond its function as a metatype or code, the
Bible also provides Eliot and Dostoevsky with specific narrative incidents which they
rework in order to prosecute their own ethical agenda. Since their novels deal with
provincial communities, it is not surprising that the question that most animates their

ethical code is that of how to be a good neighbour—precisely the question put to

5 Leah Price, The Anthology and the Rise of the Novel: From Richardson to George Eliot (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000), p. 10.
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Jesus in Luke 10. In the novels, characters stand or fall by their ability to embrace
their contingent and proximate context.

Christian ethics, various characters concede, are possible at a distance. In
“Rebellion”, Ivan admits ‘s HuUKOrga He MOTI IOHSATH, KAK MOXXHO JIOOUTH CBOHX
OonmmxHUX. MIMEHHO ONMXKHUX-TO MO-MOEMY M HEBO3MOKHO JIIOOUTh, a pa3Be JIHILIb
nanpHUX’ [14, 215]. Ivan is compromised for much of the novel precisely because he
loves at a distance. His supposed love for both children and humanity at large is
exposed as a sham: there is no evidence that Ivan enjoys good relations with children
(compare Kolya’s excellent relationship with his “squirts” and his healing influence
on Ilyusha) or with humanity at large (compare the way in which Zosima knows and
remembers each of his visitors by name, whereas Ivan only knows unnamed examples
from newspaper articles). In The Mill on the Floss, the narrator highlights a similar
kind of misanthropy when he states that ‘people who live at a distance are naturally
much less faulty than those immediately under our own eyes’ [MF, 206]. In
Middlemarch, Mr Brooke wants to contribute to the ‘improvement of the people’
[MM, 389], while entirely neglecting the specific families (Kit Downes, the Dagleys)
in need of his assistance. One of the reasons why Brooke loses support among the
electors of Middlemarch is his speech about the way in which Reform might affect
‘the Cape’, whereas voters such as Mr Mawmsey are more concerned about the
effects it will have on ‘my till and ledger’ [MM, 500; my italics]. But however much
Ivan and Brooke might want to love at a distance, their situation in the small town
forces them (and the reader) to come face to face with a creation that is immanent,
and it is in this immanence that the Christian vision can be interrogated. The
provincial town, then, functions as a concrete space where characters must choose

whether or not to obey the command of Luke 10.27: to love one’s neighbour as
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oneself. As Gage McWeeny has argued, the social space of Eliot’s communities is
large enough to allow for asociality, but small enough to force characters to confront
each other. Populated by ‘innumerable strangers’ who are ‘curiously proximate’ to
each other, Eliot’s towns have a gravitational orbit that forces characters to interact
and affiliate, to socialise under conditions that are not entirely amenable to organic
socialisation.®® The question of how strangers become neighbours is precisely the one
that Eliot (and Dostoevsky) are interested in: how far, they seem to ask, can our
sympathies be extended? Are we only—or even—our brother’s keeper, or can the
commandment be extended to those related to us in space, but not by blood? And, if
pushed too far, does the quality of that sympathy become diluted? Moreover, the
provincial town tests the extent of the reader’s sympathies. Given that the small town
can accommodate multiple nexuses—different families, different plot lines, different
physical spaces—can we as readers ensure the even spread of our sympathy, and is
this desirable? FEliot makes such a question almost explicit in Middlemarch: ‘In
watching effects,” the narrator writes, ‘if only of an electric battery, it is often
necessary to change our place and examine a particular mixture or group at some
distance from the point where the movement we are interested in was set up’ [MM,
399]. The narrative then switches from the Brookes to the Garths. Does the reader’s
sympathy survive such a switch, or are the Garths too far removed from Eliot’s urban
readership to merit it? Is sympathy itself something to be merited—or a categorical
imperative that applies to all, regardless of distance?

These questions were addressed by Dostoevsky in his reading of Anna
Karenina in the Writer’s Diary, where he takes Levin to task for failing to show

sufficient sympathy to the suffering Slavs in the Russo-Turkish war. Levin’s refusal

% Gage McWeeny, ‘The Sociology of the Novel: George Eliot’s Strangers’, Novel, 42.3 (2009), 538-
45. Here, p. 539.
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to say whether he would kill a Turkish soldier who was abusing a Russian child relies,
Dostoevsky states, on an ethical system in which distance is allowed to diminish
compassion:
Cam, neckatb, He BXKy—][Dostoevsky is here putting words into Levin’s
mouth]—rmpoucxoauT mameko, Hy BOT HHYETO0 HE YYBCTBYIO [...] O,
JecKaTh, B ApyroMm mosymapuu, He y Hac [...] Ecmm paccrosaue

JEUCTBUTENIFHO TaK BJIMSIET HAa TYMaHHOCTh, TO POXKIAETCS caM COOOM

HOBBIM BOIIPOC: Ha KaKOM pPAcCTOSIHUM KOHYaeTcs 4eioBekomodue? [25,
220].

In his study of Anna Karenina, Gary Saul Morson argues that distance does indeed
matter for Tolstoy, and suggests that for him moral responsibility begins at home and
radiates outwards, diluting in proportion to distance from the home: ‘For Tolstoy,
morality may be described in terms of concentric circles. We owe our greatest
responsibility to our family, then to our neighbors, relatives, or co-workers, then to
people in our community, and, only several circles later, to people we have met on the
other side of the world’.®” At a distance, morality ‘never entirely evaporates [...] but
it does diminish’.*®

On this matter, Eliot seems to be at one with Tolstoy. In “The Modern Hep!
Hep! Hep”, Eliot writes: ‘I am not bound to feel for a Chinaman as I feel for my
fellow-countryman [...] Affection, intelligence, duty, radiate from a centre, and
nature has decided that for us English folk that centre can be neither China nor Peru’
[/TS, 173]. Quotations such as this challenge the view of Eliot as the archetypal
cosmopolitan, committed to universal values at the expense of local or national

.. . 1
character.” As critics such as Bruce Robbins’® and Bernard Semmel’' have shown,

57 Gary Saul Morson, Anna Karenina in our Time: Seeing More Wisely (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 2007), p. 217.

% Tbid.

% The essay in question contains some highly offensive statements of nationalism, that could, in fact,
rival any of Dostoevsky’s most vituperate (‘Let it be admitted that it is a calamity to the English [...] to
undergo a premature fusion with immigrants of alien blood’ [/7S, 186]; ‘The marring of our speech
[...] is a minor evil compared with what must follow from the predominance of wealth-acquiring
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Eliot was relatively unsympathetic to the discourse of universalism, especially when it
failed to account for the importance of local partiality or national tradition. This
partiality must, according to Eliot, be fostered from infancy, and many of her
characters’ moral failings can be ascribed to the fact that they lack, like Gwendolen
Harleth, the ‘sweet habit of blood’, a memory of the nightly heavens that belongs to
‘one’s own homestead’ [DD, 16]."

A comparison between the ethical visions of Tolstoy and Eliot has recently

been undertaken by Liza Knapp in her study of Anna Karenina.”

For Knapp there is
an important difference in the way each writer views the command to love one’s
neighbour, namely that for Tolstoy it can only be realised within the family, whereas
in Eliot neighbourliness can extend beyond the realm of blood relations.”* Knapp
shows that the plot structures of both novels reflect the extent of the circles of
sympathy that each author envisioned: whereas Tolstoy’s plot-lines are linked by

analogy only, Eliot embroils her characters in the same physical space, forcing them

to meet and interact in a way that doesn’t happen in Anna Karenina. Although Knapp

immigrants, whose appreciation of our political and social life must often be as approximate or fatally
erroneous as the delivery of our language’ [ITS, 187]). Many critics take these to be statements of a
cantankerous, aging Eliot’s conservative nationalism. This view is challenged, however, by K. M.
Newton, who argues that it is necessary to recognise the distance between Eliot and her narrator in the
piece. See his ‘George Eliot and Racism: How Should One Read “The Modern Hep! Hep! Hep!”?’,
The Modern Language Review, 103.3 (2008), 654-65.

7 Bruce Robbins, ‘The Cosmopolitan Eliot’, in 4 Companion to George Eliot, ed. by Amanda
Anderson and Harry E. Shaw (London: John Wiley, 2013), pp. 400-12.

"' Bernard Semmel, George Eliot and the Politics of National Inheritance (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1994). Semmel highlights Eliot’s disagreement with nineteenth-century Comteans who held that
society required a complete break from the obscurantism of the past in favour of the universal values of
the Religion of Humanity. He argues that Eliot herself advocated nationalism without jingoism—a
formulation, we might venture, that remains an ambition for many today. On the Leweses’ relationship
to Comte, see also T. R. Wright’s fascinating and highly entertaining study, The Religion of Humanity:
The Impact of Comtean Positivism in Victorian Britain (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1986).

72 On the importance of place in Eliot’s fiction, see Harry E. Shaw, Narrating Reality: Austen, Scott,
Eliot (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1999), esp. pp. 255-63. For Shaw, Eliot’s work ‘betrays an
intense uneasiness that we are approaching a point in history where one place is as good as another’ (p.
261).

3 Liza Knapp, Anna Karenina and Others: Tolstoy’s Labyrinth of Plots (Madison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 2016).

" Ibid., p. 100.
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doesn’t focus on the provincial town as a social space as such, she does note that the
chronotope of Tolstoy’s novel tends to favour this exclusivity: meetings occur among
social equals, on estates, in restaurants, at home.”” By contrast, I suggest, it is
remarkable in Middlemarch how frequently social boundaries are crossed (with
doctors and the clergy in particular forming a bridge between different social classes),
and how many meetings occur outside the home.”

According to this reading, Eliot occupies a middle-ground between a highly
circumscribed Tolstoyan circle of sympathy and a highly diffuse Dostoevskian one, in
which all are responsible for all. In an analysis of the scene in which Raskolnikov
witnesses the beating of a nag in Crime and Punishment, Knapp writes that for
Dostoevsky ‘your neighbor is the body in pain on the road between Jerusalem and
Jericho’, i.e. any random stranger one happens to encounter.”’

In his later novels, Dostoevsky’s provincial communities continue this
interrogation of neighbourliness as it is in them that sympathy both for one’s family
and for the random stranger can be tested. Dostoevsky uses the Parable of the Good
Samaritan to conduct this test. In that parable, Jesus commends the compassion a
Samaritan has for a wounded man on the road to Jericho, a compassion that is in stark

contrast to the ultimate indifference the priest and Levite who walk on by. As Ruben

7 Ibid., p. 94.

76 The complex nature of social class in Eliot’s fiction is examined by Avrom Fleishman in his George
Eliot’s Intellectual Life (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), pp. 103-7. D. A. Miller, in
his Narrative and its Discontents, also draws attention to the class boundaries of Middlemarch, noting
that the urban bourgeoisie can easily be distinguished from the country aristocracy. However, he
qualifies this by adding that when reading the novel ‘one inevitably thinks of a single Middlemarch
community: the two social spheres are never shown to resist the general ideological coherence binding
them’ (p. 125). On the role of surprise meetings and meetings with members of different social classes,
see also McWeeny, ‘The Sociology of the Novel’, p. 541.

" Liza Knapp, ‘Teaching Raskolnikov’s Dream: Regarding the Pain of Others in the Classroom’, in
Teaching Nineteenth-Century Russian Literature: Essays in Honor of Robert L. Belknap (Boston, MA:
Academic Studies Press, 2014), pp. 82-96. Here, p. 96. A different approach to the incident—one
which sees Raskolnikov as motivated by a desire for justice rather than a sense of compassion—can be
found in T. A. Kasatkina, ‘Kategoriia prostranstva v vospriiatii lichnosti tragicheskoi miroorientatsii
(Raskol’nikov)’, in Dostoevskii: Materialy i issledovaniia, ed. by G. M. Fridlender, vol. 11 (St
Petersburg: Nauka, 1994), pp. 81-88.

64



Zimmermann has noted, the visceral reaction of the Samaritan to suffering is
highlighted by a fissure between narrated time and narrative time: since the priest and
Levite are walking, they would have time to observe the scene and contemplate a
response. As if to underscore the Samaritan’s opposition to those who walk on by,
Jesus employs a quick succession of verbs to describe the Samaritan’s action: he sees,
has compassion, approaches, binds, sets him on his beast, and takes him to an inn.”®
The most obvious example of an episode in which Dostoevsky replicates the sequence
of the parable in the context of provincial community occurs in The Brothers
Karamazov when Ivan is on the way to his third meeting with Smerdyakov. As he
walks, Ivan passes a drunken peasant who falls to the ground, motionless and
unconscious. Ivan abnegates any responsibility and walks on down the road:
“’3amep3ner!” nmoagyman MBan um 3amaran omnsate k CmepaskoBy’ [15, 57]. On his
return, he stumbles against the same peasant, now covered in snow, and, like the
Good Samaritan, takes him to a nearby institution to get the care he needs, offering,
like his biblical prototype, to pay for any costs incurred. The passage, which frames
the meeting with Smerdyakov, marks Ivan’s maturation: initially indifferent to
individual suffering, he later has compassion for the stranger on the road.

However, the passage also alerts us to Ivan’s moral failure. Ivan’s resolution
to help the peasant comes directly after he has decided to help his brother, Mitya, at
his forthcoming trial, where he intends to confess his involvement in Fyodor’s
murder. By not acting immediately on his new-found sense of moral responsibility
(which had come just in time to save the peasant), Ivan’s courtroom confession
carries no weight, since it has already been nullified by Smerdyakov’s suicide.

Ironically, the institution where Ivan leaves the peasant is a police station, and Ivan

8 See Zimmermann, Puzzling the Parables, ch. 10.
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spends a whole hour caring for his needs. During this time and at this place, his
confession would have succeeded in affirming Mitya’s innocence, but he decides to
defer until the next day. As in Jesus’ parable, procrastination here is a moral
problem. The compassion we feel for, and debts we owe to, those in immanent need
cannot be deferred: ‘compassion,” Susan Sontag writes, in Regarding the Pain of
Others, ‘is an unstable emotion. It needs to be translated into action or it withers’.”
Ivan passes the test of the Good Samaritan in terms of his decision to care for a
singular, unrelated individual, but his victory is not total as he fails to act with
sufficient alacrity to save his brother. For him, the challenge of Genesis 4.9—to be
his brother’s keeper—is harder to master than that of Luke 10.*
The moral problem of procrastination is equally felt in Eliot’s fiction. In

Adam Bede, for example, Arthur Donnithorne’s failure to confess to Mr Irwine his
feelings for Hetty is missed by only a few seconds, and yet it has pitiless
consequences, as the novel will go on to show: ‘The opportunity was gone,” the
narrator tells us, ‘While Arthur was hesitating, the rope to which he might have clung
had drifted away—he must now trust to his own swimming’ [4B, 158]. Like
Dostoevsky, she also criticises a society that puts abstractions such as the good of
society above immanent human need. Of the ladies of St Ogg’s the narrator writes:

They had their favourite abstraction, called Society, which served to make

their consciences perfectly easy in doing what satisfied their own

egoism—thinking and speaking the worst of Maggie Tulliver and turning

their backs upon her. It was naturally disappointing to Dr Kenn, after two

years of superfluous incense from his feminine parishioners, to find them

suddenly maintaining their views in opposition to his; but then, they

maintained them in opposition to a Higher Authority, which they had
venerated longer. That Authority had furnished a very explicit answer to

7 Susan Sontag, Regarding the Pain of Others (London: Penguin, 2003), p. 90.

% On the ways in which Ivan abnegates responsibility for his family by absconding to Chermashnya,
see Susan Amert, ‘The Reader’s Responsibility in The Brothers Karamazov: Ophelia, Chermashnia,
and the Palpable Obscure’, in Freedom and Responsibility in Russian Literature: Essays in Honor of
Robert Louis Jackson, ed. by Elizabeth Cheresh Allen and Gary Saul Morson (Evanston: Northwestern
University Press, 1995), pp. 105-18.
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persons who might inquire where their social duties began, and might be
inclined to take wide views as the starting point. The answer had not
turned on the good of Society, but on “a certain man” who was found in
trouble by the wayside [MF, 506].

For Eliot, society functions as a reification of one’s egoistic imperatives, and she
extols the Christian teaching that displaces the self from the centre of one’s moral
vision by insisting upon the need to foreground alterity in the form of a ‘certain man
who was found in trouble by the wayside’ (albeit a foregrounding in the Comtean
terminology of ‘social duty’). Eliot does little to make this switch of allegiance from
self to other easy: Maggie’s behaviour is not (to the chagrin of many feminist critics)
valorised in the novel, and she is certainly not the neighbour that the residents of St
Ogg’s would wish for. In this sense, however, Eliot’s challenge is close to that of
Jesus in the parable: as Jowett pointed out in his ‘On the Interpretation of Scripture’,
it is necessary to read the parable not as an abstracted story about the kindness of
strangers, but to remember the enmity that existed between Jews and Samaritans in
first-century Palestine.®' The Samaritans, after all, were not the neighbours that
Jesus’ Jewish audience wished for.*” According to this reading, Eliot is trying to
correct a very different deficiency from the one Dostoevsky had identified in Ivan.
Where Ivan succeeds in caring for the stranger, but fails to take care of his brother,
Eliot condemns a society which only protects those whose alterity is not overly
pronounced: however much the family unit matters to Eliot (and it does), it is not
enough only to be one’s brother’s keeper. She censures the townsfolk of St Ogg’s—
putting them at odds if not with a personal God, then with a Higher Authority—for

failing to extend their circle of sympathy to the deviant members of that community.

¥1 See Jowett, ‘On the Interpretation of Scripture’, p. 442.

%2 The enmity between the two groups is a staple of the Old and New Testaments. It was in Samaria
that Jacob’s daughter Dinah was raped in Genesis 34. Jesus makes trenchant criticisms of Samarians in
John 4.
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And lest the reader rest in complacency, the parable also forces him to analyse the
extent to which his own sympathy extends to those who are, in his eyes, deviant,
foreign, or (still worse!) provincial: as Robbins writes, the reader has to make a
choice, about whether or not one should be tolerant to those who ‘given a choice,
would not themselves show tolerance’.* Does an urban readership’s repugnance at
the philistinism of St Ogg’s society put that society outside the realm of our
sympathy? Are we content to walk on by?

The way in which Jesus’ parable is employed by Dostoevsky and Eliot might
be summarised like this: Dostoevsky uses the parable to demonstrate the necessity of
contracting a large, abstract circle of sympathy, to gradually pare it down to
individuals in immanent need; Eliot uses it to demonstrate the necessity of expanding
a small, homogenous circle of sympathy, to include any individual in immanent need,
however deviant they may be, within its orbit. For both writers the provincial
community functions as a space in which characters, wherever they stand apropos of
the circles of sympathy, can be challenged by the message of the parable as it pertains
to their specific moral deficiencies. A homogenous Gemeinschaft or alienated
Gesellschaft might be able to foreground the struggles of characters to come to terms
either with the need to love blood relations or strangers, but the middle-ground of the
provincial town allows these authors to stage the battle in both directions. A
community of neighbours, the small town makes the term “sympathy” elastic,
applicable to any individual in immanent need, related or not. Ivan has to learn that
his brother, too, is his neighbour, just as the guardians of public opinion in St Ogg’s
have to learn that Maggie is theirs.

As the frequently tragic events of the novels show, however, love for one’s

%3 Robbins, ‘The Cosmopolitan Eliot’, p. 408.
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neighbour is easier to theorise than to practice, and it is at any rate complicated by the
fact that characters are never entirely able to determine the extent to which their
neighbour can be known. The difficulties of epistemology for these writers present a
barrier—not always insurmountable—to ethics.

A case in point is Shatov’s declaration in The Devils that an ethic of love is
unrealisable without a concrete knowledge of the Other: ‘Henb3st mobuts TO, Uero He
3raemp’ [10, 33]. The context of this remark is a discussion with Stepan Trofimovich
(a Westerniser) who claims to love the Russian people. Echoing a typical Slavophile
reproach, Shatov claims that Westernist proclamations of love amount to very little
when they are not grounded on intimate experiences with the reality of Russian life.
Stepan Trofimovich’s knowledge is very much of the cosmopolitan kind: ‘mon
HapoJIOM BBl BOOOpakalid ceOe OJWH TOJBKO (DpaHIy3CKHUW HApOJ, Ja U TO OTHHUX
napmxan’ [10, 34]. Indeed, very few characters in Dostoevsky’s novel truly “know”
the people they profess to love, a contradiction that Stepan Trofimovich makes
explicit at the end of the novel when he admits to the gospel seller Sofya Matveevna:
‘J’aime le peuple, c’est indispensable, mais il me semble que je ne 1’avais vu de pres’
[10, 490].** The extent of his ignorance is revealed in his final journey, as he fails to

communicate with Sofya, speaking in French and correcting the mistakes of the

% Dostoevsky criticised representatives of both liberal and conservative stripes for their bookish or
idealised view of the peasantry. In the April 1876 instalment of A Writer’s Diary, for example, he took
to task landowners who ‘oka3anice He TOHMMAIOIIMMH HHM Hapoja, HU JKU3HU €ro, HH HAapOITHBIX
Hayvay, [OHHM| MIPHHUMAIH PYCCKAX MYXXHKOB 32 KaKHX-TO (PPaHI[y3CKHX MOCEISIH WM 3a IacTYIIKOB C
¢dapdopossix gamek [...] Hamo momaraTs, 94T0 IS MOCTHKECHUS HAPOTHBIX WACATIOB HAO OBIIO €3AUThH
B [Tapmx miu, o kKpaifHeil Mepe, B BOZeBHILUMK B Muxainosckuii Teatp’ [22, 117]. Similarly, whilst
sympathetic to the idealism and altruism that animated the Populist movement, Dostoevsky thought
that the “Going to the People” movement failed sufficiently to account for the religious faith of the
peasantry, and, as such, was certain to result in misunderstanding. On this movement, see Franco
Venturi, Roots of Revolution: A History of the Populist Movements in Nineteenth Century Russia, trans.
by Francis Haskell (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1960), ch. 18. For a succinct chapter on
Dostoevsky’s approach to the Populists, see Joseph Frank, Dostoevsky: A Writer in His Time
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010), ch. 47.
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Gospel according to Renan’s Life of Jesus.*® Likewise, Sofya Matveenva is unable to
understand him: ‘/la u He moHsuTa s MOYTH HUYero-c’, Sofya Matveevna announces
when Varvara Petrovna eventually appears on the scene [10, 503]. In terms of the
capacity of characters to love without understanding, Dostoevsky condemns the
ignorance of the intelligentsia (exemplified in Stepan Trofimovich), whilst praising
peasant ignorance of western culture. Sofya Matveevna is able to act ethically
because of what she doesn’t know, whereas Stepan Trofimovich’s knowledge and
ideology serve as a barrier to ethical activity.

Thus, whereas Sofya Matveena is animated by visceral compassion, Stepan
Trofimovich wants to die for an idea: ‘oH moasIMaeT “3HaMs BEIHUKON Waen W UAET
yMepeTh 3a Hero Ha 6ombinoit qopore’ [10, 480]. Desiring to be humanity’s saviour
and never having renounced his dream of fame (or infamy), Stepan Trofimovich
cannot humble himself to receive the ministrations of Sofya Matveevna, who
becomes a Good Samaritan, taking pity on a stranger by the roadside and attempting
to arrange for his medical care in a local inn: ‘Tpenemna u Apoka yMOJIsI OH HE 3BaTh
HUKOro, He npeanpuHumarts Hudero’ [10, 498]. By rejecting help, Stepan
Trofimovich refuses to recognise Sofya Matveevna as a neighbour. Much modern
criticism of the parable of the Good Samaritan locates the challenge of Jesus’ words
not in their injunction to help those in need (first-century Jews, including the lawyer
who asks the question, knew those injunctions perfectly well), but in the suggestion
that they should humble themselves to receive help from others. Indeed, the Jesus
Seminar admit the genuineness of the parable only on these grounds: ‘if the Parable of

the Good Samaritan is an example story that illustrates what it is like to be a good

% The genuineness of Stepan Trofimovich’s conversion is contested. For two opposing views, see
Stephen Cassedy, Dostoevsky’s Religion, p. 45 (arguing that the conversion is not genuine); and
Diane Oenning Thompson (‘Problems of the Biblical Word”), who argues that Stepan Trofimovich has
returned ‘to the faith of his native land’, (p. 81).
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neighbour [as I have interpreted it thus far in this chapter], it is probably not a parable
of Jesus. But if it is a metaphor that hints at what it is like to receive help from an
alien, from an enemy, then it is metaphorical and may be a genuine parable’.*® There
is no reason to suppose that Dostoevsky would not have been receptive to this
reading, and it is certainly true that throughout his whole oeuvre protagonists struggle
far more to be the object of love than its subject.

In Eliot’s fiction, the question of whether we can ever know another human
being is essentially answered in the negative: ‘how little we know what would make
paradise for our neighbours! We judge from our own desires, and our neighbours are
not always open enough even to throw out a hint of theirs’ [MM, 520]. However,
critics disagree as to the maximal potential of knowledge in her work. J. Hillis Miller
identifies what he sees as a central paradox in her work: ‘the ability to do good in
George Eliot’s novels always in one way or another depends on ignorance, while the
novels themselves show over and over the terrible dangers of ignorance (for example,
Dorothea’s illusions about Casaubon in Middlemarch). The novels exhort the reader
to clear-seeing knowledge and imperturbably provide him with the sort of knowledge
which, if taken seriously, would thwart the doing good she praises in her
characters’.®” Against this deconstruction, however, critics such as Suzy Anger admit
the difficulties that are present in coming to knowledge of another person (there is
always a danger that we read our neighbours as signs of our own false suppositions),
but insist that the quest for knowledge is always rewarded in Eliot’s fiction. The
difficulty of knowledge, for Anger, does not entail its disavowal.®® Eliot, for Anger,

enjoins her characters to work towards knowledge of others, and even when she

% Funk et al, The Parables of Jesus, p. 18.

87 J. Hillis Miller et al, ‘Middlemarch, Chapter 85: Three Commentaries’, Nineteenth-Century Fiction,
35:3 (1980), 432-53. Here, 447.

% See Anger, Victorian Interpretation, ch. 3.
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(Eliot) is aware that such knowledge will be imperfect it is ultimately the best basis
for sympathy. I do not intend to solve this problem in Eliot’s writing, but it does
seem to me that by decamping to the small town Eliot asks of her characters whether
the expanse of their sympathy can be extended to include those they do not know as
much as those they do. In so doing, she does not diminish the importance of tight
circles of sympathy revolving around the (known) family, but she does interrogate the
elasticity of that sympathy. Can a character’s sympathy envelop even those
neighbours (the reader knows) they misunderstand? Dorothea’s succeeds here,
showing sympathy to the utterly alterior Rosamond. Lydgate initially fails to show
kindness to Dorothea (regarding her as too simple), but later learns to expand his
circle of understanding and love, ministering to her in the wake of Casaubon’s illness
and death.

When Jesus had wanted his listeners to consider whether their conception of
neighbourliness could extend beyond the family of Israel, he chose the historically
charged chronotope of the road: the road along which David had fled from Absalom,
and along which Zedekiah had escaped his Chaldean pursuers.”” That road then
became an archetype, as the message of the story could be reinterpreted and
appropriated by the Christian church throughout time. Eliot’s ambition for the small
town is not altogether dissimilar: at once a historical entity, filled with concrete,
individuated characters, the dramas of Middlemarch or St Ogg’s are intended to
challenge the reader, urban or provincial, to ask whether they too can recognise that

their neighbours have a ‘centre of self” [MM, 211] equivalent to their own.

% See Levine, Short Stories by Jesus, p. 88.
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Conclusion

The earliest Christians made no apology for the fact that their faith was based on a
series of events that took place at a given time and in a given place. ‘When the
fullness of time was come,’ reads Galatians 4.4-5, ‘God sent forth his son, made of a
woman, made under the law, to redeem them that were under the law, that we might
receive the adoption of sons’. For St Paul, the truth of Christianity rested on the
bedrock of the Son of God’s appearance in history (‘when the fullness of time was
come’), on the incarnation of a historical individual (‘made of a woman’) among a
particular people and historical tradition, namely the Jewish nation (‘made under the
law’). The benefits that resulted, according to Paul, from the vicarious suffering of
the crucified Jesus may have been more abstract or metaphorical (redemption,
adoption), but there can be little doubt that for the Apostle these gifts could only be
conferred on the basis of the real-life activity of a Galilean carpenter in first-century
Palestine. It was the cultural context in which this activity was embedded that
historical Jesus scholars of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries attempted to
recover. Although many of these scholars were not Christians in the conventional
sense, their aim was to enable readers better to understand the theological
implications or sublime ideas of the Bible through an understanding of its historical
context. My contention in this chapter has been that, for Eliot and Dostoevsky, the
realistic setting of the nineteenth-century province functions as an indispensable
chronotope in which to emplot narratives that betoken universal significance. They
use the novel as a mediating material form that challenges their readers to confront
the ethical message of several biblical narratives in the modern world. In particular,
the small town enabled them to explore the extent to which biblical ethics can survive

in the intractable web of relations in Middlemarch, or the rivalries (petty and epic) of
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Skotoprigonevsk. Although for both writers charity does (or should) begin at home,
the small town comprises a chronotope of sufficient complexity to challenge
characters and readers to ensure that it does not end there. This challenge, however,
must be undertaken with a degree of caution, for neither must the centrifugal force of

sympathy be allowed to break free of its centripetal moorings.
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Chapter 2

The Talk of the Town: Language and its (Ab)uses in
the Provinces

Geography may, if not exactly determine, at least

encourage morphological change.
—Franco Moretti'
Located between the city and the countryside, provincial towns in the novels of
Dostoevsky and Eliot constitute a sociological space in which the discourses of
modernity impinge upon a more traditional way of life. This chapter examines the
way in which both writers alight on language itself—language as both form and
theme—to dramatise the collision of urban/modern and rural/traditional worldviews.
As Moretti suggests, geographical setting inflects as well as reflects changes in
language use, and my aim in the following analysis is to chart how provinciality acts
upon language itself. The novels of Dostoevsky and Eliot host a wide range of
characters who are variously able to manipulate the language of modernity, or else are
fated to fall victim to it, as the certainties of denotative meaning gradually recede
from view and as more complex, abstract or connotative systems of language come to
the fore. After discussing Dostoevsky and Eliot’s ambivalent approach to the
language(s) of their provincial communities, I go on to examine how a particular
mode of discourse (namely gossip) is presented in their novels, showing how the
provinciality of its practitioners gives it a particular potency as a plot-compositional

device.

! Franco Moretti, Atlas of the European Novel, 1800-1900 (London: Verso, 1999), p. 32.
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In my previous chapter, I showed that D. F. Strauss formed the apex of a tradition of
biblical scholarship that sought to locate Jesus of Nazareth within his historical
context. His writing, however, goes beyond the strictly theological and provides a
useful frame through which to view linguistic change more generally. For Strauss, it
was axiomatic that as society developed it was increasingly able to abandon strict
referential signification and to express more figurative, abstract concepts. The main
argument of his Life of Jesus—that the Evangelists imputed to the historical Jesus a
“mythical” personality that owed more to contemporary messianic expectations than
the known facts about a historical individual—rests on the premise that the early
Christians had, to quote Hans Frei, ‘not yet risen to the level of abstract
conceptualization’,” and as such they were compelled to embody their ideas in the
guise of a historical personality. Although Strauss sought to debunk literalist readings
of the works and miracles of this historical personality, he did not, as such, charge the
evangelists with deception; rather, he encouraged his readers to interpret the Bible as
a ‘beautiful, sacred poem of the human race—a poem in which are embodied all the
wants of our religious instinct’,” and he agreed with Origen that ‘spiritual truth often
exists embodied in a corporeal falsehood’.* In other words, for Strauss the message
or idea of Christianity could be transmitted without a reliance on a fixed
correspondence between the biblical word and its referent, and if the meaning of the

Christian scriptures was to be appropriated anew in the nineteenth century then its

>Hans W. Frei, The Eclipse of Biblical Narrative: A Study in Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century
Hermeneutics (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1974), p. 237.

* David Friedrich Strauss, The Life of Jesus, Critically Examined, trans. by George Eliot (New York:
Cosimo, 2009), p. 149.

4 Ibid., p. 42.
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propagators would need to employ a more nuanced linguistic apparatus than had been
evident in the theological treatises that preceded Strauss’s own.’

Evidently, Strauss’s remarks on the nature of language change were informed
by his study of first-century Palestine. A more general formulation of the way in
which social space conditions language was attempted at the end of the nineteenth
century by Ferdinand Tonnies, the main tenets of whose book Community and Civil
Society 1 sketched briefly in the Introduction to this thesis. Although Tonnies’s
discussion of language as such is relatively brief, his conceptualisation of language in
the Gemeinschaft and the Gesellschaft is instructive and can be utilised to shed light
on the novels of Dostoevsky and Eliot. For Tonnies, language in the Gemeinschaft is
the ‘true organ of mutual understanding’; it is born out of intimate knowledge of other
members of the clan and constitutes the ‘involuntary outcome of deep feelings and
prevailing thoughts’.® Tt is not artificial, and not designed to confuse; its surface-level
symbols, its code, are fully intelligibile to the initiated (and unintelligible to
outsiders). It is purely referential and has yet to acquire the abstract quality that is
characteristic of the move from a barter to a money economy.

By contrast, the language of the Gesellschaft is highly abstract and confuses
the one-to-one correspondence between the word and its referent—a relationship that
was previously the bedrock of community life. Nowhere is this process of abstract
conceptualisation clearer than in the monetary sphere. As societies grew (in number
and space), money was introduced and acquired a rate of exchange (a worth), despite

its intrinsic worthlessness and metaphoricity. It is, in Ténnies’s succinct phrase, ‘the

> Of course, biblical literalism did not hold sway for much of the history of the church. For some
examples of non-literal readings throughout history, see Harold Fisch, New Stories for Old: Biblical
Patterns in the Novel (London: Macmillan, 1998) pp. 18-19; and Norman Vance, Bible and Novel:
Narrative Authority and the Death of God (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), ch. 2.

% Ferdinand Ténnies, Community and Civil Society, ed. by José¢ Harris, trans. by José¢ Harris and
Margaret Hollis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), p. 33.
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embodiment of abstract reason’.” The pathetic image of Silas Marner delighting over
his hoard of coins, the ‘immediate object/[s] of toil’ [SM, 16; my italics] is testament
to his desire to circumvent the abstract signification of paper and return to the
concrete, tangible world of physical exchange. Jessie Givner has argued that rustic
Caleb Garth cannot understand money precisely because he displays an ‘inability to
think figuratively’.® In The Brothers Karamazov, shrewd old Fyodor is well able to
manipulate the world of commerce, but his attitude to money is quaintly naive: he
cherishes it as a physical object, a pledge in place of Grushenka’s allegiance. And of
course, anyone reading the novel for a second time is struck by the cruel irony of the
first page: at his death, it is discovered that the sponger had ‘nmo crta Teicsu pyOseit
uucmoimu denveamu’ [14, 7; my italics]:” in other words, more than enough to spare
Dmitry a cool 3,000, and avert the conflict that dominates the plot from the first
meeting in Zosima’s cell. It is probably no coincidence that in Eliot and Dostoevsky
dishonesty is often symptomatic of wealth (I have in mind characters such as Wakem,
Jermyn, Bulstrode, Luzhin, Fyodor Pavlovich), since the ability to ensnare simple-
hearted folk with abstractions in speech finds a natural complement in the ability to
swindle them of the rightful object of their labour (which is now, paradoxically,
embodied only abstractly in monetary form). As Spencer wrote in 1859, dishonesty is
‘a general and permanent element of our mercantile system”.'’

Tonnies’s dichotomy between hermetically-sealed community and

cosmopolitan civic society is no doubt too sharply contoured, and one might question

7 Ibid., p. 58.

8 Jessie Givner, ‘Industrial History, Preindustrial Literature: George Eliot’s Middlemarch’, ELH, 69.1
(2002), 223-43. Here, p. 229.

’ The Russian expression, chistymi den’gami, for which “in hard cash” or “in ready money” seem
appropriate translations, literally means “in clean (or: pure) money”; one does not want to lay too fine
a point on the semantics here, but the adjective emphasises not only the physicality of the cash, but also
the fact that it is untouched, undefiled: it is an object of Fyodor’s delight far superior to that of his
firstborn.

' Quoted in Dermot Coleman, ‘Being Good with Money: Economic Bearings in George Eliot’s Ethical
and Social Thought’ (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Exeter, 2001), pp. 51-52.
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in particular his idealisation of the communal way of life. Nevertheless, his work
provides us with convenient shorthands to conceptualise the way in which language is
used and misused in the novels of Dostoevsky and Eliot. Their provincial towns have
porous borders, with outsiders frequently challenging the traditions of the country
with a language that is by no means comprehensible to all characters. Dostoevsky
and Eliot dramatise the ways in which the abstractions of modern discourse can be
navigated, a dramatisation that is conducted with both sympathy and censure.
Ultimately, I believe, these authors want to chart a middle course between denotative
and connotative meaning, between the language of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft.
As novelists whose craft relies on ability to use language on both an abstract and
referential plane, they evince little nostalgia for the denotative simplicity of pre-

literate Gemeinschaft, even as they at times seem to mourn its passing.

Eliot: Left Behind By Language

In Eliot’s writings, we meet provincial characters who manage the transition from the
‘old stocking’ to the ‘savings-bank’ [MM, 95], from a world in which words are
inextricably bound to a corresponding physical referent to a world of metaphor and
imagery, with varying levels of success. Eliot is sympathetic to characters like poor
Tom Tulliver, and her narrator seems to take his side against the Greek tradition that
finds its embodiment in Aristotle and his disciple Mr Stelling, lamenting that we can
‘so seldom declare what a thing is, except by saying it is something else’ [MF, 140].
Tom’s education in the Greek classics (an education that takes him away from the
sensual world of his childhood and into the grammatical systems whose relevance to

his immediate environment he is unable to perceive) mirrors society’s movement
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from the familiar Gemeinschaft to the more alien Gesellschaft, and the linguistic score
that accompanies (or propels) this transition is clearly leaving people behind."’

Literalism is a feature of close-knit communities that are devoid of the more
nuanced consciousness we associate with the modern life of the metropolis. The
pastoral environment of Adam Bede had no shortage of people like Seth and Dinah
who ‘believed in present miracles, in instantaneous conversions, in revelations by
dreams and visions [...] having a literal way of interpreting the Scriptures, which is
not at all sanctioned by approved commentators’ [AB, 35]. In The Mill on the Floss,
the character whose outlook still belongs to this simple world, and most typifies its
insistence upon direct referentiality, is Mrs Tulliver. In the novel’s second chapter,
her husband criticises her for identifying a myriad of reasons why Tom should not be
sent to school in another district. The following exchange ensues:

‘Well, well, we won’t send him out o’ reach o’ the carrier’s cart, if other
things fit in,” said Mr. Tulliver. ‘But you mustn’t put a spoke 1’ the wheel
about the washin’, if we can’t get a school near enough. That’s the fault [
have to find wi’ you, Bessy; if you see a stick i’ the road, you’re allays
thinkin’ you can’t step over it. You’d want me not to hire a good wagoner,
’cause he’d got a mole on his face.’

‘Dear heart!” said Mrs. Tulliver, in mild surprise, ‘when did I iver make
objections to a man because he’d got a mole on his face? I’'m sure I'm
rether fond o’ the moles; for my brother, as is dead an’ gone, had a mole
on his brow. But I can’t remember your iver offering to hire a wagoner
with a mole, Mr. Tulliver. There was John Gibbs hadn’t a mole on his
face no more nor you have, an’ I was all for having you hire Aim; an’ so
you did hire him, an’ if he hadn’t died o’ th’ inflammation, as we paid Dr.
Turnbull for attending him, he’d very like ha’ been drivin’ the wagon
now. He might have a mole somewhere out o’ sight, but how was I to
know that, Mr. Tulliver?’

‘No, no, Bessy; I didn’t mean justly the mole; I meant it to stand for
summat else; but niver mind—it’s puzzling work, talking is.” [MF, 10]

' A detailed examination of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft in Eliot’s works can be found in Suzanne
Graver’s book George Eliot and Community: A Study of Social Theory and Fictional Form (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1984). Whilst Graver’s concern is to categorise novels according to
their Gemeinschaft or Gesellschaft setting, my chapter focuses on how the traits (specifically the
linguistic traits) of Tonnies’s theorised communities express themselves in the characters of the novels.
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This extract exemplifies the mismatch between Tulliver and his wife, as the former
frequently speaks in ossified idioms that the latter cannot understand, with the three in
this passage (the spoke in the wheel, the stick in the road, the wagoner) being only the
first salvo in his verbal arsenal of fixed phrases.'? Since Mrs Tulliver is only able to
comprehend denotative language, she cannot understand the correspondence between
her husband’s idioms and the matter at hand. Perhaps wisely, Mr Tulliver gives up
(‘niver mind’), his attempt at verbal (Aristotelian?) play (‘I meant it to stand for
summat else’) having been scuppered by an interlocutor who cannot understand
figurative language, even of the most folksy kind. Whilst we might expect two
members of the same family to communicate according to a common linguistic code
(a common plane of heteroglossia, in Bakhtinian terminology), they fail to do so. The
heteroglossia of the household is, in fact, destructive, since it takes place on different
planes, and thus far from cementing their union, it alienates each from the other.
Ultimately, they are unable to overcome their diverse social backgrounds (the
superiority of the Dodson blood being something Mr Tulliver is never allowed to
forget) and thus meaningful communication (dialogue, in the Bakhtinian sense) is
unachievable."’

The failure of communication between Mr and Mrs Tulliver is, at its worst,
tragi-comic. However, this kind of literalism can take a more thoroughly tragic turn

in Eliot’s fiction. This can be seen through her characters’ frequent recourse to

12 Others include: ‘if you drive your waggon in a hurry, you may light on an awkward corner’ to warn
against hasty decision making [MF, 15]; ‘T’ll never pull my coat off before I go to bed’ to inform Mr
Riley that he won’t let the mill pass to Tom before his own death [MF, 16]; ‘there’s red wheat as well
as white’ to defend Maggie before her aunt Pullet who holds that dark skin is abnormal for a Dodson
[MF, 62].

" On heteroglossia in Bakhtin, see Gary Saul Morson and Caryl Emerson, Mikhail Bakhtin: The
Creation of a Prosaics (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1990), pp. 139-45.  In The Way of the
World: The Bildungsroman in European Culture (London: Verso, 2000), Franco Moretti argues that
heteroglossia, pace Bakhtin, necessarily precludes dialogue, the two concepts being inversely
proportionate: if people are speaking different languages, how can dialogue of any sort occur? It is
only when characters begin to speak in a common language (at which point heteroglossia is eroded)
that dialogue occurs (pp. 194-95).
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analogy, and, more specifically, a tendency to interpret actions or personalities
according to a prior schema that does little to account for the individual character of a
person or event. Indeed, Eliot’s fiction makes clear that whilst analogy has a creative
potential, it can be destructive when prosecuted with literalist zeal. Before examining
the specific features of analogy in Eliot’s novelistic universe, I will outline some of its
broader characteristics.

Analogy is a category used in all spheres of knowledge and research, as well
as in everyday life. In the history of science, it has been a valuable tool to expand
understanding of the universe, as scientists have postulated and tested laws about the
interactions of different bodies based on relations already proven.'* In the field of
economics, Kurt Wicksell has defended the use of analogy as a conceptual tool,
arguing that the speculation it relies on (A’s potential similarity to B, as C is similar to
D) is ‘the only way of reaching that reality which cannot be reached by direct
observation’."> Sociologists in particular, with their belief that the social world is
open to examination in just the same way as the natural world, advocate the use of
analogy when theorising. In addition to this justification, Durkheim argues that
analogies are instructive in that ‘the mind cannot create a new idea out of nothing [...]
it can only be represented in terms of something else that the mind already knows’.'®

Nevertheless, both scientists and sociologists stress that the method must be
treated with some circumspection. Thus Wicksell writes that all analogies must be
treated according to their correspondence with the facts, since ‘the difference between

false analogy and true analogy cannot be seen a priori, only a posteriori, in

' On this see, for example, Dedre Gentner, ‘Are Scientific Analogies Metaphors?’ in Metaphor:
Problems and Perspectives, ed. by David Miall (Sussex: Harvester Press, 1982), pp. 106-32.

' Kurt Wicksell, Selected Papers on Economic Theory, ed. by Erik Lindahl (London: George Allen &
Unwin, 1958), p. 58.

'® Emile Durkheim, On Institutional Analysis, ed. and trans. by Mark Traugott (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1978), pp. 55-56.
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accordance with the evidence of experience’,'’ whilst Durkheim cautions that we
should not assume one analogy will be sufficient to ‘dissipate in an instant all the
mysteries which still surround the origins of the nature of society’.'® In order for
analogies to expand knowledge, they must be both creative and flexible. In other
words, they must suggest new correspondences, but not insist on these when
empirical evidence has shown them to be faulty.

Dedre Gentner has defined analogy as a ‘non-literal similarity comparison’."’
Implicit in this definition is the claim that analogies suggest rather than fix meaning:
when we analogise, we do not say that “x is y”, only that x bears certain, perhaps
incomplete, likeness to y. In The Mill on the Floss, this non-literal similarity is
frequently eschewed by Mrs Tulliver in favour of a literal identity that enables her to
interpret the complex world of human interaction with a certainty it cannot ultimately
sustain. For example, when she first meets Mr Stelling she infers that he must have a
housekeeper and that the housekeeper must be of a morally reprehensible character
since her brother ‘had a housekeeper once, an’ she took half the feathers out o’ the
best bed’ [MF, 22]. Similarly, she confidently predicts that Mr Wakem will not buy
the mill since the purchase of land is not behaviour she has previously associated with
lawyers (‘an’ I should think that *ud be the way with you, sir’) [MF, 249]. For Mrs
Tulliver, history constrains the present not as a causal force but as an analogical one,
as she evokes past experiences in an attempt to predict future events.”

In evincing this propensity, she is not alone. Tom assumes that Philip Wakem

will be an unamenable fellow since he had previously known another hunchback with

" Wicksell, Selected Papers, p. 58.

'8 Durkheim, On Institutional Analysis, p. 55.

' Gentner, ‘Are Scientific Analogies Metaphors?’, p. 107.

2% Compare Durkheim’s comment: ‘Evolution is not a monotonous repetition. Each realm of nature
manifests some novelty which science must discover and reproduce, rather than erase.” Durkheim, On
Institutional Analysis, p. 55.
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unsatisfactory moral qualities [MF, 161]; Aunt Pullet assumes that Mr Tulliver must
have water on the brain during his illness, since an acquaintance of hers was once
similarly diagnosed [MF, 208]; Aunt Glegg sees in the packman Bob Jakin a potential
killer since ‘it isn’t many ’sizes ago since a packman murdered a young woman in a
lone place’ [MF, 315]. Such is the prevalence of analogy in Maggie’s life that we
might wonder whether her supposition that all astronomers hate women is quite a
result of her difficulties with Latin grammar, or a socially-conditioned reflex that
seeks to extrapolate the general from the particular [MF, 150].”"

As it turns out, all these analogies are wrong: Mr Stelling does not have a
housekeeper, Mr Wakem will buy the mill, Philip and Bob are both kind, and not all
astronomers hate women. The challenge for the characters of The Mill on the Floss
is, in light of this, to abandon or modify the analogy that has led to the erroneous
conclusion—something that, in the worst cases, does not happen: Tom, for example,
will never abandon his mistaken determination of Philip’s malevolence. The
‘evidence of experience’ (to use Wicksell’s phrase) is not enough to prevail upon his
prefabricated view of Philip.

Perhaps the most damaging of all analogies in the novel occurs in the
penultimate chapter, when rumours about the new vicar, Dr Kenn, and his relations
with Maggie are at their height. Stephen Guest had already seen something apostolic
in Kenn [MF, 379], but the comparison is not a favourable one among the denizens of
St Ogg’s: ‘it was not safe to be too confident, even about the best of men: an apostle
had fallen, and wept bitterly afterwards; and though Peter’s denial was not a close
precedent, his repentance was likely to be’ [MF, 507]. St Ogg’s society, in spite of all

evidence to the contrary (‘not a close precedent’), gropes after analogy (Dr Kenn =

21 . . )
The sentence in question is: Astronomus exosus ad unam mulieres.
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Peter) to besmirch the name of one of the few residents who treats Maggie humanely.
When past behaviour is analogised as a mimetic blueprint for future action, analogy
becomes an instrument of bad faith that contrives to create finalised scripts of ethical
activity and human personality. Such scripting is essentially the result of a failure of
empathy, an inability to recognise that the dynamics of human experience are
unrepeatable for each individual, who must confront their struggles as an individual
with a unique matrix of concerns and motivations. In Eliot’s poetics and ethics,
analogy has to be predicated on an understanding of the differences, as well as the
similarities, of each situation, and its practitioners must recognise that character does
not neatly map onto caricature: there is no one-size-fits-all approach to individual
subjectivity. The insistence on treating individuals according to a predetermined
superstructure is one that is repeated throughout Eliot’s fiction (Lydgate in particular
falls victim to it),”> and I will later go on to show how Dostoevsky censures a similar
ethical failing, particularly in the speech of the prosecution lawyer in The Brothers
Karamazov.

With her penchant for referential fixity, Mrs Tulliver would have survived
well in a sheltered Gemeinschaft, had such a superlative community ever existed.
However, St Ogg’s and its environs present a challenge to her and her family because
there are others who are able to manipulate language and take advantage of her
literalism. In The Mill on the Floss, the character most able to disrupt the one-to-one
correspondence of words and their referents is the lawyer, Mr Wakem. From
Tulliver’s perspective, the law is a complex code that complicates the simple

linguistic correspondence of truisms such as ‘water’s water’ [MF, 15] and his

2 In Middlemarch, the narrator appropriates the speech of the townsfolk when commenting on
Lydgate’s relationship with Bulstrode: ‘the inferences were closely linked enough: the town knew of
the loan, believed it to be a bribe, and believed that he took it as a bribe’ [MM, 729]. Such a
supposition damages Lydgate’s reputation and career—and is, of course, entirely false.
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syllogism that, since millers need water, and he is a miller, he is owed ‘a legitimate
share of water power’ [MF, 154]. John Kucich has illuminatingly ascribed Tulliver’s
tautologies to a worldview in which all objects—including natural ones—are
subjected to a single functionality; in other words, many of the characters in The Mill
on the Floss (Maggie excepted) value the physical world only insofar as it aligns with
a single delineated instrumentation. > Whilst Kucich is certainly right in arguing that
Maggie rejects this reductive vision of the world, I suggest that the transcendence of
literalism 1s exemplified just as well—albeit more negatively—in Mr Wakem. Of the
lawyer we learn:

[he] knew quite well that the majority of substantial men [in St. Ogg’s]

were perfectly contented with the fact that ‘Wakem was Wakem;’ that is

to say, [he was] a man who always knew the stepping-stones that would

carry him through the very muddy bits of practice [...] Wakem’s

conscience was not uneasy because he had used a few tricks against the

miller. [MF, 252-53]
Although Wakem is not the evil demon of Mr Tulliver’s imagination, he is
nevertheless a trickster, and his trap is language itself. He recognises the simple
linguistic correspondences upon which the society of St Ogg’s insists and is able to
exploit the unsuspecting with legalese.”* (There is an element of poetic justice when
Tulliver finally brings Wakem down from the haughty heights of evasion to face his
material whip on solid ground [MF, 356]).

Whilst Eliot to an extent censures Wakem’s use of legal verbosity as a tool to

dispossess the miller, she is not nostalgic as to Tulliver’s way of life and linguistic

crudities: she has a strong sense of the inevitability of progress and the necessity of

2 John Kucich, ‘George Eliot and Objects: Meaning as Matter in The Mill on the Floss’, Dickens
Studies Annual, 12 (1983), 319-40.

* As Sally Shuttleworth notes, there has been a change in the approach to language between Adam
Bede and The Mill on the Floss. In the former, the correspondence between words and world was a
given. In the latter, language is prized (by characters such as Wakem, at least) for its ‘lack of
correspondence with the world’. See Sally Shuttleworth, George Eliot and Nineteenth-Century
Science: The Make-Believe of a Beginning (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), p. 55.
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adapting to it. In his day, Tulliver could get by with an education that went not much
beyond the alphabet, and, like his brother-in-law Mr Deane, he was able to make a
living without linguistic flair (both he and his wife find writing difficult). Tulliver
was, in fact, not wrong when he decided that Tom would require the skills of verbal
manoeuvre if he was to survive in the world beyond the 1820s; he erred only in
selecting Mr Stelling as a tutor up to the task of such formation. Stelling wrongly
assumes that his own experience is sufficient to establish educational writ for another,
and he is convinced of his duty to ‘teach the lad in the only right way—indeed, he
knew no other’ [MF, 139]. Unfortunately, however, his generalisation of his own
experience has failed to do what all correct generalisations must do, at least according
to Eliot in her review of R. W. McKay’s Progress of the Intellect: ‘give significance
to the smallest detail’ [SCW, 21]. Tom is thus suffocated by a blanket of educational
practice that pays his individual needs no heed. **

Analogy for Eliot is deficient not when it suggests correspondences, but when
it insists upon them, when, in J. Hillis Miller’s phrase, characters make the error of
‘taking a figurative similarity as an identity’.”® The reason why Maggie finds the
study of words exciting, whereas Tom finds it restrictive, can be attributed to the way
they approach language. Maggie, who reads the dictionary in a house with a dearth of
reading matter, is happy to embrace the multiplicity of meaning in her vocabulary (the
Latin word “bonus” ‘may mean several things; almost every word does’ [MF, 145]),
but she recognises that the synonym cannot wholly substitute for the original word:
there is always a nuance of difference, a change of register, a morphologically

irregularity involved in translation. Though she begins the novel by rigidly

» As I. Hillis Miller puts it in his superb ‘Narrative and History’, ELH, 41.3 (1974), 455-73, “all
generalizations are falsifications because they derive from the amalgamation of specific instances
which are all different’ (p. 469).

2% J_ Hillis Miller, ‘Narrative and History’, p. 465-66.
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translating words into actions (her aunts’ hints about her hair are interpreted as orders
to cut it), she nevertheless shows promise of transcending the limits of realism,
fantasising about what she would do if a lion came running at Tom, were they in the
lion countries, and using her ‘hypothetic powers’ to conjecture about Tom’s reasons
for wanting to endure the Gleggs (does he want to get his hands on the tipsy-cake?
she wonders) [MF, 35, 45]. Tom unfailingly responds to her subjunctives in the
indicative (‘but the lion isn’t coming’ [MF, 35]), for his imagination is rooted only in
observable reality and history, whence comes his enjoyment of Mr Poulter’s stories of
Wellington in preference to Philip’s stories about Greek legend: they are ‘removed
from all suspicion of being mythical’ [MF, 171]. Eliot, the novelist, has the last
laugh, however, for Mr Poulter is a myth-maker extraordinaire, whose stories are
invented or misremembered recollections of events in which he played no significant
role. Like Strauss’s Evangelists, there is no suggestion in the novel that Mr Poulter
intends to deceive, and indeed his rehearsing of battle scenes in the privacy of the
carriage-house suggests that he fully believes—and inhabits—the stories he tells. He
thereby forces Tom, entirely without the latter’s consent or knowledge, to abandon his
referentiality and to surrender himself to stories, which, in spite of himself, he enjoys.
The metaphor, poetry, and hypothetical nature of stories—of “narrative”, to use their
adult designation—combines with their believable, if far-fetched, mimesis to break
the spell arid history without disintegrating into pure fancy. What Moretti says about
metaphors holds: since they ‘use a “familiar field of reference”, they also give form to
the unknown: they contain it, and keep it somehow under control’.?” In other words,
metaphors rely on mimesis (referentiality) to reveal something that lies beyond our

hitherto-existing experience of reality. But whilst metaphor is held in check in Eliot’s

" Moretti, Atlas of the European Novel, p. 47
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fiction, we shall see that it is given a much wider stage in Dostoevsky’s work, and the
consequences of its unfettered activity are far more serious than anything in Eliot’s

tightly controlled arenas of action. Instead of tragedy, chaos.

Verbal Manipulation in Dostoevsky

Verbal tricksters of a hue far more sinister than that of Mr Wakem abound in
Dostoevsky’s fiction. The most demonic is Peter Stepanovich in The Devils, and his
skill is to take advantage of the literalism of the denizens of Dostoevsky’s town in
order to bring about social disintegration. Peter is able to expand his influence in the
town by means of an idiolect that now insists on literal referentiality, now on poetic
metaphor. His verbal antics enmesh all sectors of society—students, officials,
intellectuals, landowners, peasants—all of whom lose out in his games of verbal play.
In the chapter “Peter Stepanovich Gets Down to Work”, the idol of the town’s

radical movement, Nikolai Stavrogin, suggests a means by which Verkhovensky
might solidify relations with his group. Stavrogin says:

Bce 3TO YMHOBHMYECTBO M CEHTHMEHTAJBHOCTH — BCE DTO KﬂeﬁCTep

XOpOIHI/IfI, HO €CThb OJHA IITyKa €HIC IMOJYy4dIIC: MOATOBOPUTE YCTBIPEX

YJICHOB KPYKKa YKOKOIIUTH MIATOTO, IO BUAOM TOTO, YTO TOT AIOHECET, U

TOTYAC K€ BBl UX BCCX IMPOJJIMTOIO KPOBBIO, KAK OJHUM Y3JIOM, CBAXKCTC.

Pabamu Bainmu CTaHYT, HC ITOCMCIOT 6YHTOB3TI) " OTUYCTOB CITpalInBaTh.

Xa, xa, xa! [10, 299]
In a reply that will become prophetic, Peter says: ‘Tbl MHE 3TH cll0OBa JOJKEH
BeIKyruTh [10, 299]. Stavrogin’s statement and Peter’s response reveal that they are
operating on different linguistic planes. Stavrogin, after all, is not offering a blueprint
for action, but making a joke, as signalled by the final three monosyllables of the

extract quoted. Peter, however, makes a conscious decision to take Stavrogin’s words

literally, a decision underpinned by his knowledge that a literal reading of Stavrogin’s
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utterance will allow him to present Shatov’s murder as a directive from on high, not a
product of his own malevolence. Later in the novel, he admits that he understood that
Stavrogin was speaking in jest (‘XO0THTe BCIO PaBIy: BUIUTE, Y MECHS IEHCTBUTEIILHO
MeJbKalla MBICITb, — CaMH JK€ BBl €€ MHE TOJICKa3alii, He CEPhE3HO, a JAPa3Hs MEHs
(motoMy 4TO HE cTajuu k€ OBl BhI Cephe3HO mojcka3biBaTh)’ [10, 403]), but for the
purposes of his own propaganda it is necessary to cast Stavrogin as a giver of
instructions that can be applied unthinkingly to the immediate situation. By recasting
Stavrogin’s utterance as a command, Verkhovensky demonstrates his linguistic
prowess; far from being Stavrogin’s puppet, he is his puppeteer, able to use his words
to serve his own ends. Peter is always one step ahead of his idol: ‘mMHe TombKO
IIPHCHHIIOCH, @ YK OH M COH oTraganr’, Stavrogin says [10, 214].® Unlike Maggie
Tulliver, who neither understands nor is understood by the townspeople of St Ogg’s,
Verkhovensky knows his audience only too well, and his recourse to literalism proves
an effective way to manipulate the townsfolk who have consistently underestimated
him.

In his extra-literary writing, Dostoevsky attacked what he perceived as a
Russian propensity to accept wholesale and without reflexion complex ideas from the
West. In the Diary of a Writer, he dubbed this extreme application of the ideas of
European philosophy the ‘pycckas cropona ux yuenuit’ [21, 132], and in The
Brothers Karamazov Ivan bemoans that ‘ram [B EBpone] rumortesa, 1o y pycckoro

2 .. .
ManpuMKa ToTdac ke akcumoma’ [14, 214].”° The originators of European ideas,

* My reading of Verkhovensky here draws on Gary Saul Morson’s view of Smerdyakov in The
Brothers Karamazov. Morson believes that commentators have underestimated Smerdyakov’s skills at
verbal trickery, and that he is the most intelligent character of the novel. See Gary Saul Morson,
‘Verbal Pollution in The Brothers Karamazov’, PTL, 3 (1978), 223-33.

21t helped Dostoevsky’s polemic to make this charge against the Socialists. However, it was one to
which Slavophiles, reactionaries and, indeed, Dostoevsky himself were also prone. After all, the
German Romantics might have stressed the importance of the unique role of national identity in the
“symphony of nations”, but as this idea migrated eastwards, it soon gave rise to theories not of the
contribution of Russia to this symphony, but to its superiority over it. On the various strands and
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Dostoevsky claimed, would be surprised at the ways in which their nuance or
complexity had been abandoned in Russia in favour of a literal application. This
tendency, however, is not the exclusive preserve of the Westernisers. In The Devils,
Shatov, the defender of Orthodox brotherhood, fails to appreciate the complex nature
of Stavrogin’s utterances about God and makes them serve his own ideological
agenda. For example, Shatov attributes to Stavrogin the view that there has never
been a nation without a religion, and that the strength of a nation is directly
proportionate to its conception of a deity. These ideas, he claims, have come entirely
from Stavrogin: ‘s He W3MeHHJ HUYero, HU eauHoro ciosa’ [10, 199]. Stavrogin
disputes such a claim:

He mymato, 4T0OBI HE U3MEHWIIH |...] BbI TUITAMEHHO MPUHSIIA U TUNIAMEHHO

TepenHAYMIIH, HE 3aMedasi TOT0. YK OJTHO TO, YTO BBl OOTa HU3BOAMTE 0

pocToro arTpudyrta HapoaHoctu. [10, 199]
In and of himself, Stavrogin is a character of great complexity, but his followers
reflect only one side of him (with the Shatov-Kirillov pair embodying this bifurcation
most obviously).

Unlike Verkhovensky, however, Shatov is not, as such, attempting to
manipulate Stavrogin’s language, since he lacks Verkhovensky’s skills at verbal
manipulation. Verkhovensky is able to take advantage of this inability in order to
throw Shatov into confusion. At one point, he confronts Shatov about some

pamphlets the latter had been asked to print with a secret press. Shatov had

previously sent a letter simply stating, in reply to the group’s request, that ‘[cTuxu]

mutations of conservative thought in Russia in the nineteenth century, see William Leatherbarrow,
‘Conservatism in the Age of Nicholas I and Alexander I’, in A History of Russian Thought, ed. by
William Leatherbarrow and Derek Offord (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), pp. 95-
115; on the correspondence between Romantic and Slavophile thought, see Nicholas V. Riasanovsky,
Russia and the West in the Teaching of the Slavophiles: A Study of Romantic Ideology (Cambridge,
MA.: Harvard University Press, 1952), especially chapter 5; on Dostoevsky’s chauvinistic Messianism
see James P. Scanlan, Dostoevsky the Thinker (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002), especially
chapter 6.
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oTIeyYarTath 37IeCh HE MOTY, Jla 1 HUYEro HE MOTY; reuaTaiTe 3a rpanumeit’ [10, 275].
Recalling the incident, Shatov explains to Verkhovensky, ‘s mpsmo oTka3zancs
neyataTh’. Verkhovensky is (or pretends to be) unconvinced:

Ha, HO He npsiMo. Bl Hanmcanu: “He Mory”, HO HE OOBSCHWIM O KaKoi

npuurHe. “He mMory” He 3HauuT “He X0uy”’. MOXKHO OBUIO NMOAYMaTh, YTO

BBI IIPOCTO OT MaTepUaIbHBIX MPUUUH HE MOXeTe. [...] Ho u cam nomken

OBUT CO3HATHCS, MEPEYUTAB TEMEepb, YTO OTH JBE CTPOYKH HESICHBI U

BBOIAT B oOMaH. [10, 294]
Verkhovensky complicates the simplest of utterances in order to force Shatov’s
statement to signify a myriad of possible meanings, however implausible.
Verkhovensky strives to make language anarchic, to enable words to stand for a
referent that constantly shifts. His frequent repetition of the slogan ‘oOmiee meno’
[e.g. 10, 315] is a prominent example of this and signals a retreat into abstraction
(what is the common cause?) in order to secure the allegiance of his followers. The
slogan is ultimately nothing more than a metaphor for his own desire to transform
society according to his own dictates, and he profits from the townsfolk’s inability to
acknowledge a truth articulated by the narrator of Middlemarch: ‘we all of us, grave
or light, get our thoughts entangled in metaphors, and act fatally on the strength of
them’ [MM, 85]. In Verkhovensky’s case, the adverb fatally seems especially
apposite.

In addition to imputing new meanings to existing words, Verkhovensky at
times simply injects words that have not previously been spoken. Such happens in the
discussion of Shatov’s assassination:

— S mpoTuB; s BceMH CWJIaMU TyIIH MOEW MPOTECTYIO MPOTHUB TAKOTO
KpOBAaBOI'0 peneHust! — BCTall ¢ MecTa BUpruHckuid.

— Ho? — cnpocun Ilerp CrenanoBuu.

— Yro Ho?

— BBl cKazaiu Ho... U 51 KAOY.

— S, kaxeTcs, HE CKa3al Ho... Sl TOIBKO XOTE€d CKas3aTh, YTO ECIIH

pelIarTcs, TO...
— To?
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Buprunckwuii 3amomuan. [10, 421]

Like Wakem in The Mill on the Floss, Verkhovensky knows that his verbal arsenal is
unmatched by that of his audience, who have no choice but to fall silent. Words for
Peter Stepanovich are not a means of instigating dialogue but of closing it down.

Although few, if any, characters in The Brothers Karamazov exhibit Peter
Stepanovich’s cruel cunning, in the novel Dostoevsky continues to dramatise the
collision of characters who are able to deal with abstract/metaphorical language and
those who are not. For example, Kolya Krasotkin at one point tells Alyosha of an
occasion in which he persuaded a peasant that it would be a good idea to run over a
goose’s neck with a cart of oats. The deed done, Kolya protests to the judge that ‘s
oTHIOAL He yuun [i.e. he didn’t teach the peasant what to do], uTo s TOTBKO BBIpa3UII
OCHOBHYIO MBICIIb U TOBOPWJI JInib 6 npoekme’ [14, 496; my emphasis]. The judge
comments that more time spent at his schoolbooks would cure him of such
hypothetical scheming. In Kolya’s interaction with peasant society, Dostoevsky
reveals, on a level far more understated than that of Peter Verkhovensky’s antics, how
the close proximity of characters with different degrees of verbal proficiency can
challenge the fabric of Russian society. In his work, the provincial town setting
creates such proximity, and accelerates its consequences. Kolya himself attributes the
significance imputed to the incident to the fact that the residents of Skotoprigonevsk
naturally tend to exaggerate events of the smallest proportions: ‘camas 6e3mo3rias
IIyTKa, camas HUYTOXKHAs, W3 KOTOPOW IIEJIOTO CJIOHA, 1O OObIKHOGEHUN y HAc,
counamnu’ [14, 495; my emphasis].

It is in Book Twelve, however, that the juxtaposition of referential and poetic
language is most clearly enacted. Upon the small town of the Karamazovs descend

two erudite lawyers from the capital. Ippolit Kirillovich is tasked with proving
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Mitya’s guilt, whilst Fetyukovich provides his defence. Kate Holland provides a
persuasive account of the dichotomy between the arguments of defence and
prosecution. Briefly summarised, Holland’s argument is this: Ippolit Kirillovich’s
speech is structured around the principle of linearity, or priamolineinost’, which
attributes to each of Mitya’s action a single, determinate meaning. Every action of
Mitya’s, according to this schema, is performed as written in a script, thus denying
him any kind of moral agency. The prosecutor slips effortlessly from probability to
certainty, such that his amulet, in which he stores Katya Ivanovna’s money, cannot be
explained otherwise than by an appeal to Mitya’s overactive imagination (‘3To Takoe
MIPOTHBOPEUYHE C JIEHCTBUTEIBHOCTHIO, KAaKOTO OoJiee W TMPEeACTaBUTh Hemb3s |[15,
131]). Mitya is just not the kind of person whose honour would succeed in restraining
his own voluptuousness for the sake of moral scruple. Fetyukovich, on the other
hand, rejects this priamolineinost’, and rewrites reality to allow for a literally endless
number of readings. Why, there might not have been a robbery, or murder, at all.
Since no fact can stand up to scrutiny when examined in isolation, any attempt to
construct a narrative of events that implicates Mitya must be rejected from the outset.
Holland concludes that Mitya’s own testimony falls between these two extremes: he
does act unpredictably (e.g. by stealing the pestle without reason), thus nullifying the
prosecutor’s contention that everything happens for a preordained reason; but he also
acts according to a fixed code of honour that renders him a scoundrel, but not a thief
(e.g. by saving the 1,500 roubles), thus disproving the defence attorney’s claim that he
resists all moral codes and systems.”"

I find Holland’s analysis utterly convincing, and only intend to emphasise

slightly more than she does how Mitya’s fate is sealed by the dubious eloquence of

*Kate Holland, ‘The Legend of the Ladonka and the Trial of the Novel’, in 4 New Word on The
Brothers Karamazov, ed. by Robert Louis Jackson (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 2004),
pp. 192-99.
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the lawyers, whose linguistic acrobatics intentionally mislead (in the prosecutor’s
case) the peasant jury, or pass entirely over their heads (in the case of the defence
attorney’s). In this respect, Ippolit Kirillovich turns out, surprisingly, to be the
sharper of the two, despite his less illustrious career to date. His key weapon in
portraying the priamolineinost’ of Mitya’s actions is analogy, as he tries to convince
the jury that the murder was accomplished as written. Like Eliot’s analogists, he uses
analogy as a finalising tool that seeks to compress the dynamic unpredictability of

individual life into the mould of syllogism.’’

He conceives of a general category of
criminal who “would have” acted in a particular way, and measures the actions
surrounding the murder against this criteria: ‘COCKOYMII OH UMEHHO JJIT  TOTO, YTOO
yOeaUThCS: KUB WIH YOUT €IWHCTBEHHBIM CBHJETENb €ro 3JI0ACSHUS [...] TaKk Kak
He Moe COCKOYHTH B CaJ MO KaKOMY-HHOYIb JPYrOMYy ITOBOIY, BJICUCHHIO HJIH
yyBcTBY [15, 154-55; my emphasis]. It is highly doubtful that Ippolit Kirillovich
actually believes his own rhetoric here, for he has previously identified Mitya’s broad
nature as containing within it the vying impulses of the beauty of the Madonna and
the beauty of Sodom. But Ippolit Kirillovich knows his audience well: the jury itself
is made up of peasants and petty-merchants most of whom had never read a single
book [15, 93]. By creating analogies which directly correlate Mitya’s actions with
those of a “typical criminal”, Ippolit Kirillovich exploits the simplicity of the jury:
had they read books, they might be better placed to discern the multiple meanings of

words, just as bookworm Maggie Tulliver can. As it is, the prosecutor knows that

spurious logical analogies and syllogism are better suited to his aims: murderers

31 On syllogism as a development from analogy, see Max Weber, Economy and Society: An Outline of
Interpretive Sociology, trans. by Ephraim Bischoff et al, vol. 2 (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1978), p. 407.
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behave this way, Mitya behaved this way, therefore Mitya must be a murderer.”
Such logic leads to false conclusions, just as, in Middlemarch, Mrs Dollop’s did:
Lydgate is a doctor, doctors cut everybody up, therefore Lydgate cuts everybody up
[MM, 723]. Fetyukovich fails in spite of his superior eloquence because he has
misjudged his audience, because the peasant and petty-bourgeois jurors are not ready
to embrace a belief system in which the correspondence between words and their
referents is complicated to such a degree that even the most customary definitions are
rendered meaningless: ‘B Hacrosmiem ke jaene oten, nokoiHed demop IlaBioBuu
Kapama3oB, HHCKOJIBKO HE TOAXOIWI TOA TO TOHSATHE 00 OTIe, KOTOPOE ceidac
ckazanoch Hamemy cepamy’ [15, 168]. If it seems at any point as though things are
going Fetyukovich’s way, this is because his speech is primarily for the benefit of an
audience he wants to dazzle, rather than for a jury he wants to convince. He plays to
the gallery (an appropriate metaphor in this most theatrical of trials), which is made
up of journalists, merchants and middle-class women, and readers who are more
likely to be swayed by abstract rhetoric. For the jury, however, the meaning of
“father” is not negotiable, and they prove unable to understand Fetyukovich’s claim
that the murder of Fyodor Pavlovich cannot be called parricide [15, 172]. For
Fetyukovich is perfectly happy to admit that Mitya may have struck the fatal blow,
but he errs in basing Mitya’s defence on semantics: does such an act constitute the
murder of one’s father, since Fyodor Pavlovich reneged on his fatherly duties? The

formulation ‘y6un, HO He BuHOBeH’ [15, 177] might make for effective oratory, but it

32 Bakhtin was particularly incensed by such pigeon-holing of Mitya’s personality, arguing that the
court lawyers were playing at second-hand psychology. For Bakhtin, it was not right to call
Dostoevsky a psychologist at all, the discipline for him being cognate with the reduction of a person’s
consciousness to a play of unconscious, biological, or chemical forces beyond his control. This
formulation belongs to Morson and Emerson, Mikhail Bakhtin, p. 266.
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does not win over the jurors, for whom such a complication is too complex.>
However, just as Eliot did not evince nostalgia for the simple linguistic
correspondences of Mr Tulliver, neither does Dostoevsky applaud this provincial
simplicity: clearly, the jury got it wrong. But so did Fetyukovich, for the obverse

turns out to be true: Mitya is guilty, but he did not kill him.

The Uses and Abuses of Gossip in Province and Novel

My discussion so far has dealt with language as a product of individual consciences,
as | have examined the ways in which individuals exploit their linguistic felicity to
manipulate those provincials whose verbal apparatus is more staunchly referential.
But as well as effecting consequences in the social sphere, language also emanates
from the social sphere. As Bakhtin argued, language is not only the object of
linguistics and semiotics, but of metalinguistics, by which he meant it to be
understood that an utterance can only be comprehended as the product of a given set
of social circumstances and a given matrix of human interactions. Language,
according to Bakhtin, is intrinsically dialogic, born of and directed to community.**
Given Bakhtin’s insight into the dialogical nature of Dostoevsky’s work and his
analysis of the role played by other people’s words [chuzhie slova] in the world of the
novel, it is surprising that he devotes so little attention to gossip as a discrete mode of
discourse, since this form of communication is born, by necessity, of community and

consists, by definition, of other people’s words. Before testing whether some of

* One suspects Fetyukovich might have had more luck in the city. In the Diary of a Writer,
Dostoevsky takes urban juries to task for acquitting criminals who are clearly guilty on the basis of
spurious conjectures. See, for example, Gary Saul Morson, ‘Introductory Study’, in Fyodor
Dostoevsky, 4 Writer’s Diary, vol. 1, trans. by Kenneth Lantz (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press, 1994), pp. 1-117. Here, pp. 40-47.

3 0On this, see Morson and Emerson, Mikhail Bakhtin, esp. ch. 4.
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Bakhtin’s theories about language more generally can illuminate the function of
gossip in the provincial novels of Dostoevsky and Eliot, I provide a brief survey of
some of the critical work that has been devoted to this mode of discourse in recent
years.

Despite religious injunctions against gossip (e.g. [ Timothy 5.13 where gossips
are equated with idlers and busybodies), there is no shortage of scholars who seek to
redeem this form of discourse. First among its recent defenders was Priscilla Meyer
Spacks, who argued that gossip offers many positive benefits to those who indulge in
it: it is pleasurable, creates a sense of solidarity and identity within social groups,
empowers those (usually women) who participate in it and thereby challenge the
official narratives of public life (usually scripted by men), and opens up worlds of
possibility to otherwise disenfranchised speakers, allowing them to speculate about a
wider world to which they have no direct access.” Since Spacks, scholars from
across the academic disciplines have joined in the defence. A volume edited by the
psychologist Aaron Ben-Ze’ev, Good Gossip, was published in 1994;°° the
anthropologist and evolutionary psychologist Robin Dunbar suggests that gossip is
the goal of human evolution;”’ and Kirsten A. Pond has recently published a
penetrating article arguing that gossip succeeds as a mode of epistemology when
more rational, systematic, and empirical modes fail.>® Critics such as Spacks do not
insist, of course, that gossip is a uniformly beneficent mode of discourse. “Bad”

gossip (that is, gossip intended to harm or malign) does exist. But since her aim is to

3% See Priscilla Meyer Spacks, ‘In Praise of Gossip®, The Hudson Review, 34 (1982), 19-38; and Gossip
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1985), especially pp. 3-23.

*® Good Gossip, ed. by Robert F. Goodman and Aaron Ben-Ze’ev (Lawrence: University Press of
Kansas, 1994).

37 Robin Dunbar, Gossip, Grooming and the Evolution of Language (London: Faber and Faber, 1996).
*¥ Kirsten A. Pond, ‘Harriet Martineau’s Epistemology of Gossip’, Nineteenth-Century Literature, 69.2
(2014), 175-207.
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rehabilitate gossip, she is careful to note that bad gossip is ‘infrequently evident in our
living rooms”.”’

Whilst gossip in the novels of Eliot and Dostoevsky is often utilised to
positive effect by narrators and characters, its more malign aspects are nevertheless
ever-present. Using Bakhtin’s categories of monologism and polyphony, we can
begin to construct a taxonomy of gossip within the novels, and to explore in more
detail exactly what constitutes “good” and “bad” gossip for these writers.

The central paradox of gossip for Eliot and Dostoevsky can be stated like this:
gossip, in theory, should be a polyphonic mode of speech. If individuals, each with
their own consciousnesses, come together to engage in conversation, then the result
should be a dialogue in which no one belief system is a priori preferenced to another.
Through this coming-together in dialogue, truth can be constructed.” After all, as
Bakhtin had argued, polyphony arises out of a ‘plurality of independent and unmerged
voices and consciousnesses’.'’ However, the polyphonic potential of gossip in the
novels is frequently arrested because the voices that produce gossip are precisely
merged and derivative (rather than unmerged and independent). Individuals in Eliot
and Dostoevsky’s fiction frequently do not come together to engage in meaningful
dialogue. Rather than responding to the utterances of others (and thereby sharpening
their own understanding), characters conspire to produce single, finalised narratives

that promote closure. Thus, Morson and Emerson’s comment on Bakhtin’s concept

%% Spacks, Gossip, p. 5.

0 As Morson and Emerson note, the polyphonic novel is not a relativist novel in which “anything
goes” in the moral sphere. Were there no truth to be found, dialogue would not be necessary, since
each character would be left to his own, unchallenged worldview. Only because there is a shared faith
in a truth-building enterprise is dialogue necessary. See Morson and Emerson, Mikhail Bakhtin, pp.
234-37.

*! Mikhail Bakhtin, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, ed. and trans. by Caryl Emerson (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1984), p. 6.
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of monologism, whilst not addressing gossip as a phenomenon, can be appropriated to
cover this mode of discourse:
[In the monologic novel] a system can be comprehended and fully
contained by a single consciousness—in principle, by any consciousness
with sufficient intellectual power. Even if a thought has been produced
collectively [as in gossip—PC], it is imagined as spoken by a single
abstract entity: science, history, or the spirit and age of a people.
Individuals can either accept or reject the truth, but as individuals, they do
not participate in its content.*’
Instead of polyphony, gossip has the potential to produce monologism. In particular,
it does so when individual consciousnesses surrender themselves to, or merge with,
the collective, divesting themselves of the right and responsibility to exercise
independent judgement. Consequently, I think that Tatyana Pirusskaya (in the first
article-length comparative study of Dostoevsky and Eliot of which I am aware)
overstates her case when she argues for the inherently polyphonic nature of gossip.
She writes:
CnnetHst obGecrieunBaeT BO3MOXXHOCTh OOIIEHMS, TO €CThb COAEPKHUT B
cebe YCTaHOBKY Ha KOHTAKT W COTBOPYECTBO; CIUIETHS HEW30€XKHO
CyOBEKTHBHA, MTOITOMY JaK€ B MPOCTEUIIIEM CITydae CTaBHT CIyIIATels
(u uuratens) nepea MpodIeMoi BbIOOpa: TOBEPAIO S ITOW UCTOPUU WUITU
Her?™®
Such a statement would hold only if the characters who gossiped were bestowed with
(or attained) a subjectivity or consciousness that was able to sustain an independent
point of view. Many of the characters in Eliot’s novels in particular, however, are
denied such a consciousness; rather they function as what William Deresiewicz calls a
5 44

‘unitary collective consciousness’.” The patrons of Mrs Dollop’s can hardly be said

to suffer from an existential burden of decision-making: ‘sane people,” we are told of

*2 Morson and Emerson, Mikhail Bakhtin, p. 236.

* Tat’jana Pirusskaia, ‘Spletnia kak mekhanizm: avtorefleksii v romanakh Dostoevskogo “Besy” i
Dzhordzh Eliot “Midlmarch™’, Voprosy literatury, 2 (2015), 193-216. Here, p. 199.

* William Deresiewicz, ‘Heroism and Organicism in the Case of Lydgate’, Studies in English
Literature, 1500-1900, 38.4 (1998), 723-40. Here, pp. 732.
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Middlemarch society in general, ‘did what their neighbours did’ [MM, 9]1.* And
whilst the unreliability of gossip may force the reader to question the accuracy of the
tale told, this kind of reflective activity seems to be decidedly lacking among the
gossips themselves. As a result, the multiple voices that participate in the
dissemination of gossip converge to produce a narrative that determines (rather than
questions) the reputation and motivations of other characters—that seeks, in Bakhtin’s
terminology, to finalise them from without, quite apart from what they choose to
reveal about themselves or from any factual evidence that might belie such
conclusions.*® We might therefore say that gossip becomes problematic when it is
talk, rather than talkers, that secures control of the narrative, when the bearers of a
message become complicit in their demotion to instruments of storytelling.
The triumph of message over bearer is emphasised by the narrator of

Middlemarch, in reference to the Bulstrode affair:

Even the more definite scandal concerning Bulstrode’s earlier life was, for

some minds, melted into the mass of mystery, as so much lively metal to

be poured out into dialogue, and to take such fantastic shapes as heaven

pleased. [MM, 720; my italics]
The dialogue mentioned here cannot be understood in the Bakhtinian sense of
negotiated meaning, but is rather the final product of community chatter, for which
individuals serve as unconscious mouthpieces. Eliot’s gossips speak in one voice,
with a merged consciousness. Evidently, this approach to language is entirely at odds

with Bakhtin’s concept of polyphony, since the polyphonic novel is one in which all

ideas are uttered by distinct ideological bearers, such that words from one character

“D. A. Miller, in a superlative study, divides the different perspectives on events in Middlemarch into
three: (1) that of the community as a general body; (2) the protagonists; (3) the narrative voice.
Pirusskaia’s comment could only be said to pertain to the “protagonists” (what I have called those
characters with tragic potential) and not to the “community” of the novel. See D. A. Miller, Narrative
and its Discontents: Problems of Closure in the Traditional Novel (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1981), pp. 107-52.

% pirusskaya comments that ‘[BepxoBeHCKHIi] CTPEMHTCS CO31aTh M OIPEACICHHBIC 0Opa3hl APYTHX
(CraBporuna, IOmnn MuxaitioBsl) U caenaTh UX yOSTUTEIBHBIME [T oKpykatontnx’ (‘Spletnia kak
mekhanizm’, p. 209).
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take on a different meaning when spoken by another: ‘Dostoevsky cannot and does
not separate the thought from the person, from a living mouth’.*’ The gossiped words
of Middlemarch, however, exist independently of any individual bearer; they belong
to no-one in particular and serve to reduce individual subjectivity to a statement of
fact. It is this systematic reduction of the human personality (in this case
Bulstrode’s), which claims that the human subject can be understood wholly and at a
glance, which gossip, at its worst, creates.

A further example of this tendency can be seen in The Mill on the Floss,
where society chooses to interpret Maggie’s affair with Stephen Guest in such a way
as to paint Maggie as the villain and Stephen as the victim:

Could anything be more detestable? A girl so much indebted to her
friends [...] to lay the design of winning a young man’s affections away
from her cousin, who had behaved like a sister to her! [...] There was
always something quite questionable about her. [...] To the world’s wife
there had always been something in Miss Tulliver’s very physique that a
refined instinct felt to be prophetic harm. As for poor Mr Stephen Guest,
he was rather pitiable than otherwise: a young man of five-and-twenty is
not to be too severely judged in these cases—he is really very much at the
mercy of a designing bold girl. [MF, 491]
In the extract, it is clear that society—the world’s wife—has convened to impute onto
Maggie a fixed assessment of her character, subjecting all her actions, and even her

8 She has become, to borrow from

physique, to a finalised script or pattern.*
Middlemarch idiom, a mere ‘cluster of signs for her neighbours’ presuppositions’
[MM, 142]. By falsely ascribing motive to Maggie, the world’s wife comes to a
conclusion that is quite at odds with the facts of the case (that it is Stephen who has

acted contemptuously), and evidently owes nothing to Maggie’s own, torn assessment

of her situation. Moreover, the matrons of St Oggs refuse to acknowledge that

47 Bakhtin, Problems, p. 95.

* Gary Saul Morson uses the term “semiotic totalitarianism” to describe the process by which all signs
are taken as proof of a preexisting, overarching theory. See his Hidden in Plain View: Narrative and
Creative Potentials in War and Peace (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1987), p. 84.
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Maggie acted morally in returning to the familial nest. In assigning to Maggie a
finalised reputation, the townsfolk of St Ogg’s perform the same task as a monologic
author. By this I mean that they allow themselves a greater liberty than that to which
they can legitimately lay claim: they assume an ability to read and reveal the inner life
of an Other.” But unlike the author George Eliot, the residents of St Ogg’s are
unable to perform this task: whereas Eliot really can, god-like, divulge the thoughts
and motivations of her characters, the townsfolk of The Mill on the Floss have no
such divine insight, and as such they read Maggie wrongly.

In Dostoevsky’s novels, gossip is similarly imbued with the damaging
potential to determine reputations from without, and it frequently functions according
to the principle of linearity [priamolineinost’] that Ippolit Kirillovich exhibits at the
trial. As Carol Apollonio has argued, for example, Svidrigailov’s reputation in Crime
and Punishment is determined not on the basis of his self-revelation or authorial
insight, but according to gossip and rumours that seek to malign his character—a
character that his actual behaviour in the text seems not to warrant.”’ In The Brothers
Karamazov, gossip creates such identities and reputations from birth, as it is rumour
that establishes Fyodor Pavlovich’s paternity of Smerdyakov (and cements him as the
bastard of the Karamazov clan). In the chapter that deals with Smerdyakov’s nativity,
we learn that Fyodor Pavlovich ‘kisiTBeHHO yBepsi1, 4TO TOT/Ia U OH BMECTE CO BCEMHU

ymen’ [14, 91], i.e. that, after a night of carousing, he had not separated from his

Y In Transparent Minds: Narrative Modes for Presenting Consciousness in Fiction (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1978), pp. 4-6, Dorrit Cohn argues that this is the privilege of the fictional
narrator, since in real life we cannot, of course, see into other people’s minds. I return to Cohn’s work
in chapter 4.

%0 Carol Apollonio, Dostoevsky’s Secrets: Reading against the Grain (Evanston: Northwestern
University Press, 2009), chapter 4.

Although he does not focus on rumour as a discrete category of discourse, William
Leatherbarrow has shown how Myshkin’s identity in The Idiot is determined by the interpretations
others impute to him rather than by any more reliable disclosures made by the narrator, or, indeed, by
the Prince himself (who, Leatherbarrow demonstrates, is enigmatically silent for much of the novel).
See his article ‘Misreading Myshkin and Stavrogin: the Presentation of the Hero in Idiot and Besy’, The
Slavonic and East European Review, 78.1 (2000), 1-19.
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drinking circle to rape Stinking Lizaveta. As readers, we do not know whether or not
Fyodor’s oath is true, and since he is a practised liar we are not particularly inclined to
trust him. But the objective truth of the matter is, in fact, a secondary issue, as the
rumour of his involvement with Lizaveta takes on a life of its own. Indeed, the
uncertainty of his paternity is explicitly stated by the narrator:

HUKTO ITOTO HE 3HAET HABEPHO M HUKOTAA HE 3HAJ, HO MECSIEB Yepe3

MATh WM TIeCTh BCE B TOPOJIE 3arOBOPWIM C HCKPEHHUM |

Ype3BBIYATHBIM HETOJ0BaHUEM O TOM, 4TO JIn3aBeTa xoauT OepeMeHHas,

CIpalIMBaIM U JOUCKUBAJIUCH: 4Yed rpex, KTo oOmauuk? BoT TyT-TO

BIPYT U pA3HECIAcb No 6cemy 20poody CMpAHHAA MON8d, YTO OOUTUHK

ecth camblii 3T0T Denop [laBnoBuu. Omkyoda e3sanace sma monsa? V3 Tou

BaTard T'YJISBIIMX FOCIOJ KaK pa3 OCTaBaJICs K TOMY BPEMEHHU B TOPOJIE

JUIIb OJMH YYaCTHHUK, Ja W TO TOXWIOH W TOYTEHHBIN CTaTCKHI

COBETHMK, OOJIaJaBUIMIl CEeMEMCTBOM U  B3pOCIBIMU  JOUYEPbMH U

KOTOPBIA YK OTHIOJIb HHYETO OBl HE CTAJl PACIpPOCTPAHSATh, €CIIA OBl JTaXe

9TO W OBLJIO; MPOYHE K€ YYACTHUKH, YCJIOBEK IATh, Ha Ty IOpPY

pazvexamuce. Ho  wmonsa npsamewenvko ykaszvieana na ®Pedopa

Ilasnosuua v popoIDKana yka3piBaTh. KOHEYHO, TOT HE OYEHB-TO JTaXKe

YW TPETEeHJOBAJ Ha 3TO: KaKMUM-HUOYJh KYIYHIIKAM WA MEIlaHaM OH

¥ OTBeYaTh He cTau Okl [ 14, 92; my emphasis].
The lack of material evidence does not arrest the spread of rumour. Moreover, on the
basis of the textual evidence, it seems more likely that the convict Karp fathered
Smerdyakov: the narrator himself believes that such a surmise is plausible
[pravopodobnyi] and there is circumstantial evidence that, at the time of
Smerdyakov’s conception, was seen loitering around the town [14, 92]. Fyodor
Pavlovich’s silence on the matter could be construed either as tacit admission, but it
could just as easily be interpreted as his pathological desire to own shameful epithets
he knows to be untrue. At any rate, rumour here has taken on an independent

existence, quite apart from its initial bearer. In the passage above it is almost

personified, first dispersing itself around the town, and then pointing the finger of
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accusation at Fyodor Pavlovich. In other words, an autonomous molva’" utterly
determines Smerdyakov’s status as a lackey throughout the novel—a status that no
other character will ever question.”> Like Eliot, Dostoevsky warns of the dangers
that accrue when rumours begin the spread of their own, autonomous accord,
divorced from their original bearer.”

Similarly, Madame Khokhlakova both believes and spreads rumours that are

not undergirded by evidence. Upon hearing of Mitya’s arrest, she exclaims:

IIpencraBbre, 51 Bce 3TO nmpenuyscrBoBana!l 1 omapeHa 3TUM CBOHCTBOM, BCE, UTO
ce0c HU MPEACTABIIO, TO U CIyduTcsl. M CKOJBKO, CKONBKO pa3 s CMOTpEla Ha 3TOTO
y’KacHOTO YeJIoOBeKa M BCEeTJa AyMalla: BOT YEJIOBEK, KOTOPHIH KOHUUT TEM, YTO YObET
MeHs. U BOT Tak M CIly4nsioch... To-ecThb, €I OH yOHI Tenepb HE MEHsI, a TOJIBKO OTIa
CBOETO, TO, HABEpHOE, IOTOMY, YTO TYT BHIUMEII mepcT O0Xuil, MEHS OXpaHSBIIHHA
[14, 404].

Rumours allow her to conjecture an image of Mitya that cannot be sustained, either by
his own self-revelation or by her own logic (she has not, after all, been killed). She
later conjectures, on the basis of accounts she’s been reading in a newspaper
conspicuously entitled Cryxu, that Mitya’s murderous activity was occasioned by a fit
of passion [15, 18]. The stories that circulate about the oldest Karamazov brother are
morally questionable not because they conjecture Mitya’s guilt (he is, in Zosima’s

sense, guilty) but because that conjecture is presented as fact, accepted without

! Molva in Russian can mean both “rumour” and “talk”. The word splefnia means gossip, but when
countable in the plural—spletni— it can mean “rumours”. “Rumour” can also be translated by
“slukh”.  Molva derives from the root “mol”, meaning “say” or “speak”; slukh is cognate with
“slushat’”, meaning “to listen” (cf. “slyshat’”, “to hear”). “Spletnia” ultimately comes from “plesti”,
“to weave”, i.e. to weave a story. The overlap here should warn us against too fine an distillation, but
in the present extract, Dostoevsky is no doubt emphasising the autonomy of gossip: rumour itself is
doing the talking, its human agents being absent. As Pirusskaia notes, molva implies a disembodied
autonomy: ‘y “MoJNBBI” [...] HCTOYHMKA CJIOBHO OBI HeT, oHa Bceobma’ (‘Spletnia kak mekhanizm’, p.
197).

2 Even Alyosha fails to treat Smerdyakov as a brother. On this, see Anna Berman, ‘Siblings in The
Brothers Karamazov’, The Russian Review, 68.2 (2009), 263-82, especially p. 278.

>3 This concern is also articulated in Dostoevsky’s novella Uncle’s Dream, where the old Prince’s true
character is established before he has chance to reveal it himself: ‘mo ropomy pacmpoctpaHuUIHCH
cTpaHHble ciayxu. ['ne Havanuch oHH—Hen3BecTHO [...] Ciyx paspacraics H YKOPEHSUICS C
HEOOBIKHOBEHHBIM YIOoOpCTBOM. Bcero YAUBUTECIBHEC, YTO OH Ha4daJl pacHpoOCTPAHATHECA UMCHHO B TO
camoe Bpemsi, Koraa Mapbst AllekcaHApOBHA MPUCTYIIHIIA K CBOEMY JIaBeLIHEMY Pa3roBopy ¢ 3uHOH 00
aToM ke camoM mpeamere’ [2, 336]. In the quotation, the reflexive verbs emphasise rumour’s
autonomy.

105



moderation, and leading to the erroneous conclusion that Mitya killed his father.

The willingness of the residents of Skotoprigonevsk to believe in the rumour
of Fyodor’s paternity does seem inexplicable given the evidence against it, although
socio-historical studies have shown that rumour in pre-industrial Russia did tend to
establish itself with alarming alacrity. In his chapter on peasant society in Russia in
the second half of the nineteenth century, Franco Venturi has shown that rumour
contributed to the Bezdna revolt, during which Anton Petrov circulated stories about
decrees from the tsar guaranteeing serfs ownership of their land and assuring them
that they would be immune from punishment if they made attempts to secure that
land. Since these rumours mapped perfectly onto the peasantry’s existing perceptions
(that the tsar had been betrayed in his Emancipation programme by corrupt officials),

** In other words,

the peasantry had little cause (or incentive) to disbelieve Petrov.
rumours take root when they align most closely with an environment of suspicion that
already exists.” Such a view might also explain the enduring success of the myth that
Boris Godunov was responsible for the murder of Prince Dmitry. In her work on this
legend, Caryl Emerson notes that Karamzin had initially viewed Boris Godunov
charitably in a text of 1802. But, for good or ill, Boris was a usurper and with the

ascension of a more contemporary usurper in the Tuileries, it became expedient for

Karamzin and his readers to let the initial rumours of Boris’s malevolent complicity

> Franco Venturi, Roots of Revolution, trans. by Francis Haskell (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson,
1960), especially chapter 7, “The Peasant Movement”. On the myths that the peasantry held about the
tsar (whom they usually held to be a benevolent father, not authoritarian despot), see Abbott Gleason,
Young Russia: The Genesis of Russian Radicalism in the 1860s (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1983), especially chapter 1.

However, we must also note that the presence of merchants, shopkeepers, monks, and the
petty-bourgeoisie in Skotoprigonevsk prevents us from calling it a “peasant” community. The majority
of its residents would likely be literate and thus be not wholly reliant on oral tales (rumour) for their
news. On literacy rates in nineteenth century Russia, see Jeffrey Brooks, When Russia Learnt to Read:
Literacy and Popular Culture, 1861-1917 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1985), p. 4.
>3 On this, see also Pond, ‘Harriet Martineau’s Epistemology of Gossip’, p. 193.
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hold sway.5 6 Tt was these rumours, rather than Karamzin’s earlier, more dispassionate
historical account, that Pushkin allowed to propel his own version of the legend.
Thus the residents of Skotoprigonevsk echo a general tendency to accord significant
weight to rumour—a tendency that might (perhaps) be diminished in a more liberal
society with a free(r) press. At any rate, it is this unchallenged rumour in The
Brothers Karamazov that determines Smerdyakov’s own perception of his nativity
(which he himself does not seem to doubt) and, if it does not directly cause his act of

parricide, it at least contributes to it.

Gossip, Plot, and Narrative Design

Teoit Typuup nanomuuaer Typuupsr W. Scotta.
Bbpocek a3Tmx HemileB W o0OpatHch K Ham
MPaBOCIIABHBIM; Jla TIOJIHO Te€Oe MUCATh Obicmpble
MMOBECTH C POMAHUYCCKHMH IEePEX0daMH—ITO
XOpOoIIO JUIsi TOAMBI OaiipoHnyeckon.  Poman
Tpebyer 6oamosHu.”’

—Pushkin (in a letter to A. A. Bestuzhev)

Gossip in the novels of Eliot and Dostoevsky does not merely function as
commentary on a character’s personality, reputation, or motivation. Rather, it is a
discourse utilised by the novelists themselves to (in Spacks’s words) ‘impel plot’.”®
Even where the plots it generates are destructive, it is nevertheless sanctioned as an
artistic device that gives momentum to the narrative itself—and, as Pushkin suggests,

a momentum that operates on a decidedly vernacular plane, one ideally suited to

quotidian world of the unRomantic, unpoetic nineteenth-century province.

% See Caryl Emerson, Boris Godunov: Transpositions of a Russian Theme (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1986), p. 59 (and chapter 2 more generally).

STA.S. Pushkin, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 16 vols (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo akademii SSSR, 1937-
1949), XIII (1937), p. 180.

%% Spacks, Gossip, p. 7.
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The events of the provincial town, be they personal tragedies or social
calamaties, are largely influenced by gossip. ‘Far from simply narrating events,” D.
A. Miller argues in relation to the rumour that brings Rosamond and Lydgate
together, ‘gossip substantially shapes them’.” Gillian Beer has compared gossip to
another circulatory mechanism, the heart, which pumps blood around the body:
gossip, like the heart, gives Middlemarch a ‘strikingly synchronic and forward-
moving quality’.*

Indeed, in the work of both authors, the narrative is stewarded by gossips. In
The Mill on the Floss, for example, news of Maggie’s fatal trip to Mudgate is not
broken by Maggie herself, but by Bob Jakin who saw Maggie alight from her vessel;
by the time Maggie arrives home, Tom has already had chance to prime his
‘unbending, unmodifiable’ response to his sister’s transgression [MF, 483]. In
Middlemarch, news of Casaubon’s codicil is circulated by Dorothea’s maid, Tantripp,
who disperses the tidings as bees do pollen [MM, 599]. In The Devils, news of Stepan
Trofimovich’s engagement to Dasha Shatova is public before the official
announcement [e.g. 10, 90]. And in The Brothers Karamazov, it is the insufferable
gossips Rakitin and Madame Khokhlakova who delight in spreading news of
Zosima’s death [14, 318; 14, 347].

Dostoevsky and Eliot use a series of metaphors to describe how news is
disseminated so quickly through the medium of gossip, which is variously compared
to a fire, a bad smell, an infection, and a disease. Gossip in Middlemarch spreads
‘like the smell of fire’ [MM, 718], and the rumours of Stavrogin’s identity as Ivan the
Tsarevich in The Devils are not coincidentally accompanied by arson [10, 325]. The

exposure of Bulstrode takes place during a meeting about the town’s preparedness to

“D. A. Miller, Narrative and its Discontents, p. 124.
% Gillian Beer, ‘Circulatory Systems: Money and Gossip in Middlemarch’, Cahiers Victoriens &
Edouardiens, 26 (1987), 47-62. Here, p. 51.
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deal with a cholera epidemic, and the committee members do not want Bulstrode to
infect them with his moral weaknesses; however, Lydgate is more acute when he
identifies gossip itself as a dangerous miasma: ‘there’s something poisonous in the air
of public rooms,” he tells Mrs Bulstrode [MM, 746].°" In The Devils, the Shpigulin
factory is described as a ‘paccannuk Oone3nu’ (the disease in question being cholera)
[10, 270], with the susceptibility of the Shpigulin men to disease finding its
complement in their susceptibility to rumour [10, 270]. Meanwhile, news of the
stench from Zosima’s corpse spreads as quickly as the stench itself; like an epidemic,
it does not discriminate between the righteous and the unrighteous, as the news
‘00J1eTeNI0 BECh CKUT U BCEX OOTOMOJIBIIEB — IMMOCETUTENEH CKUTA [...]| a HAKOHEII, Ype3
CaMBIi MaJIbIA CPOK, JOCTUTJIO U IrOpoJa XU B3BOJIHOBAJIO B HEM BCEX, U BEPYIOIIUX U
HeBepyromux’ [14, 298].

Gossip, then, is employed as part of narrative design to accelerate the plot, as
well as to hold audience attention. The provincial town, with its proximate residents,
is a particularly amenable environment for gossip, since it is able to infiltrate all
classes with alacrity, whilst also affording some measure of distance to allow
characters the opportunity to engage in clandestine conversations.”> Here again it is
necessary to emphasise the provincial town’s “in-between” status, that is, a social
space in between the city and the country. A depersonalised city is less likely to
provide the kind of personal investment in a narrative that is necessary for gossip to

flourish: we do not gossip about people we do not know, and the city is full of

%' The image of a poisonous atmosphere is repeated in Daniel Deronda, when Rev. Gascoigne likens
gossip to ‘a sort of smoke that comes from the dirty tobacco pipes of those who diffuse it” [DD, 118].
In Gascoigne’s case, however those rumours would have been better heeded.

82 For Pirusskaia, it is the location of the provincial town away from the central spaces of the capital
that allows gossip to flourish: the small town is characterised by a ‘TecHoTa KOMMYHHKaTeIbHOTO
mpoctpancTBa’ which ‘orpanmumBaeT BO3MOXHOCTH CBSI3M C BHEUITHHM MHPOM, HO JeNaeT TeM Oojee
WHTCHCUBHBIMH BHYTPEHHHE “‘KaHAIBI COOOIICHUS’, MO KOTOPHIM HETPEPHIBHO IEPENAIOTCS CIYXH
(‘Spletnia kak mekhanizm’, 196, 194).
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strangers; moreover, the commercial and functional character of the city leaves its
residents with insufficient time to gossip. Likewise, gossip is less likely to gain
traction in the primal Gemeinschaft, since private life did not exist in an environment
where life was lived in such close quarters, and gossip is only possible where there is
the semblance of a private life to be divulged. = The small town enables gossip to
flourish, and without it we would have to wait for events to proceed “on foot”,
whereas the airborne (or waterborne) method of dissemination is much more
effective. The narrator of Devils is well aware of the need to strategise in this way,
since, even for the ablest storytellers, ‘Henp3st 3aHMMaTh c000I0 MyOIUKY OoJiee
IBajuATH MHHYT OesHakasaHHo® [10, 365].° Aware of the limitations of a purely
factual account, the chronicler of the novel’s opening ‘cTaHoBUTCS pOMaHHUCTOM
BHYTpH poMana,’ writes Pirusskaia.”* Or, as Kariakin describes the evolution of the
text, G—v begins, like Dostoevsky, as a collector of snippets of information disparate
sources, but he soon gives them artistic (novelistic) expression:
XpOHI/IKep OKa3s3aJicAa CUJIbHBIM XYI0XCCTBECHHBIM IMPOTHUBOBECOM

W3BECTHOM TPEAB3SATON TeHIEHIMO3HOCTH JlocToeBckoro. B Hemamnoit
CTeNeHH HMEeHHO Onaronapss XpOHUKEpY pOMaH, NEepBOHAYAIBHO

9 ’65

3aJlyMaHHbIN Kak “namieT”’, mpeBpaTtuics B “oamy’.

% John Plotz, in ‘The Semi-Detached Provincial Novel’ Victorian Studies, 53.3 (2011), 405-16, argues
that Eliot does not intend to engross her readers in a text so that they might forget about the real world
outside the pages of the novel. Rather, her fiction is semi-detached since her reader ‘is imagined as
getting lost in a book, but remaining simultaneously aware of the real world” (pp. 405-6). This
aesthetic experience is compared to the reading of Crime and Punishment, which R. L. Stevenson
considered to be a book that simply could not be put down. However, the serial publication of
Dostoevsky’s works—enjoyed by his original readers, but not those who, like Stevenson, read the
novel in a complete volume—suggests that the author was aware that his readers would experience a
rupture similar to that Plotz regards as intrinsic to Eliot’s novelistic project. Regardless, my point
about gossip here is that it is an entertaining narrative strategy which, if it does not compel readers to
lose all sense of the outside world, at least provides an incentive to return to the text and get lost in it—
if only for a time.

64 pirusskaia, ‘Spletnia kak mekhanizm’, 212.

% u. F. Kariakin, ‘Zachem Khroniker v “Besakh™?’, in Dostoevskii: Materialy i issledovaniia, ed. by
G. M. Fridlender, vol. 5 (Leningrad: Nauka, 1983), pp. 113-31. Here, p. 125. On the artistic devices
used by G—v, see Vladimir E. Alexandrov, ‘The Narrator as Author in Dostoevskij’s Besy’, Russian
Literature, 15 (1984), 243-54.
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For him, gossip is an artistic device that ensures (insofar as any device can) that the
reader keeps reading. Spacks has this to say about Marlow, the narrator of Joseph
Conrad’s Chance; it can be quoted almost verbatim to describe the narrative strategy
of Devils (and, indeed, Dostoevsky’s own practice of collating newspaper scraps on
his Dresden sojourn):

he builds his narrative, piece by piece, from scraps he sees and hears, and

generates a novel, not just an interrupted oral tale... Yet the reader’s

fascination approximates that of hearing an extended and absorbing piece

of gossip.
Evidently, the use of gossip, whilst giving the advantages of speed and entertainment,
compromises the narrator’s objectivity, as the chronicler is woefully unable to provide
the stamp of omniscient authority. In arguing this, I am somewhat in disagreement
with Carol Apollonio in her fascinating study of the unreliability of language in
Dostoevsky’s works. Regarding The Devils, Apollonio maintains that we should
distrust the words of characters such as Stavrogin, since words in Dostoevsky are
always less reliable than silence. Rather than relying on Stavrogin’s deceptive self-
revelation (Apollonio goes as far as to argue that he did not commit the defilement of
the young girl), we should rely only on what we “see” in the novel, that is, what the
narrator tells us. Apollonio writes: ‘the narrator’s simple, direct indicative allows for
no doubt: Peter Verkhovensky masterminds the violent crime in the part [...] He is
guilty. In the case of Stavrogin, by contrast, guilt is hidden in layers of [his own]
narration’.?’ However, this argument does not take into account, it seems to me, that
the narrator of The Devils never provides ‘simple, direct indicative’, and that he

himself relies heavily on gossip to tell his tale. As a character in the tale, as well as

the author of it, G—v is no more reliable than Stavrogin. Even at the height of

% Spacks, Gossip, p. 10.
57 Apollonio, Dostoevsky’s Secrets, p. 129.
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omniscience he attains in the latter parts of the novel, he relies heavily on conjecture,
on what “must” or “might” have been said, and he admits his own unreliability quite
explicitly: ‘st cam He BHIIeT HUYETO, HO 3aTO BCE YBEPSUIM, YTO BHUICIH, XOTS BCE-TO
YK HAKAaK HE MOTJIH 3TOr0 YBH/IETh 33 CyMaToOXoii, a passe uubie’ [10, 261].°% Indeed,
one might argue that G—v’s novel consists in the very accretions of narrative that
Apollonio suggests Dostoevsky disdains: if we must distrust every event that the
reader does not personally “witness”, we could trust nothing at all. In G—v’s
retrospective narrative everything is unwitnessed: it is all brought to us in retrospect,
and all mediated through the voice of the gossip extraordinaire. Whilst Apollonio
rightly cautions us against taking language at face value, language remains the
preferred medium of the author of the text and the author in the text. For Dostoevsky
and G—v, the objectivity that is lost through the reliance on gossip is compensated
for by the aesthetic and structural pleasure it provides.

The idea that gossip may serve this positive purpose is not, of course, unique
to Dostoevsky. However, his aesthetic redemption of the discourse is thrown into
revealing relief when compared to the presentation of gossip in society novels. In her
work on Turgenev, Jane Costlow has shown that for Turgenev gossip is always an
inauthentic discourse that the author must expose and correct. In Turgenev’s world, it
bespeaks pretence and malice, paying lip-service to morality while delighting in
scandal. In a statement that could not hold for Dostoevsky’s (or Eliot’s) novelistic
universe, Costlow argues that for many of Turgenev’s characters ‘lying and gossip are
[...] inseparable’.®” Gossip per se in Eliot and Dostoevsky is rather amoral: it may

be authentic or inauthentic. There are characters who are compromised by gossip, but

% An overview of the various positions taken apropos of the shifting narrative focus of Devils can be
found in David Stromberg’s article, ‘The Enigmatic G—v: A Defence of the Narrator-Chronicler in
Dostoevsky’s Demons’, The Russian Review, 71.3 (2012), 460-81.

% Jane Costlow, Worlds within Worlds: The Novels of Ivan Turgenev (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1990), p. 37.
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there are many others who find it socially or aesthetically useful. This ambivalence is
summarised well by Pirusskaya:
CrtetHs [...] MOXeT BBITVISIIETh M KaK HEOBUIWIA, W KAaK BIIOJHE 37IpaBOE
cyxknenwue [...] Jloragku, BBICKa3bIBaeMbIe CIUICTHUKAMHE, HEPEIKO N300pakeHbBI

Kak SIBHBIM TpoTeck, (paHTa3uH, NMPOUCXOJIALINE M3 OTPAaHMUYEHHOCTH, OJHAKO

)IBOleaSI HUPOHHUA 3aKIOYacTCd B TOM, UYTO OHHM MOI'yT OKa3bIBAThCA

HEOXHNIAAaHHO METKUMHU U HpOHI/IHaTeHBHBIMI/I.7O

Similarly, Eliot’s note of ethical caution against a variation of gossip that
seeks to finalise the individual from without, is countered by another, more exemplary
mode of gossip. In Middlemarch, Mrs Cadwallader, the ‘diplomatist of Tipton and
Freshitt’ [MM, 61], utilises the discourse to positive effect. Keenly alive to the
contoured landscape of provincial life, Mrs Cadwallader is a shrewd observer of
social relationships and is a gifted matchmaker, and she uses her skills as a gossip to
weave the most successful marriage of the novel: that between Celia and Sir James.
She uses gossip as a means of expanding Celia’s vision for herself, encouraging her to
explore the possibility of a match with the amiable baronet in the wake of Dorothea’s
rejection of him (exploration, according to Spacks, being ‘gossip’s mode’).”" She also
uses gossip to protect Dorothea from the rumours circulating about Rosamond and
Ladislaw, and Sir James asks her to inform Dorothea of the rumours lest she hear
them from a less benevolent source: ‘Mrs Cadwallader, who already knew the gossip,
would think it no compromise of herself to repeat it as often as required’ [MM, 628].
Needless to say, she agrees to his request. Thus, gossip for Mrs Cadwallader is a
means of creating alliances and protecting the vulnerable, as she tells stories for the
good of the community. (We might contrast her behaviour with fictional characters
such as Betsy Tverskaya in Anna Karenina, who also likes to spread rumours of illicit

affairs—but who does so without the benevolence of Eliot’s matriarch.)

70 Pirusskaia, ‘Spletnia kak mekhanizm’, p. 203.
" Spacks, ‘In Praise of Gossip’, p. 34.
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The Role of Minor Characters in the Spread of Gossip

As Spacks has shown, gossip functions as a tool of the disenfranchised to wrest power
from the official keepers of discourse. For Spacks, it is women in particular who are
attracted by gossip’s liberating potential: women, forbidden entry to the structures of

power (‘rarely on stage, always whispering in the wings’’>

), use their status as
outsiders to observe and comment on the world from which they have been jettisoned.
Spacks’s contention that gossip is a mode of discourse favoured by the
disenfranchised can be extended, on a literary plane, to a consideration of minor
characters of both genders, and it is my contention that these figures, whispering in
the wings, use gossip as a means of wresting power over the narrative from its main
protagonists. One might be forgiven, after all, for reading Middlemarch and
forgetting the role played by Mrs Abel or Mr Hawley’s clerk. But it is from the
housekeeper of Stone Court that news of Raffles’s illness emerges, and it is from
Fletcher, the clerk, that this news is shared among the men of the Green Dragon and
Mrs Dollop’s.

In Devils Liputin, a relatively minor character, seems to be the most
significant gossip, and he himself is spied on by his maid Aglaya [10, 418]. Aware
that servants spread gossip, Varvarya Petrovna orders the door closed when
discussing Stepan Trofimovich’s engagement to Dasha to prevent Nastasya from
listening in [10, 60]. Her tactic doesn’t work, since Nastasya, we learn, runs over to

Liza’s nanny, Alyona Frolovna, to tell her the news [10, 90]. The narrator himself is

certain that servants are the first port of call when assessing the origin of any story.

2 Ibid., p. 20. A contrary position is taken by Nicholas Emler, who argues that men are just as prone to
gossip as women. See his ‘Gossip, Reputation, and Social Adaptation’, in Good Gossip, pp. 117-38,
especially p. 120.
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About the supposed slap on the face he asks:

YauBHUTENEHO HaM OBUIO TO: Yepe3 KOTO ATO BCE MOTJI0 TaK CKOpO U

TOYHO BBINTH HapyXy? Hu OIHO M3 MpHCYTCTBOBAaBIIMX TOTJA JUI[ HE

HUMEJI0 6BI, KaXXCTCA, HH HYXIbl, HHW BbII'OJbl HAPYUIUTHb CCKPET

npouctemero. [puciyau mozda ne 6110 [10, 167; my italics].”
The implication is clear: had servants been present, it would be only natural to suspect
them of dissemination. In The Brothers Karamazov, Smerdyakov, Fyodor’s lackey,
betrays the secret signals to Mitya. Rakitin, the monastery stooge, knew
‘YyIMBUTENHHO MHOTO [...] Y BCEX-TO OH OBbLI, BCE-TO BUJEN, CO BCEMH-TO TOBOPHII,
noApoOHeHmMM  oOpa3om 3Hanm Oworpaduio Demopa IlaBmoBuua U Bcex
Kapamazossix’; he collects the rumours from Skotoprigonevsk and writes them up for
the national press [15, 99]. In Middlemarch, gossip seems to circumvent the upper
echelons of society altogether: ‘When Tantripp [the Brooke sisters’ help] was
brushing my hair the other day,” Celia recalls, ‘she said that Sir James’s man knew
from Mrs Cadwallader’s maid that Sir James was to marry the eldest Miss Brooke’
[MM, 36; my italics]. (Celia’s use of the third person to refer to the sister she is
directly addressing alerts us to the fact that she enjoys gossip herself: even when face
to face with Dorothea she is happier spinning a tale about her rather than
communicating 7o her.)”

Minor characters, especially those who are in positions of economic

dependence, are important for the spread of gossip because they can go everywhere

unseen, the narrator being unobliged to account for their every move.” Writing of

73 The role of servants in the spread of small-town gossip is not unique to these writers. In provincial
Yonville, Monsieur Léon’s nighttime parley with Emma Bovary circulates because ‘Madame Tuvache,
the Mayor’s wife, declared in her servant’s hearing, that Madame Bovary was compromising herself’
(Gustave Flaubert, Madame Bovary, trans. by Mark Overstall, ed. by Terence Cave (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1998), p.81). The first set of italics are mine, the second Flaubert’s.

™ These examples are only a small number of those that could be marshaled to illustrate the
prominence of minor characters in the spread of gossip. As one of the characters in Scenes of Clerical
Life comments, ‘there’s no holding servants’ tongues’ [SCL, 251].

7 As Jan B. Gordon notes, Mrs Cadwallader, though by no means a servant, is similarly well
positioned due to her status as the rector’s wife; that is, she is part of the “establishment” of
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Smerdyakov, Morson comments that he occupies a liminal, threshold position in the
novel, allowing him to go in and out without being seen; meanwhile, his twin
positions as cook and gatekeeper allow him to control what goes into the house, and
what goes into the soup. The plot, Morson argues, ‘turns on Smerdyakov’s abuse of
his role as a guard’.”® Morson’s comment is helpful since minor characters—the Mrs
Abels, the Nastasyas, the nannys and clerks—are close enough to the action to
overhear conversations, and able to choose which of those conversations they wish to
disseminate. Without them, we would be left with a novel of Dorotheas and
Alyoshas, protagonists who never gossip.

Minor characters turn to gossip as a way of asserting their significance in a
social or narrative superstructure that attempts to deny them that significance. G—v
is a classic example of this. Despite his literary pretentions, he is not invited to speak
on stage at the fete and is instead asked to act as a doorkeeper, keeping the riff-raff at
bay. His own narrative, The Devils, sees him transform this apparently menial task
into one of great significance as he stewards his narrative, deciding whom to include
and when to include them. The tendency of Dostoevsky’s minor characters to brood
over their status as shunned individuals before reclaiming their power is charted by
Greta Matzner-Gore, who argues that it is ‘precisely their status as outsiders that gives
them strength’: hidden from view, they will eventually break forth with powerful

71

narratives of their own.”" As Matzner-Gore argues elsewhere, the designation of a

character as “minor” has ethical dimensions for Dostoevsky too, since the question

Middlemarch, but separable from it when she needs to be; she has a trusted, but not overly
authoritarian, position in society. See Jan B. Gordon, Gossip and Subversion in Nineteenth-Century
British Fiction: Echo’s Economies (London: Macmillan Press, 1996), p. 263. (Regrettably, insights
such as this are rare in Gordon’s deeply puzzling work.)

7 Morson, ‘Verbal Pollution’, p. 225.

77 See Greta Matzner-Gore, ‘From the Corners of the Russian Novel: Minor Characters in Gogol,
Goncharov, Tolstoy, and Dostoevsky’, (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Columbia University, 2014),
p. 147.
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arises as to whom we can consider “minor” (a particularly pertinent question for a
writer so concerned with universal brotherhood): Smerdyakov, it turns out, is
ostracised in the world of the novel and yet he is someone to whom we should be
paying attention.”®

Whilst minor characters are instrumental in spreading gossip and accelerating
plot, there is a limit to the influence they can wield. After all, the structural integrity
of the novel would break down entirely if they were allowed free rein over the spread
of news. The value of gossip—a highly marketable commodity, according to Mr
Bambridge [MM, 717]—will decrease if its suppliers are innumerable. "’ As Matzner-
Gore puts it, polyphony cannot disintegrate into cacophony.®® Similarly, the
autonomous nature of gossip and rumour, once ignited, cannot remain unchecked by
narrators who see it as their duty to retard its spread. Moreover, the texts’ integrity
would be compromised as gossip is frequently unreliable. Writing on gossip,
Heidegger argues that its unreliability—a virtue of its second-hand nature—gives the
listener only superficial understanding, since he has reneged on the task of ‘genuinely
understanding’ and has not had to get to grips with the primary material, not had to

‘make the thing [his] own’.!

Heidegger’s concerns certainly seem justified in 7The
Brothers Karamazov, for characters imbibe messages without ever challenging

themselves to investigate the premises on which they are built.** Ivan’s article in

78 Greta Matzner-Gore, ‘Kicking Maximov out of the Carriage: Minor Characters, Exclusion, and The
Brothers Karamazov’, Slavic and East European Journal, 58.3 (2014), 419-36.

7 Gillian Beer has argued that both wealth and reputation (as established by gossip) are equally
important in determining a character’s worth in the novel. See Gillian Beer, ‘Circulatory Systems’, p.
54. Spacks looks at the connection between word “speculation” in its monetary and narrative senses.
See Spacks, Gossip, chapter 8.

% Matzner-Gore, ‘Kicking Maximov out of the Carriage’, p. 434.

¥ Quoted in Spacks, Gossip, p. 16.

%2 Bakhtin was also wary of second-hand judgements for a slightly different reason: the absolved one of
the need to dialogise with any given individual, and are predicated on the mistaken belief that we can
know someone “from the outside”; second-hand truth ‘degrad[es] and deaden[s]’ man (Problems, p.
59) since we can never fully know the depths of someone else’s personality, which we always
approach “from the outside”. See Morson and Emerson, Mikhail Bakhtin, p. 264-68.
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which he postulates that everything is permitted if God does not exist takes on a life
of its own as it is repeated orally in a variety of different contexts. His theory,
Miusov reports, was discussed at a local gathering of ladies [14, 64]; one might
speculate as to whether Khokhlakova was present at the gathering, for later in the
novel she declares to Alyosha, ‘mpoctute, 4To 5 Bac Ha3bIBal0 MHOT/AA AJEIICH, s
crapyxa, MHe Bce mo3BosieHo  [15, 13]. The phrase vaguely recalls Ivan’s maxim that
if God were shown not to exist, ‘Torma HUUEro yxe He OyaeT 0€3HpPaBCTBEHHOTO, BCE
oyner mo3BosieHo’ [14, 65]. The point is that Ivan’s theory has been perverted as it
spreads: on the printed page of his article it constitutes a serious, metaphysical
argument, but as it does the rounds in the Skotoprigonevsk rumour mill it is
(mis)appropriated by eccentrics like Khokhlakova who use it to justify the most trivial
of transgressions (calling Alyosha by his diminutive, rather than the more formal
“Alexei Fyodorovich”).** ‘One can never be quite sure where [gossip] goes,” writes
Spacks, ‘how it changes in transmission, how and by whom it is understood.”®* Mme
Khokhlakova’s misappropriation of Ivan’s theory is one of its least harmful
reincarnations (it is Smerdyakov who famously, and more seriously, mishears Ivan’s
hypothetical clause in the indicative: the dependent clause if God does not exist
becomes the independent assertion that God does not exist in order to justify the
murder), but I think Khokhlakova’s example, perhaps because it is so well hidden in
the text, serves to show just how far gossip can penetrate into provincial society. Ivan
would learn too late (or had he chosen to ignore?) the lesson of Felix Holt that ‘there
is hardly any mental misery worse than that of having our own serious phrases, our

own rooted beliefs, caricatured by a charlatan or hireling’ [FH, 115].* Or to put it in

%3 We note also that Ivan’s future vision (vse budet pozvoleno) has become present (vse pozvoleno).

8 Spacks, Gossip, p. 6.

% Of course, Smerdyakov’s actions are only a caricature insofar as they do not grasp the complexity of
Ivan’s double-voiced word: Ivan both wants and doesn’t want his father dead.
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Dostoevskian idiom, the characters of The Brothers Karamazov represent not a pure
idea but an ‘unes, momasmas Ha ynuity’ [10, 28].

Rumour—oral by its very nature—is an inherently unstable medium of
communication, which can be corrected only when we engage in the task Heidegger
sets for us: making the thing one’s own. This is something Kolya Krasotkin has yet to
learn. All his ideas come to him as if at a second remove: he reads translations of
French books, and when he calls himself a socialist, Alyosha muses that he is using
words that aren’t his own (‘Bel He cBom cioBa roopute’ [14, 500]). His views, in
fact, come from Rakitin and he is terrified of being discovered as a fake, as someone
who hasn’t read the theories he expounds. When Alyosha challenges him about his
attribution of an idea to the literary critic Belinsky, he says: ‘ecnm He Hamumcan, To,
TOBOPSAT, TOBOpUJ. S ATO CIBIIAI OT OAHOTO... BOpodeMm, dyept...’ [14, 501]. Here
Kolya’s knowledge is at a triple level of remove: it has come via Rakitin (here
unnamed), who is reporting what “they” say, what they say is that Belinsky “said” it.
It seems fitting that writers who had initially made their living as critics and
journalists, as members of a class who subsisted on second-hand summations of
literary texts, should in their later career as novelists highlight the pitfalls of mediated
discourse.*® Whilst Dostoevsky’s fiction relies on gossip and second-hand accounts,

he enjoins circumspection when confronting the words of others.

% Leah Price suggests that Eliot was suspicious of the anthology as a genre because it might be relied
upon by people who hadn’t read (purchased?) her novels for themselves. In other words, it might
appeal not (as she hoped) to re-readers, but to non-readers of her novels, i.e. to those who wanted to
circumvent the hard work of making the text their own. See her The Anthology and the Rise of the
Novel: From Richardson to George Eliot (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), p. 134.
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Conclusion

The language of the provincial town in Dostoevsky and Eliot is both captivating and
cautionary. The tragic and chaotic interplay of traditional and conservative
worldviews, along with the diffuse and autonomous spread of gossip and rumour, are
not curious adornments to the novel, but the very engine of its plot. But the plots to
which small town language gives rise involve, as all plots do, an unedifying array of
actions that the writers do not themselves endorse. In particular, the propensity of
residents to use language to establish finalised reputations of their neighbours, reveals
a baser human instinct which both writers view as condemnatory insofar as it ignores
the multifaceted potential of each individual. But neither is society served by an
anarchic language that rests on relativism: the divorce of word and referent, and the
spread of gossip unchecked by the evidence of experience, benefits only those who
are positioned to take advantage of others.

Nevertheless, the language of the town is scarcely disavowed in the novels.
Both gossip and analogy are, after all, employed by the novelists as they carry out
their ethical instruction. What is a novel—especially a realist novel—if not an
analogy writ large? And what is a narrative if not a captivating tale of other people’s
woes? Eliot and Dostoevsky’s novels redeem the language of the small town at the
same time as they censure it. Wanting to transcend the rustic naivety of tradition, and
unsure of the promises held out by modernity, these novelists not only highlight the
deficiency of the soundscape of the small town, but transform it into something

altogether more sonorous.
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Chapter 3

The Heroic Surplus: Is Greatness Possible in the
Chronotope of the Provincial Town?

[Tycts Oynet He omHa 10OpOAETENh, HO

HE3aBUCHUMOCTb U JICIATEIBHOCTb.

—Pierre, in War and Peace'

JInst 4aCTHOM XKU3HU OJHOM HE )KUBYT JIIOJIH C

TJIAMEHHOM TyIIOH.

— Alexander Herzen’

In his essay on the chronotope, Bakhtin defines the novel as ‘a large fiction influenced

by biographical forms’.> Such a reductive definition has at least the virtue, in its final

adjective, of asserting that novels must centralise a hero. This is largely taken for

granted, even in the multi-hero plots of Dostoevsky and Eliot, especially because the

most complex of those novels, Middlemarch and The Brothers Karamazov, begin

with explicit statements that assert the centrality of a key protagonist. The novels test
whether that centrality can hold.

In that light, it is useful to assess these authors’ conceptions of heroism
precisely against their designated heroes. Can Miss Brooke survive as a heroine in
Middlemarch, even as “Miss Brooke” dissolves into the tapestry of Middlemarch?
Does Eliot want her to? Why does Dostoevsky defrock Alyosha Karamazov, and
does this necessarily entail the collapse of the hagiographic ideal? In order to

determine the extent to which these characters embody their authors’ heroic

aspirations, it is useful to provide an overview of the heroic models they inherited,

LN Tolstoi, Sobranie sochinenii, 20 vols (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo
khudozhestvennoi literatury, 1960-1965), VII (1963), p. 318.

2 Aleksandr Gertsen, Sobranie sochinenii, 30 vols (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo akademii nauk SSSR, 1954-
1964), XX1(1961), p. 143.

*M. M. Bakhtin, ‘Forms of Time and of the Chronotope in the Novel: Notes Toward a Historical
Poetics’, in The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays, ed. by Michael Holquist, trans. by Caryl Emerson
(Austin: University of Texas Press, 1990), pp. 84-258. Here, p. 130.
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rejected, or appropriated, before analysing the fate of their heroes in the unheroic
chronotope of the provincial town in an age of reform. Whilst heroism may have
been possible in epic adventures on the border, on the field of battle, or at sea, what
becomes of it in the present tense of the novel, in the middling milieu of the

provincial town, in communities that oppose heroic activity?

The Heroic Heritage and the Realist Novel

When Karamzin came to dedicate his magisterial History of the Russian State, he
articulated a belief that history was determined by the will of a single individual, one
who, in this instance, incarnated the institution of tsarism: ‘Mctopus Hapona
npunagnesxut Lapio’.* This view was remarkably resilient throughout the nineteenth
century, such that even opponents of autocracy, such as the Decembrists, idealised the
Princes of Kievan Rus’ as exemplars of benevolent rule and civic responsibility.’
Whilst Karamzin and the Decembrists differed as to the role of these regal figures,
construing them respectively as the directors of history and models for emulation,
they nevertheless ascribed singular historical significance to powerful individuals.
Other influential representatives of this tradition include Thomas Carlyle, whose On
Heroes, Hero-Worship, and the Heroic in History (1840)° attributed to a pantheon of
Great Men the power to determine history, and Napoleon III, whose History of Julius

Caesar (1865) balked at the suggestion that great rulers could be capable of anything

*N. M. Karamzin, Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskago, vol. 1 (St Petersburg: Smirdin, 1830).

> On the role assigned to Kievan princes in the poetry of the Decembrists, see Margaret Ziolkowsky,
Hagiography and Modern Russian Literature (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1988), chapter 2.
% Thomas Carlyle, On Heroes, Hero-Worship, and the Heroic in History (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1993).

122



other than majestic acts, and asserted that the will of Caesar alone was ‘enough for the
world to obey it”.

Although neither Carlyle nor Napoleon III viewed greatness as the preserve
only of military men or national leaders, both writers singled out for greatness a man
who performed these two roles and who, since his ascendancy in the 1790s, was
heralded as a force of history even by his enemies: Napoleon Bonaparte. They were
not alone. In a letter of 1796, for example, the Russian general Suvorov spoke of him
in superhuman terms: ‘Comme il va, ce jeune Bonaparte! C’est un héros, un géant,
un sorcier. Il triomphe de la nature et des hommes; il a tourné les Alpes, comme si
elles n’existaient pas’.® Even his detractors recognised his power, and when the
Emperor of the French finally did turn against Russia’s interests in 1805, and against
Russia itself in 1812, the apocalyptic language that surrounded his legend betrayed a
belief that he hailed from no earthly kingdom: he was not only a pretender, but Anti-
Christ.’ Since he was a figure revered from England to Russia, his legend serves as a
useful case study in respect of the ways literary culture across the continent portrayed
the heroic ideal.

The initial extremes of feeling towards Napoleon were inevitably affected by
his defeat, exile, and death, upon which his admirers and critics were forced to
reassess his legacy, and, implicitly, to reassess whether it was any longer tenable, in
an age of peace, to locate the heroic in a figure of military might. This reassessment
charted different courses across the continent. In England, according to James
Chandler, 1819 proved the decisive moment at which disillusionment with a model of

heroic militarism set in (a model that, for many Romantic poets, was exemplified in

7 Napoleon III, History of Julius Cesar, vol. 1 (New York: Harper and Brothers Publishers, 1865), p.
Xiv.

¥ A. V. Suvorov, Pis’ma (Moscow: Nauka, 1984), p. 311

? On the use of apocalyptic language about Napoleon, see Molly W. Wesling, Napoleon in Russian
Cultural Mythology (New York: Peter Lang, 2001), chapter 1.
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Napoleon). For Chandler, the events of Peterloo in August of that year, constituted a
symbolic and literal moment at which public attention moved away from the
battlefield and became more concerned with Britain’s intractable social problems. As
the heroes of Wellington’s campaign massacred unarmed workers in St Peter’s Field,
it was clear that the glory days of the Napoleonic campaign were over."” Napoleon’s
currency as a reformer would outlive this date (in Carlyle, he is a warrior not on the
battlefield but in the civic realm, rescuing the French state from the throes of
anarchy),'' but the military myth was moribund; Britain’s own military hero, the
Duke of Wellington, had no such reforming instincts to fall back on, and his
reputation as Prime Minister never remotely approximated that of commander: his
conduct in the Catholic Question, we read in The Mill on the Floss, had ‘thrown [...]
new light on his character’ and it was now possible to ‘speak slightingly of his
conduct at the battle of Waterloo’ [MF, 74]."

In France and Russia—where the figure of the Byronic hero, the titanic
individual challenging and succumbing to fate, had a more fruitful and long-lasting
legacy—the reassessment of Napoleon was more gradual. Stendhal, who admired the
ideals of the French Revolution and detested the petty-bourgeois milieu of the
Restoration, with its ‘piddling hypocrisy’ (in Auerbach’s memorable phrase) and
corrupt ruling classes,'” created in Julien Sorel a superior individual born too late for
his heroic aspirations, many of which are modelled on his reading of Le Mémorial de
Sainte-Héléne. But even Fabrice del Dongo, who was born in time for Waterloo, can

do nothing to change the course of history: by the time Stendhal wrote his novel, that

' James Chandler, England in 1819: The Politics of Literary Culture and the Case of Romantic
Historicism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998).

"' See the lecture “Hero as King”.

"2 The plot of Middlemarch, set in the late 1820s, takes place at a time when ‘Wellington and Peel
[were] generally depreciated’ [MM, 357].

" Erich Auerbach, Mimesis: The Representation of Reality in Western Literature, trans. by Willard R.
Trask (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2003), p. 456.
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battle was long since lost. For Stendhal, heroism in the post-Napoleonic age must
express itself in virtues more personal than public. According to James Day, Julien
comes to ‘reject conventional heroic norms [and ...] accept[s] a personal kind of
heroism’, one of authenticity, integrity, serenity, and moral superiority."*

Just as Julien Sorel had to admit that military glory was forever out-of-reach
for a man of his standing and epoch, so Vigny’s Captain Renaud of Servitude et
grandeur militaires 1s forced to ‘temper [his] earlier disposition to equate the
achievement of glory with military action’."> But it is with Napoleon himself, rather
than his own unheroic milieu, that Vigny’s hero is dissatisfied: he comes to view him
as a petty egoist, and is greatly more impressed by England’s Admiral Collingwood,
who undertakes years of unsung service at sea for the protection of the Realm.
Vigny’s work emphasises classical virtues such as honour, and suggests that civic
commitment and service are worthy surrogates for military action.

In Russia, Pushkin’s conception of the heroic underwent a different evolution.
In his 1815 poem “Napoleon on Elba” (1815), Pushkin presents a dynamic and
powerful Napoleon, a Byronic figure in charge of his own destiny. In Andrew Kahn’s
words, the poem contains ‘a rhapsody of militaristic tribute as the emperor yearns for
the sound of battle’.'® This view of Napoleon as a great military warrior, now
smashed on the rocks of fate, is present also in Pushkin’s “Napoleon” (1821), written
on the occasion of the Emperor’s death. However, in later poems written in ‘a world

where military action no longer defined the heroic, [and in which] the new emphasis

' James T. Day, Stendhal’s Paper Mirror: Patterns of Self-Consciousness in His Novels (New York:
Peter Lang, 1987), p. 187.

'3 Robert T. Denommé, ‘Alfred de Vigny’, in Dictionary of Literary Biography: Nineteenth Century
French Fiction Writers: Romanticism and Realism, 1800-1860, vol. 119, ed. by Catharine Savage
Brosman (Detroit: Gale Research, 1992), pp. 312-33. Here, p. 326.

' Andrew Kahn, Pushkin’s Lyric Intelligence (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 231.
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was on the beauty of moral perfection as the measure of individual worth’,'” Pushkin
chose to juxtapose military conceptions of heroism with virtues such as kindness,
charity, and sacrifice. Kahn analyses Pushkin’s poem ‘The Hero’ (1830) as a
dialogue between the competing heroic claims of military glory and classical
exemplarity;'® suffice it here to say, however, that the image of Napoleon that came to
dominate Russian literary culture after Pushkin’s death was not drawn from his lyric
poems, but from works such as EFugene Onegin and The Queen of Spades. In the
former narrative, Tatyana explores Onegin’s study and finds a bust of Napoleon: it
was on Napoleon, and Byron (whose portrait overlooks him), that Onegin had
modelled himself, but Tatyana sees through the mask. The image of Napoleon is no
longer exclusively that of a superhuman, but becomes the pathetic bourgeois upstart
who seeks to establish himself in a myriad of love interests and petty rivalries.
Napoleon the self-made-man is less conqueror than everyman (‘Mbl Bce risiauM B
Hamoseonsr’)."”

The period in which this reassessment of Napoleon took place was coincident,
in England, with the demise of Romanticism and the rise of the realist novel. In
Russia, this process was delayed, but by the time of Belinsky’s prominence in the late
1830s and early 1840s, it was clear that the novel was to be the definitive genre of the
age. Alongside (or even causal of) this development of literary taste, was the rise of
social history as a discipline. The most prominent of the social historians was
Thomas Macaulay, who argued that history’s most significant transformations ‘are

not achieved by armies, or enacted by senates [...] They are carried on in every

" Ibid., p. 241.

'® See ibid., pp. 246-59.

PA.S. Pushkin, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 16 vols (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo akademii SSSR, 1937-
1949), VI (1937), p. 37 (chapter 2, stanza 14).
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school, in every church, behind ten thousand counters, at ten thousand firesides’.?°
Even Carlyle, in his essay on Boswell’s Life of Johnson (1832), conceded that a time
was coming when history would foreground the temple, workshop and social hearth,
rather than the court, senate and battlefield.”' A historiography that dealt with the
lower orders, with manners, fashion, diet, and custom, at first competed with, but
increasingly eclipsed, the historiography of the Great Man in all his guises.?

The question that arises is how the literature of Europe post-1840 (the year of
Napoleon’s final journey, and of Carlyle’s lectures) can create heroes at all. In a
world dominated by attention to the infinitesimal, by allegiance to science, by
democracy, and (by and large) by peace at home, is there a place for an individual
who inspires our confidence, admiration, and even worship? According to Chandler,
the growing historical consciousness that occurred in the wake of Napoleon’s defeat
drove writers to create representative ‘figurehead[s] for the state of things in [a] given
age but who [were] precisely not literal head[s] of state’.*> Hazlitt’s designation of
Wordsworth as ‘a pure emanation of the spirit of the age’ seems to fulfil such a call,
although Chandler does go on to suggest that for Hazlitt no single individual could be

said to represent an epoch, preferring instead an ‘irreducible multiplicity of

?» Thomas Babbington Macaulay, Lays of Ancient Rome and Miscellaneous Essays and Poems
(London: Dent & Sons, 1910), p. 34.

! Thomas Carlyle, Selected Essays (N.p.: T. Nelson and Sons, n.d.), p. 183.

22 On the rise of social history, particularly with respect to women’s biographies, see Rohan Maitzen’s
excellent article ““This Feminine Preserve”: Historical Biographies by Victorian Women”, Victorian
Studies, 38.3 (1995), 371-93. Maitzen argues that the rise of the discipline enabled women biographers
to assert the role of women in history. In a sense, the subject of these biographies, which often
accorded significant weight to a subject’s private life, can be seen as an attempt to wrest power away
from the official spokesmen of an epoch, to challenge the reader’s notion of what is significant. In this
way, the function of these biographies is analogous to that of gossip, which, as I demonstrated in my
previous chapter, serves as a form of communication which enables women to challenge the
predominantly male discourse.

* Chandler, England in 1819, p. 174. Writing on the Russian context, Luba Golburt notes that in this
period ‘reign-based chronologies are superseded by new ones, now delineating periods by distinctive
“character” rather than specific dates’. See her The First Epoch: The Eighteenth Century and the
Russian Cultural Imagination (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2014). Here, p. 7.
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representatives and representations of the spirit of the age’.** In 1841, Emerson’s

Representative Men—in which Napoleon is recast as a product of the democratic
movement rather than its director—offered an alternative vision of representation to
that of pre-Romantic historiography, according to which historical eras were, at least
nominally, exemplified in their monarchs (the Age of Elizabeth, etc.).”

Hazlitt and Emerson still believed outstanding individuals, however flawed,
could be representative of a particular period. Even their pluralism had its limits:
Hazlitt was not about to confer the representative crown on anyone but the famous
and talented. Likewise, in the Russian context, Alexander Herzen—a man who had
himself endured a provincial exile that did not allow for the realisation of his heroic
aspirations **—failed to comprehend how the radical critics could dismiss the
contributions made by the Decembrists who, for Herzen, far better exemplified the
spirit of the age than did the superfluous man (as the radicals had christened the
idealists of the first part of the nineteenth century):

Tum Toro BpeMeHH, OJIMH U3 BEJUKOJICTHENIIINX TUIIOB HOBOM UCTOPUU —
9TO Oexabpucm, a He OHerwH. Pycckas nmTepaTypa HE MOTJa JI0 HEro
KacaThCsl [IEJTbIe COPOK JIET, HO OH OT ATOTO HE CTaJl MEHBIIIHM.

Kak y Momomoro mokojieHWsl HEAOCTallo SICHOBHICHHS, TaKTa,
cepAlia TOHATH BCE BEIWYHE, BCIO CWIIy JTHUX OJICTSIINX FOHOIICH,
BBIXOJIAIINX W3 PSIOB TBAp/IMU, dTUX OaJOBHEW 3HATHOCTH, OOTaTCTBa,
OCTaBJIAIOINUX CBOW T'OCTUHBIC M CBOU TI'pPyJbl 30J10Ta IJIA Tpe6OBaHI/I$I
YeJIOBEYECKHUX TpaB, JJIsl MPOTECTA, IS 3asBJICHHUS, 32 KOTOPOE — W OHU
3HAJIM ATO — WX KJaJId BEpPeBKa Tajava W KaTop)kHas pabora? — D10
TevaTbHas 3arajaKa. -

Here Herzen does not differ greatly from Hazlitt in designating a small elite as

representative of the age. But there are historical reasons why Russian realism did not

2% Chandler, England in 1819, p. 185.

% See ibid., p. 174.

2 On Herzen’s exile in Vyatka, see Aileen Kelly, The Discovery of Chance: The Life and Thought of
Alexander Herzen (Harvard: Harvard University Press, 2016), chapter 8.

27 Aleksandr Gertsen, ‘Eshche raz Bazarov’, in Ss, XX.1 (1960), pp. 335-50. Here, p. 341. On
Herzen’s valorisation of the Decembrists, see Ludmilla A. Trigos, The Decembrist Myth in Russian
Culture (New York: Palgrave, 2009), pp. 15-22.
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adopt this approach. For Belinsky, a belief in historical determinism, which argued
that man could not rise above the limits of his environment and achieve greatness in
spite of it, forced him to concede (in practice, at least) that the creation of positive
heroes could not occur until the social conditions of his time had changed for the
better; he died without identifying any.”® Meanwhile, the growth of statistics, with its
postulation of an “average man”, and the positivist emphasis on methods of
verification, led later critics such as Chernyshevsky to argue that art should reflect life
without embellishment. Chernyshevsky was not naive enough to think that art could
(or even should) offer transcription of the phenomenal world,”’ but with his emphasis
on the quotidian, perfected in his diary entries, the critic preached against an aesthetic
that accommodated any hero who was “larger than life”, and recast idealist notions
(for example, of love) in materialist or physiological language (the palpitations of the
heart).*°

In addition to contemporary scientific and aesthetic discussions, the
development of the realist hero owed much to a force altogether more powerful—in
practice, if not in aspiration—in England than in Russia: democratisation. The
passage of the Great Reform Bill of 1832 extended the franchise to many urban
centres, whilst its successor of 1867 doubled at a stroke the number of eligible

electors. As Franco Moretti notes, democracy puts a high premium on equality, and

¥ On Belinsky’s view of the positive hero, see Rufus W. Mathewson Jr., The Positive Hero in Russian
Literature, 2nd edn (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1975), chapter 2. On the future-oriented
nature of Belinsky’s aesthetics (that is, his belief that Russian literature lacked world-historical
significance in the present, but might attain it in the future), see Victor Terras, Belinskij and Russian
Literary Criticism: The Heritage of Organic Aesthetics (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press,
1974), pp. 119-26.

? On Chernyshevsky’s realism, see Charles A. Moser, Esthetics as Nightmare: Russian Literary
Theory, 1855-1870 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989).

*On Chernyshevsky’s diaries, his attention to quotidian detail, and his materialist language, see
Paperno, Chernyshevsky and the Age of Realism: A Study in the Semiotics of Behavior (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1988); on the growth of statistics and the average man, see Irina Paperno,
Suicide as a Cultural Institution in Dostoevsky’s Russia (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1997), pp.
22-26.
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as such it ‘is rather antiheroic; it thrives on universalistic and standardized values,
around which it has to create the widest possible consensus’.>’ This was the world
that Carlyle, and, subsequently in the literary sphere, the critic Lukacs distrusted and
deplored. No longer could an individual act on behalf of his society, since he was
beholden to the will of a people who did not understand their own interests; what
Moretti calls ‘the subdivided reality of the modern world’** could not accommodate
Lukécs’s preferred genre of the epic, in which the hero could count on an assumed
(not contested) set of values, in which he was free from the triviality of his milieu.
Instead, the novelistic hero was constrained by (and yet simultaneously alienated
from) his society, pulled down by the force of ‘terrestrial gravity’.”> Hegel too
recognised that his was an age which had become fragmented, made up of a network
of laws and individual states that prevented a single individual acting on behalf of the
whole world.** The warrior hero now contends with the citizenry as the agent of
history.

From the start of their careers as novelists, Dostoevsky and Eliot accept this
reality, rejecting the models of great, Romantic, and epic men as the protagonists of
their fiction. Moreover, their rejection of the model went much further than that of
writers such as Stendhal. Writing of Stendhal’s attitude to the heroes of his fiction,
Roger Pearson succinctly formulates the writer’s approach:

the hero should be larger than life, should display the energy that is no

longer to be seen in contemporary society, should offer us through his

inner musings an imaginative and heroic conception of life that is at

variance with the harsh reality which it is the job of the rest of the novel to
depict.*

3! Franco Moretti, The Way of the World: The Bildungsroman in European Culture, 2nd edn, trans. by
Albert Sbragia (London: Verson, 2000), p. 192.

32 Franco Moretti, Modern Epic, trans. by Quintin Hoare (London: Verso, 1996), p. 5.

3 Georg Lukécs, The Theory of the Novel, trans. by Anna Bostock (London: Merlin Press, 1971), p. 57.
* See Moretti, Modern Epic, p. 12.

3% Roger Pearson, Stendhal’s Violin: A Novelist and His Reader (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988), p.
16.
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Despite their unheroic activity, Stendhal’s heroes nevertheless stand above the
masses. Other writers took an opposite strategy. Thackeray, for instance,
relentlessly cut great men down to size (Napoleon is a ‘wretched upstart and swindler’
and a ‘Corsican wretch’),36 ironising them, and, in the same breath, elevating
underachieving celebrities to the status of great men. (Nicholas Dames has shown
how Thackeray variously deifies and debunks, exalts and punctures, his heroes.’’)
Dickens and Gaskell, meanwhile, present ordinary heroes who take on the political
establishment, and are efficacious in social reform. None of these approaches hold
true for Eliot or Dostoevsky.

Although FEliot admits the existence of great men, she turns her readers’
attention away from their achievements and towards their domestic life. However,
unlike the case of Thackeray, this domestication is shorn of the ironic, as the heroes of
the past are imbued with a level of sublimity that exists independently of, but does not
entirely eclipse, their world-historical acts. In Scenes of Clerical Life, her narrator
comments on the path of historical progress:

The blessed work of helping the world forward, happily does not wait to
be done by perfect men; and I should imagine that neither Luther or John
Bunyan, for example, would have satisfied the modern demand for an
ideal hero, who believes nothing but what is true, feels nothing but what is
exalted, and does nothing but what is graceful. The real heroes of God’s
making are quite different: they have their natural heritage of love and
conscience which they drew in from their mother’s milk. They know one
or two of those deep spiritual truths which are only to be done by
wrestling with their own sins and their own sorrows. [SCL, 229]
Without denying the significance of Luther and Bunyan, Eliot situates them among a

class of men exemplified in her own fiction by the struggling, stumbling clergyman

Mr Tryan. In Middlemarch, the narrator doubts whether the greatest man of his age—

*® William Makepeace Thackeray, Vanity Fair, ed. by Helen Small (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2015), p. 322.

" Nicholas Dames, ‘Brushes with Fame: Thackeray and the Work of Celebrity’, Nineteenth-Century
Literature, 56.1 (2001), 23-51.
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‘if ever that solitary superlative existed’—would not in a certain light resemble a
bumpkin, and comments in relation to the astronomer Herschel that:

Most of us, indeed, know little of the great originators until they have

been lifted up among the constellations and already rule our fates. But that

Herschel, for example, who “broke the barriers of the heavens”—did he

not once play a provincial church-organ, and give music-lessons to

stumbling pianists? Each of those Shining Ones had to walk on the earth

among neighbours who perhaps thought much more of his gait and his

garments than of anything which was to give him a title to everlasting

fame: each of them had his little local personal history sprinkled with

small temptations and sordid cares, which made the retarding friction of

his course towards final companionship with the immortals. [MM, 146]
The images of Luther, Bunyan, and Herschel are primarily employed as a defence of
her realist aesthetics, famously articulated in Chapter 17 of A4dam Bede, or chapter 5
of “Amos Barton”. In the latter passage the narrator defends the choice of a hero who
was ‘so very far from remarkable’, ‘unmistakably commonplace’, ‘whose virtues
were not heroic’, but who represents the ‘majority of your fellow-countrymen’ [SCL,
37]. In other words, Eliot’s stated solution to the problem of heroic depiction in an
unheroic age is to insist that there is poetry and pathos in typical men and
environments. By emphasising typicality, she goes a step further than Emerson in her
response to Carlyle (whom she admired).”® This approach to realism, critics have
found, is just as much ethical as aesthetic. Thomas Pavel, whose history of the novel
might be taken as representative of the critical tradition precisely because it is not a
specialist work on Eliot as such, argues that in Middlemarch we should not lament
Dorothea’s anonymity, since the novel affirms the ‘equivalence between public

9

heroism and private splendor’.** Dorothea’s triumph, in Pavel’s reading, is that she

is able to ‘accept the social conditions that orient her life’ and satisfactorily integrate

*¥ On Carlyle’s relationship to the Leweses, see Gordon S. Haight, ‘The Carlyles and the Leweses’, in
Carlyle and His Contemporaries: Essays in Honor of Charles Richard Sanders, ed. by John Clubbe
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1986), pp. 191-204. See also Eliot’s short essay on Carlyle
(1855) in [SCW, 187-92].

* Thomas G. Pavel, The Lives of the Novel: A History (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2013), p.
230.

132



herself into Middlemarch society, having abjured her mistaken idealism.”’ In this
reading, she follows a Darwinian path of development, wherein adaption is the
condition of survival.® Whether Eliot’s later heroes are quite satisfied with this
integration, is a question I examine below. Nevertheless, it is an examination that
must be conducted against the assumption that for Eliot the heroic impulse is best
explored in ordinary, not extraordinary, protagonists.

In light of the above, it is not difficult to see why Belinsky’s heirs in the
Russian radical tradition were so profoundly impressed with George Eliot.** Not only
had Belinsky asserted the necessity of typicality in literature, but, in Julie Buckler’s
words, ‘Russian critics lauded Eliot precisely for those qualities most valued in
Russia’s own national literature—seriousness of purpose, psychological realism,
positivism, a deep understanding of a socio-cultural setting, and a commitment to the
moral and spiritual development of her readers’.*® Positivism notwithstanding,
Dostoevsky’s readers might make similar claims for his work, and yet Dostoevsky
only very rarely presents the poetry and pathos of ordinary life. Indeed, his approach
to hero-creation has little in common with that of Eliot. To be sure, both writers
reject the Great Man theory without reservation, but Dostoevsky’s heroes are utterly
atypical in their make-up; moreover, they are often quite conscious of their own
hubris. Nevertheless, Dostoevsky, ever the paradoxicalist, defended his art in the
language of typicality. He pre-empted criticism of the underground man by stating

that ‘rakue nuIA, KaK COYMHUTENTh TAKHX 3alMCOK, HE TOJBKO MOTYT, HO JaXKe

0 Ibid., p. 227.

“'On Eliot’s familiarity with Darwin’s thought, see Gillian Beer, Darwin’s Plots: Evolutionary
Narrative in Darwin, George Eliot, and Nineteenth-Century Fiction, 3rd edn (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2009).

2 See for example Mikhail Mikhailov, ‘Dzhorzh Eliot’, Sovremennik, 11 (1859), 103-30.

B Julie Buckler, ‘Victorian Literature and Russian Culture: Translation, Reception, Influence,
Affinity’, in The Oxford Handbook of the Victorian Novel, ed. by Lisa Rodensky (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2013), pp. 206-26. Here, p. 218.
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JIOJDKHBI CYIIECTBOBATH B Hamem oOriectBe’ [5, 99], and thought that his creation of
Raskolnikov, who aspires to the status of a great man, was vindicated by real life
criminal cases he saw going through the courts. In The Brothers Karamazov, the
narrator stresses at the outset that Fyodor Karamazov is a #ype (‘310 OblT CTpaHHBIH
THII, JOBOJILHO YacTO OfHAKO BeTpevaronuiics’ [14, 7]), and mentions that his love of
role-playing (which is, after all, one of his most eccentric features) is characteristic of
a great many people [14, 11]. Moreover, Dmitry’s mother’s decision to enter into
matrimony with Fyodor Pavlovich shows that she belongs to a class of women ‘ctonb
He peaku[e] y Hac B Tenepemninee nokosieHue’ [14, 8]. Alyosha himself, according the
narrator, ‘HOCUT B ceOe mHOM pa3 cepaneBuny nenoro’ [14, 5]. He not only reflects,
but also incarnates in the deepest sense, the spirit of the age.

Other attempts had been made at such a representation. Dobrolyubov
famously thought that Goncharov had captured the malaise of Petersburg society in
the protagonist of Oblomov, and lambasted the author for creating a slumberer rather
than a positive type. Turgenev’s attempt to capture the spirit of the age in a scientist
was also ambivalent, with Pisarev effectively alone among the critics in his praise of
Bazarov, Turgenev’s student of natural science. (Pisarev lauded the exemplary heroes
of science—the Darwins, Lyles, Buckles, and Vogts.)** In Alyosha, Dostoevsky tried
to create a typical hero who could reflect and, paradoxically, model contemporary
behaviour. His oddities do not disqualify him, but rather equip him for this task, since
the narrator disputes the idea that odd men are most commonly isolated cases. In

Harriet Murav’s words, ‘the eccentric holds the key to the meaning of an historical

* On this appreciation, see Dmitry Pisarev, ‘Progress in the Animal and Vegetable Worlds’, in
Selected Philosophical and Political Essays (Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1958),
pp- 297-496.
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moment’.*> Tt is not as necessary to agree with Dostoevsky, as to recognise that his
artistic craftsmanship was informed by, even as it moved away from, the concept of
typicality articulated by critics such as Chernyshevsky—whose veneration by the
radical youth exemplified the view that greatness was no longer the preserve of an
elite, but could be enjoyed by men of any rank (raznochintsy) and of secondary
professions (critic rather than poet).*

When Dostoevsky took up the challenge of hero-creation in his final novel, he
did so according to a hagiographic conception. Jostein Bertnes writes that Alyosha is
‘completely different from the #ypical characters of the realistic novel’,*” whilst Gary

(13

Saul Morson regards him as “generic refugee”. This term encompasses a host of
characters who are not at home in the world of the novel. Examples include Tolstoy’s
Andrey Bolkonsky, an epic hero forced to learn the lessons of novels; Turgenev’s
Bazarov, a ‘hero from a utopia, forced to live in the novelistic World’;48 Dorothea
Brooke, a latter-day Saint Theresa who inhabits a world where epic or saintly action is
impossible; and Alyosha Karamazov, who begins Dostoevsky’s final novel in search
of heroic feats, only to check his desire for greatness with the demands of prosaic
love.* In The Brothers Karamazov, the giving of onions replaces signs and wonders
as the matter of record. As I will go on to show, however, it is by no means clear that
Dostoevsky is entirely satisfied with such small-scale activity, as he proves unable to

abjure the heroic models he inherited. In fact, neither Dorothea Brooke nor Alyosha

Karamazov, neither George Eliot nor Fyodor Dostoevsky, can fully divest themselves

* Harriet Murav, Holy Foolishness: Dostoevsky’s Novels and the Poetics of Cultural Critique
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1992), p. 128.

*® See Paperno, Chernyshevsky, e.g. pp. 11, 205.

7 Jostein Bertnes, Visions of Glory: Studies in Early Russian Hagiography (Oslo: Solum Forlag,
1988), p. 287.

* Gary Saul Morson, ‘Genre and Hero/Fathers and Sons: Inter-generic Dialogues, Generic Refugees,
and the Hidden Prosaic’, Stanford Slavic Studies, 4.1 (1991), 336-81. Here, p. 356.

* Gary Saul Morson, ‘The God of Onions: The Brothers Karamazov and the Mythic Prosaic’, in 4
New Word on The Brothers Karamazov, ed. by Robert Louis Jackson (Evanston: Northwestern
University Press, 2004), pp. 107-24, especially pp. 111-12.
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of the heroic impulse for greatness: a “surplus” desire for heroism remains to be
satisfied by the integration into the community that the novels seem to recommend.
Radicalism, social action, and saintliness have a lure for these authors; that this lure is
not necessarily realised on the pages of the novel, or in the confines of the nineteenth-

century town, may, in fact, be cause for regret rather than celebration.

Felix Holt: Radicalism Tamed?

In Adam Bede, Eliot created a typical man—a Second Adam—who was able to find
his fulfilment in the organic community of Hayslope. Sally Shuttleworth sees that
novel as offering a static picture of man’s social relations, which ends where it begins,
and which exorcises its disruptive elements, such as Hetty.”" In Silas Marner, the
hero makes his home in another rural community. Shuttleworth is right to suggest
that Eliot does not esteem Raveloe, whose values are called into question, as highly as
Hayslope, but the pattern of social integration is essentially the same. Both novels
end with the title character at home in his native or adoptive community.

With Felix Holt, however, things change, and the question emerges: how
can the hero survive, and even triumph, in a nineteenth-century provincial town? The
novel begins with the return of the prodigal Felix, who has been studying in Glasgow.
Also recently arrived in the town of Treby Magna is flighty Esther Lyon, who had
been enrolled in a school in France (and reads dangerous French authors to boot).
The story unfolds so as to bring idealistic, ascetic Felix into a relationship with the
newly-matured Esther in an environment more demanding of its heroes than that of

Eliot’s rural villages. Writing on Eliot’s vision of sympathy, Elizabeth Ermarth notes

% See Sally Shuttleworth’s Introduction and chapter on Adam Bede in George Eliot and Nineteenth-
Century Science: The Make-Believe of a Beginning (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984).
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that as Eliot’s oeuvre develops, she comes to insist on sympathy between people only
casually related, as purely familial allegiance gives way to the ‘mutual influence of
dissimilar destinies’ that we find in Eliot’s later social webs.”' As societies develop
along a trajectory from Gemeinschaft to Gesellschaft the challenges of social
interaction—now not only with family, but with neighbours and strangers—becomes
more pronounced.
A more precise statement of the historical moment in which Felix Holt is

set is articulated in the epigraph to chapter 3:

“Twas town, yet country too; you felt the warmth

Of clustering houses in the wintry time;

Supped with a friend, and went by lantern home.

Yet from your chamber window you could hear

The tiny bleat of new-yeaned lambs [...] [FH, 39]
The idyllic history of new-yeaned lambs is contrasted to the development of private
property (‘clustering houses’) and public houses (‘supped with a friend’)—both of
which are important to the novel’s dénouement. Bakhtin had suggested that the
provincial novel typically stresses the ‘uninterrupted, age-old link between the life of
generations and the strictly delimited locale’.”* But in Eliot’s towns, we encounter the
moment of interruption: the coachman describes the historical moment when time
passes ‘from one phase of English life to another’, as the town and country, which
‘previously had no pulse in common’ [FH, 8], are brought together by the spectre of
reform, industrialisation, and dissent. That ‘mysterious distant system of things called
“Gover’'ment™, is now impinging on the countryside, ‘filling the air with eager

unrest’ [FH, 8] with such recent initiations as crop rotation and railways [FH, 8-9].

Trebians and Middlemarchers of the pre-reform era can still, if only just, believe that

>! Elizabeth Deeds Ermarth, ‘George Eliot’s Conception of Sympathy’, Nineteenth-Century Literature,
40.1 (1985), 23-42. Here, p. 42.
52 Bakhtin, ‘The Chronotope’, p. 124.
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they are living in the centre of the world, but the interruptions of modernity gradually
dispossess them of this illusion.

The nature of this interruption is captured in the novel’s epigraph, excerpted
from Drayton’s Polyolbion, a collection of epic songs describing the topographical
make-up of the British Isles, and including colourful accounts of local traditions,
legends, and culture. When Drayton wrote the lines, he did not intend any irony:

Upon the midlands now the industrious muse doth fall,
The shires which we the heart of England well may call [FH, 2].

When read in the context of Felix Holt, however, the reader confronts a tension
between text and para-text. The poetic genre, the archaic language, the reference to
the Greek tradition of the mythical muse, and the ambiguous connotations of
‘industrious’, all raise false expectations of the novel, as does the narrator in the
Introduction when he alludes to a ‘modern Odyssey’ [FH, 5] that might well take
place in Treby Magna—a town whose Latin name presages greatness. In fact,
however, the novel will not be a tale of public feats, such as those of Achilles, but
rather the ‘private lot of a few men and women’, who, unlike the epic hero or the
Great Man, are ‘determined by a wider public life’ [FH, 43; my italics]. The
chronotope of Treby Magna in 1832 is one utterly uncongenial to greatness. The
question that Avrom Fleishman asks of Middlemarch is equally relevant to Treby: ‘in
such a massive and slow-moving organism, what room is there for individual
organisms to distinguish themselves, or assert heroic freedom?’> Tt is the world of
Mrs Transome’s ‘petty habits and narrow notions’ [FH, 28], of ‘small facts and petty
impulses’ [FH, 34], of ‘petty desires’ and ‘petty creatures’ [FH, 105], of would-be

Parliamentarians like Harold Transome with his ‘petty private ends’ [FH, 223]. Felix

>3 Avrom Fleishman, George Eliot’s Intellectual Life (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010),
p- 182.
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himself would be content to remain ‘a man of this generation” who tries ‘to make life
less bitter for those within [his] reach’ [FH, 223]. He cares primarily for ‘very small
things such as will never be known beyond a few garrets and workshops’. Such
equivocation (the negative “less bitter”, the quantifier “few”) hardly inspires readers
with confidence that the Radical will live up to his titular expectation. Moretti was
right to suggest that the rise of democracy—against which the novel was both written
and set—is not necessarily hospitable to great individualities.’*

Indeed, Felix’s achievements by the end of the novel are minimal. Speaking
to Esther about his life path, he asserts: ‘I distinctly see that I can do something better’
[FH, 103]. But what is that ‘something’? Is it really just the negative resolution than
the world ‘shan’t be any worse for me, if I can help it’ [FFH, 53]? Beyond offering
lessons to little Job Trudge, and establishing a night-school for the Sproxton workers
(an opportunity few avail themselves of), Felix seems to resist practical action for the
betterment of his fellow-men. Mary Barton, in the course of the novel that bears her
name, manages to exonerate her lover and expose a corrupt class of factory owners;
Felix manages to get sentenced for manslaughter, and all but ensure a Tory is returned
to Parliament.

The narrator seems to endorse Felix’s small-scale vision, offering specific
warnings about the dangers of hero-worship and questioning the value of heroic acts.
As Vigny had discovered in his re-evaluation of Napoleon, many an exalted being
will ‘sink from the ranks of heroes into the crowd for whom the heroes fight and die’
[FH, 73]. The novel proceeds to provide an enactment of this maxim in the
relationship between haggard Mrs Transome and handsome Mr Jermyn. It is difficult

to imagine a relationship more bitter or tragic in all of Eliot’s fiction; and it is easy to

> Moretti, The Way of the World, p. 192.
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forget that the pair once worshipped each other, going so far in their mutual devotion
as to conspire to have an innocent man imprisoned [FH, 334]. Some three decades
later, that love has dissipated into resentment, as their history has imprisoned them in
a time and place that has suffocated their heroic longings. If Jermyn is in the wrong
chronos, Mrs Transome is in the wrong fopos. ‘As I said before,” Jermyn complains,
‘I had given up lines of advancement which would have been open to me if I had not
stayed in this neighbourhood’ [FH, 335; my italics]. Mrs Transome, meanwhile,
believes herself to be the head of a regal dynasty (her descendants are not sons, but
‘heirs’ who will enjoy a ‘reign’ [FH, 20]), but though her air ‘would have fitted an
empress in her own right’, her cares and occupations ‘had not been at all of an
imperial sort” [FH, 26]. Her powerlessness is continually emphasised and, as
Dorothea Barrett writes, we are frequently reminded ‘of the impotence of her actual
situation in comparison to a man’s situation or to the situation of certain women in
other epochs’.” Certainly the authorial interjection that ‘after all, she was a woman,
and could not make her own lot’ [FH, 341] could, without a large imaginative leap,
been seen as an expression of Eliot’s own bitterness at the difficulties she faced as a
woman writer in the nineteenth century.

However, not all critics agree that Eliot is entirely sceptical of hero worship.
Initially, many critics were pleased at Eliot’s portrayal of Felix, and thought him an
attractive representative of the radical cause. Blackwood, her publisher, stated that the
author’s politics ‘are excellent and will attract all parties’.’® Particularly extreme
praise of Felix as a Radical came from Russia, when, in 1868, P. N. Tkachev

published his review of the novel in the journal The Cause. His long article, entitled

> Dorothea Barrett, Vocation and Desire: George Eliot’s Heroines (London: Routledge, 1989), p. 107.
Barrett also provides a convincing account of Mrs Transome’s “homelessness” within the novel,
suggesting she is a character who wants (and deserves) the status of a protagonist, but that this is
denied to her (p. 102).

%6 Blackwood’s letter to Eliot (26 April, 1866) [GEL, 247].
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Men of the Future and the Heroes of Petty Bourgeoisie, lauds Felix for rising above
the pettiness of his environment.”” Tkachev is impressed with Felix’s ability to hold
fast to his ideal in a world of philistine compromise:
lonmbT pemaeTcsi MOCBSITHUTH BCIO CBOKO KHU3HB dTOMy neny [...] [On
OTKa3bIBAETCSI | OT BCETO, YTO MOTJIO OBl OTKJIOHHUTH €T0 B CTOpOoHY. OH He
TOJIBKO OTPEKCS [...] OT kuTeiickoro xkomdopra paau CBOEH HIEH, OH
TOTOB OTPEYbCS, BO HMsI €€, OT JTFOOMMOH >KCHITUHBI.
Moreover, he commends Felix for what he sees as maximal devotion to his cause
when he decides to stop profiting from ineffective drugs and, ignoring the advice of
his meshchanka mother, weds himself to poverty. To be sure, Felix might have
chosen a career other than that of a watchmaker in order to effect change on a grander
scale, but Tkachev approves of his decision to share the lot of the poor man instead of
taking advantage of the comforts that his neighbours take as their birth-right. Felix’s
devotion to the cause of the poor man—Tkachev’s translation of Felix’s desire to
‘make life less bitter for those within my reach’ is a more materialist ‘yctpouts
KI3HB MEHee TSDKKOH JUTst GemHbIx mogei” —is only compromised by his falling in
love with Esther. For Tkachev, the ideal man of the future must be determined by
devotion to his political ideal alone, and love, whilst a legitimate emotion, must not
compromise the revolutionary agenda.®® Marriage for the radical critic ought not to

be considered in purely personal terms, but rather for its significance in the

progressive cause.’’ Despite Felix’s failings in the arena of romantic love (the

3T Republished in P. N. Tkachev, Liudi budushchego i geroi meshchanstva (Moscow: Sovremennik,
1986).

¥ Ibid., p. 117.

* Ibid.

5 Ibid., p. 123.

'In this respect, Tkachev echoes Chernyshevsky’s view of his love for Olga Sokratovna, which he
detailed for posterity in his diaries, and which led to a marriage that would serve as an example of
reconfigured social relations in the new age. As Paperno has shown, the growth of “calculated”
marriages, conceived not on the basis of romantic love but social duty, shows the success of
Chernyshevsky’s model and its fictional incarnation in What is to be Done? For an example of a
calculated marriage, see Paperno, Chernyshevsky, pp. 33-36 (the example in this instance is that of
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temptations of which a bourgeois artist such as George Eliot could not be expected to
withstand), Tkachev regards him as a man of the future, born too early to realise his
proto-revolutionary ideals. In fact, the title of Tkachev’s article indicates that he
thought that Felix would be a perfectly ordinary specimen in a future socialist society,
and that heroism was inimical to the equality that would reign in utopia. In The
Devils, Shigalyov, whose system may be based on Tkachev’s article, articulates just
such a view, when he advocates the lopping off of a million heads in order to ensure
complete equality.”” But even Tkachev can do little more than assert the strength of
Felix’s ideological commitment, since he accomplishes no programme of social
action in the novel.” For Tkachev, Felix is essentially a heroic type, even if he has
not yet demonstrated the ascetic commitment of Chernyshevsky’s Rakhmetov. In
positing his heroism, Tkachev implicitly challenges the conservative readings of the
novel that emphasise Felix’s commitment to gradual (rather than revolutionary)
improvement.

More recently, Hilda Hollis has offered a challenge to the conservative
reading from a different angle. Like Tkachev, she detects a revolutionary strand in
the ideology of the novel, but (unlike Tkachev) she does not see Felix as its
progenitor. Rather, she treats Felix sceptically and questions whether his prosaic
pronouncements can really be read as objective statements of Eliot’s own ethical

ideal. Hollis argues that Felix’s parroting of Arnoldian virtues of culture is too

Sofia Kovalevskaya); on Chernyshevsky’s own marriage as a model for his reader, see the introduction
to the same book; on his unique approach to diary writing, see chapter 1.

62 A possible connection is conjectured by Andrzej Walicki in A History of Russian Thought from the
Enlightenment to Marxism (Oxford: Oxford Clarendon Press, 1980), p. 249.

% Since both Tkachev and Felix share a distaste for disorder, which they both believe can be averted
under the leadership of a superior individual or vanguard, one might suppose that Felix would give
succour to Tkachev’s Jacobinism. More information on Tkachev’s programme of governance can be
found in Franco Venturi, Roots of Revolution, trans. by Francis Haskell (London: Wiedenfeld and
Nicolson, 1960). For a general treatment of Tkachev’s article that doesn’t specifically deal with his
engagement with Felix Holt, see Deborah Hardy, Petr Tkachev: The Critic as Jacobin (Seattle:
University of Washington Press, 1977), chapter 6.
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satirical to be taken seriously. Nevertheless, Hollis does ascribe to Eliot a heroic
desire to fundamentally reshape society: it is merely the case that this reshaping is not
accomplished by Felix. Hollis argues that Felix has ‘a self-understanding as a
Theresa figure’ and ‘fashion[s] himself as a hero’ out of self-interest: to excuse his
demagoguery, to control Esther, to bring himself to rapture with the sound of his own
voice.** These are hardly qualities Eliot would endorse. For Hollis, society ‘does not
change through such passive cooperation [as Felix’s]’,% and she argues that the
trades-union man, with his genuine understanding of the plight of the working class
and his belief in the power of the mob, is no less an object of sympathy than Felix,
who espouses more gradual meliorism.

My own reading of Felix Holt does not intend to overturn what I regard as the
dominant conservative ideology of the novel (one that treats the reshaping of society
with some scepticism), and I think that Hollis, in her useful problematisation of
Felix’s status as Eliot’s mouthpiece, exaggerates in stating that ‘the conservatism
expressed by Felix does not reflect Eliot’s political perspective; there is no more
reason to take Felix as her absolute spokesman than any of her characters’.®® It seems
to me that the novel is not nearly as dialogic as Hollis claims, that the trades-union
man is not of the generic stature to form an effective challenge to Felix, and that one
could hardly say that the cunning Matthew Jermyn, the opportunistic Harold

Transome, or frivolous (later submissive) Esther Lyon have an equal claim to be

representatives of authorial viewpoints. Moreover, Eliot’s conservatism is embedded

% Hilda Hollis, ‘Felix Holt: Independent Spokesman or George Eliot’s Mouthpiece?’, ELH, 68.1
(2001), 155-177. Here, p. 165.

% Hollis, ‘Felix Holt’, p. 173.

% Hollis, ‘Felix Holt’, p. 174.
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within the plot structure of the novel, and does not depend on articulation by
particular characters.®’

Nevertheless, I suggest that the novel does demonstrate that Eliot’s scepticism
of heroic activity is matched by a desire for it. This contradiction is revealed both in
the language and structure of the novel. At first sight, for instance, the narrator’s
statement at the end of chapter 16 appears to lend support to the conservative reading,
endorsing (to borrow Pavel’s phrase) the equivalence of public heroism and private
splendour. The text, it seems, exemplifies the poetry and pathos of ordinary life in a
post-heroic epoch:

What we call illusions are often, in truth, a wider vision of past and recent
realities—a willing movement of a man’s soul with the wider sweep of
the world’s forces [...] We see human heroism broken into units and say,
this unit did little—might as well not have been. But in this way we
might break up a great army into units; in this way we might break
sunlight into fragments, and think that this and the other might be cheaply
parted with. Let us rather raise a monument to the soldiers whose brave
hearts only kept the ranks unbroken, and meet death—a monument to the
faithful who were not famous, and who are precious as the continuity of
sunbeams is precious, though some of them fall unseen and on barrenness.
[FH, 157]
On the surface, and without context, this passage extols the virtues of an everyday
heroism quite opposed to the Great Man theory and, despite the presence of soldiers,
it contradicts the view that military leaders are a rich source of heroic exemplarity.
The heroic here is not as Carlyle celebrated in On Heroes, but rather a version whose
influence he admitted in “On History”, the slow maturation of ‘a hundred acorns

planted silently by some unnoticed breeze’.®® However, such a reading cannot be

sustained once we know that these sublime words are in apposition to bumbling Mr

57 For Ruth Bernard Yeazell, Felix’s meliorism aligns closely with Eliot’s, and the author is so fearful
of any association between her hero and violent disorder, that any time violence rears its head, the
narrative gaze switches quickly to Esther, whose moral development adds necessary conservative
ballast to the novel’s plot. See her ‘Why Political Novels Have Heroines: Sybil, Mary Barton, and
Felix Holt’, Novel, 18.2 (1985), 126-44.

% Thomas Carlyle, Selected Essays, p. 234.
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Lyon, a man unconnected to the ‘larger sweep of the world’s forces’, and devoid of
all consciousness that his acts fall unseen on barren soil. Moreover, the act which
occasions this narratorial reflection is nothing more than his attempt to convince
Harold Transome that the franchise should not be further extended. The ironisation at
work here precludes us from ascribing to Eliot a view of heroism that is limited to
Wordsworth’s ‘little, nameless, unremembered acts / Of kindness and love’ [FH,
165]. Just as Hollis suggested that we should detect a fissure between Eliot’s voice
and Felix’s, so also must we acknowledge one between the apparent surface-meaning
of her narrator’s words and their ironisation at the hands of the author. In other
words, the passage just quoted—with its valorisation of anonymous men who ‘fall
unseen and on barrenness’—is no more an objective statement of Eliot’s conception
of the heroic than Felix’s statements are a transcription of her own thought.

In this instance, the effect of the irony is one of grotesque parody, since Mr
Lyon is comically over-parted by the sublimity attributed to him. When it comes to
Felix, however, the tension Eliot creates between his heroic aspirations and prosaic
accomplishments is invested with greater seriousness. Felix is torn, as we have seen,
between his demagogic devotion to his ideal (what we might call his maximalism),
and his longing to be of use to the few within his reach (his minimalism). Drawing on
my analysis of the theme of moral distance in chapter 1 and applying it to the study of
heroism in Felix Holt, we might say that when heroic virtue is spatialised, Felix is
morally impelled to help those in close proximity, but also aware that the arena of
heroic action is located at a distance. (We recall that in her reworking of the Good
Samaritan, George Eliot displayed an ambivalence as to the maximum field of
sympathy.) Indeed, despite his rhetoric about helping those close at hand, Felix

cannot wait to escape Treby Magna, a town he has scorned since his arrival from
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Glasgow. He dreams of going away ‘as soon as I can to some large town’, to ‘some
ugly, wicked, miserable place’ where he can stand up for the men of his class [FH,
222-23]. Like Ivan Karamazov, he prefers charity at a distance (what Dickens called
“telescopic philanthropy”). Grand action seeks extremes: to carry on the work of
social and political reform, Felix needs an environment that is wicked, not just petty.
The chronotope of Treby Magna, pettiness incarnate, with its dim political
consciousness, cannot compete with the urban centres of political activity. The
narrator understands this well enough, commenting that ‘we hardly allow enough in
common life for the results of that enkindled passion and enthusiasm which, under
other conditions, makes world-famous deeds’ [FH, 267]. Felix is not yet ready to
renounce these world-famous deeds, and since the conditions of his present
chronotope make them unrealisable, he defers them to a future chronotope, that of the
post-reform city. This, in fact, is precisely what happens in the novel, as Felix and
Esther abscond to a nameless town, whose name the narrator prefers to keep secret
lest Felix be troubled by any visitors [FH, 398]. In truth, the name of the town is of
little importance; what matters is that it is not here, not Treby Magna. Unlike Adam
Bede and Silas Marner, Felix is a character who ‘withstands integration’.*’

There is not sufficient evidence in the novel to determine the ethical
evaluation Eliot gives to this move, although she clearly does not see it as lamentable
in the same way that Jermyn’s exile is: the latter’s final resting place, the even less
distinct ‘at a great distance: some said “abroad™’, is construed as ‘that large home of
ruined reputations’ [FH, 397]. What it is possible to argue, however, is that insofar as
Eliot is sympathetic to Felix, she understands that his heroic impulses—arising from a

nature described at one point, quoting Coriolanus, as ‘too noble for the world’ [FH,

% Shuttleworth, George Eliot, p. 128.
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241}—cannot flourish in Treby. Even given the ironic skepticism with which she
treats Felix’s self-righteousness, she still elects to rescue him from the here-now
chronotope of the novel, whose tense, Bakhtin noted, is intrinsically present;’® instead
of celebrating this presentness, she facilitates his heroic longings by placing him
outside Treby, outside the pages of the novel. Just as Eliot’s own greatness could not
find expression in the ‘industrious midlands’ but needed the more public arena of the
capital, so neither can Felix’s ambition be sublimated in a world of pettiness. Gradual
meliorism, however much espoused by the author, needed authorial acceleration.
Since it is entirely typical of the novel as a genre that its chief protagonist
should either depart or die, there is nothing unique about the structure of Felix Holt,
or, indeed, Middlemarch and The Brothers Karamazov, in which Dorothea and
Alyosha depart for a brighter future elsewhere. Nevertheless, an inversion of sorts
occurs in all three novels, at least when considered from the perspective of the
tradition of the Bildungsroman (and all three novels deal with the protagonists’
maturation). In that genre, the hero usually leaves home at the start of the novel,
matures on his sojourn, and returns home a changed man. Eliot and Dostoevsky,
however, invert the structure, such that their heroes return from abroad at the start of
the novels, and insist that their maturation occur in their “home” environment, after
which period of preparation they are ready to fight their cause elsewhere, in the
future. In Felix Holt, such a process is not especially convincing, since Felix is not in
need of maturation,”’ and Esther, who recently arrived in Treby from France, doesn’t

attain it: her girlish devotion to her Byronic heroes, filtered through silly novels,

70 Bakhtin, ‘Epic and Novel’, in The Dialogic Imagination, pp. 3-40. Here, p. 7.

"' Franco Moretti regards both Felix Holt and Daniel Deronda as ‘terrible novels’ on the basis of the
irritating perfection their protagonists evince right from the start. Since it is taken for granted that Felix
and Daniel will fulfil their vocation, they are in no need of genuine apprenticeship and hence, for
Moretti, the Bildungsroman on British soil comes to an end with their publication. See The Way of the
World, pp. 8, 223-38.

147



merely transforms itself into the slavish submission to Felix, whom she worships as if
a god (‘you could do wonders’ [FH, 375]). The structure of Felix Holt (and
particularly its ending) compels us to question whether the genre and chronotope of
the novel, both which should prove fertile ground for Eliot’s stated ethical good of
diffuseness, are sufficient for the creator and her creations, who are less able than is
sometimes supposed of casting off a heroic impulse. The question returns with a

vengeance in Middlemarch.

Middlemarch: The Epic “Homed”?

The Prelude to Middlemarch describes the life of Saint Theresa, who went out with
her brother to ‘seek martyrdom in the country of the Moors’. Whilst this great feat of
Theresa and Rodrigo is immediately ironised as mock-epic through the use of the verb
‘toddled’ and reference to ‘domestic reality” meeting them ‘in the shape of uncles’
and ‘turning them back from their great resolve’, Theresa does, ultimately, achieve
what she wants. She succeeds in finding ‘her epos in the reform of a religious order’
[MM, 3].”> Later-day Theresas, by contrast, are beset by a ‘meanness of opportunity’
that has provided for them ‘no epic life’ in which there can be found the ‘constant
unfolding of far-resonant action’ [MM, 3]. In the nineteenth century, there was ‘no
coherent social faith and order which could perform the function of knowledge for the
ardently willing soul’, and a modern-day Theresa’s idealism is ‘disapproved as
extravagance’ [MM, 3]. This is what Morson means when designating Dorothea a

“generic refugee”. To quote that critic:

2 An insightful analysis of the prologue can be found in U. C. Knoepflmacher, ‘Middlemarch: An
Avuncular View’, Nineteenth-Century Fiction, 30.1 (1975), 53-81. Criticising Mr Brooke’s negligent
guardianship of Dorothea, he argues: ‘Mr Brooke inverts the role of St Theresa’s uncle: instead of
preventing an unnecessary martyrdom, he facilitates it” (74).
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The Prologue to Middlemarch compares its heroine to Saint Theresa,

whose nature “demanded an epic life”; but “later-born Theresas”

unfortunately live in a time, and a genre, that makes epic or saintly action

impossible. Dorothea’s story thus becomes the story of a heroine from

one genre forced to live in another.”
Whilst one might contest the conflation of epic and saintly models here—epic heroes
inhabit environments hospitable to heroism, whilst saints are almost universally
ostracised from their fellow-men—Morson’s term is still a useful shorthand to denote
the non-coincidence of Dorothea and her generic chronotope. There was a deeply
held sense, in both Eliot and Dostoevsky, that the moral and scientific complexity of
the nineteenth century did complicate, if not entirely preclude, the kind of heroism
that earlier generations could exhibit. Thus, in The Idiot, Prince Myshkin bemoans
the difficulty of action in an age without a unified or ‘coherent social faith and order’
(to use Eliot’s language):

Torma moau ObUTH Kak-TO 00 OHOM HJEE, a TETepb HEPBHEE, pa3BUTEE,

CEHCHUTHUBHEE, KaK-TO O JIBYX, O TPEX HJESIX 3apas3... TENEePEIIHNN YeTT0BEK

mupe, — ", KIEIHYCbh, 9TO-TO U MCIIACT EMY OBITH TAKUM OIHOCOCTAaBHBIM

YeJI0BEKOM, KaK B TeX BeKax... [8, 433]
Eliot and Dostoevsky differ, of course, in their evaluation of this disintegration, and
diverge sharply in their visions of how best to confront it, but the problem is
nevertheless assumed and stated by both writers.

A standard reading of Middlemarch presents Dorothea as a character who

begins with a ‘Theresa-Complex’ (to use Laurence Lerner’s memorable term),”* and
who gradually learns that her idealism is incompatible with her own age of

‘indefiniteness’ [MM, 4], that her desire for beneficent activity is best realised in

‘unhistoric acts’ and an ‘incalculably diffusive’ heroism that has long and rightly been

3 Morson, ‘The God of Onions’, p. 112.

™ Laurence Lerner, ‘Dorothea and the Theresa-Complex’, in George Eliot: Middlemarch: A Casebook,
ed. by Patrick Swinden (London: Macmillan, 1972), pp. 225-47. Lerner defines the Theresa-complex
as ‘a yearning to do good in the world which is so intense that it must answer to some emotional need
in the Theresa herself” (p. 225).
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associated with Eliot’s ethical vision [MM, 838]. The narrator finally consigns
Theresa to history in the Finale, saying: ‘there is no inward creature whose inward
being is so strong that it is not greatly determined by what lies outside it. A new
Theresa will hardly have the opportunity of reforming a conventual life...” [MM,
838]. The ‘what lies outside’, the “world” of the provincial town—a socio-economic
milieu painted throughout with realist exactitude—succeeds in draining Dorothea’s
idealism. Rather than ending on a note of bombastic triumph, the novel redefines
heroism in a modern, deterministic world, and offers a more clear-headed appraisal of
heroic activity in the nineteenth century than had Carlyle in On Heroes.”

Various critics argue convincingly for such a reading. Among the most
persuasive is Nicola Trott, who maintains that movement of the novel is from the
Prelude’s ‘impossible standards’ to the ‘achievable ends of the Finale’.”® Trott argues
that the diffuse actions of the Finale elevate the novel to the status of a “home epic”
and constitute the ‘highest embodiment of that limited ideal’.”’ The ideal she has in
mind here is empathy, such that Dorothea becomes ‘a heroine of the epic of

299

“alternative points of view”.”® Meanwhile, Joseph Wiesenfarth suggests that since
‘opportunities for fulfilling oneself in the grand heroic way are rare and
extraordinary’,” Eliot offers her readers a ‘heroine of compassion’®’, and expands the
scope of heroic virtues to include integrity, fellow-feeling, intelligence, and love.*’

Alison Booth examines Dorothea’s status as a heroine—not hero—and suggests that

all Eliot’s heroes (men included) display what she regards as the ‘feminine ideal of

> Such is the argument of Joseph Wiesenfarth, ‘Carlyle and the Prelude to Middlemarch’, George
Eliot—George Henry Lewes Studies, 50/51 (2006), 143-46. Here, p. 146.

7 Nicola Trott, ‘Middlemarch and the “Home Epic™, in Master Narratives: Tellers and Telling in the
English Novel, ed. by Richard Gravil (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2001), pp. 139-57. Here, p. 157.

7 Ibid., p. 156.

’ Ibid.

7 Joseph Wiesenfarth, George Eliot’s Mythmaking (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1977), p. 189.

% Ibid., p. 187.

81 See ibid., chapter 8, passim.
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selflessness’ (as opposed to the masculine cult of the assertive Great Man).*> The
ultimate expression of this heroism is the abnegation of the self as ‘the heroine or hero
earns quiet honor by subsuming her or his self in the common life’.* Booth argues
that whilst Dorothea is an ‘exceptional being’, she divests herself of egoism and
‘diffus[es her] identity’ at the end of the novel.*

What emerges from these critics (and Pavel, quoted in the introduction) is that
heroism in Middlemarch has been reconfigured: action (heroic feats) is superseded by
virtue (classical and modern). Empathy, integrity, compassion, intelligence, love,
self-renunciation: this is the stuff of George Eliot’s heroic vision, and it is by no
means inferior to the epic activity of Achilles or the public work of Carlyle’s Great
Men. Indeed, it seems to me that Eliot recognises the reality of a world in which
banality (rather than evil) and obscurity (rather than opposition) call for a mode of
ethical behaviour that does not blithely recapitulate out-dated models. Throughout
the novel, she exposes characters who do not adapt their vision to the reality of
modernity, such as when the narrator comments on Ladislaw’s preference for fairy-
tale heroics:

If Mr Casaubon had been a dragon who had carried her off to his lair with
his talons simply and without legal forms it would have been an
unavoidable feat of heroism to release her and fall at her feet. But he was
something more unmanageable than a dragon: he was a benefactor with
collective society at his back [...] [MM, 209]

Both Carlyle and Lukécs regretted that the modern age was one of ‘false simulacra’,*®

of ethical forms that were, in Galin Tihanov’s words, ‘infested by soulless and

82 Alison Booth, Greatness Engendered: George Eliot and Virginia Woolf (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1992), p. 130.

% Ibid., p. 133.

¥ Ibid., p. 166.

% Carlyle, On Heroes, p. 116.
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petrified conventions’,* and in this passage Eliot materialises those ‘legal forms’ to
expose the gap between Ladislaw’s heroic self-understanding and the real world—the
‘what lies outside’—with which Ladislaw must, in reality, contend. St George is no
match for a benefactor.

As far as Dorothea is concerned, Eliot presents her as a character born not too
early (like Tkachev’s Felix), but too late. In another place, at another time, she might
have achieved something momentous, have attained fame, that would have brought
mourners to her ‘unvisited tomb’ [MM, 838]. But she cannot be heroic in the milieu
of Middlemarch, an environment in which she is always an exile. She doesn’t even
speak the language of the town. Brought up in Switzerland, she now finds herself, in
respect of the tenants on Brooke’s farm, ‘on a mission to people whose language 1 do
not know’ [MM, 29], and in respect of her own social stratum, she ‘never called
anything by the same name that all the people around me did’ [MM, 537]. She stands
out from her surroundings like a ‘fine quotation from the Bible,—or from one of our
elder poets,—in a paragraph of to-day’s newspaper’ [MM, 7], just as her spartan dress
and want of jewellery set her apart from the bejewelled Celia and Rosamond.®’
Rosamond—herself dreaming of escape from Middlemarch—notices, not without a
certain awe, that Dorothea’s clothes are ‘all out of fashion’, and that they would be
better draped on an Imogene or Cato’s daughter. ‘To Rosamond,” we are told, ‘she
[Dorothea] was one of those county divinities not mixing with Middlemarch
mortality’ as well as a ‘dramatic heroine’ who wore a halo [MM, 432]. Meanwhile,
Mrs Cadwallader’s assessment of Dorothea’s generic position is scathing: ‘think what

a bore you might become to yourself and your fellow-creatures if you were always

% Galin Tihanov, The Master and the Slave: Lukdcs, Bakhtin, and the Ideas of their Time (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000), p. 169.

%7 On Dorothea’s unconventional dress as an epic trope, see Neil Roberts, ‘Epic and Novel in George
Eliot’, in Face to Face: Bakhtin in Russia and the West, ed. by Carol Adlam, Rachel Falconer, et al
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), pp. 299-310, especially p. 302.
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playing the tragedy-queen and taking things sublimely’ [MM, 537]. The prevailing
critical consensus, outlined above, seems to agree with Mrs Cadwallader that
Dorothea errs insofar as she plays the heroine, and succeeds insofar as she casts off
that role® and sublimates her heroic longings into diffuse virtue, a sublimation that
essentially divests her of powerful individuality (Booth’s subsuming of the self) and
limits her efficaciousness among her immediate neighbours (what we might call
“microscopic philanthropy”, or even, to borrow from Zosima’s lexicon in The
Brothers Karamazov, “active love”).

Dorothea’s idealism is not relentlessly ironised, however, and her desire to
stand out from Middlemarch society by doing something socially significant, is
treated with sympathy as well as censure. Lerner has argued that it is the object of
Dorothea’s ardour (her misplaced passion for Casaubon) rather than its strength that
Eliot castigates.” Moreover, she at least has the self-awareness to know that if she
wishes to find fulfilment of her yearnings, she must invest in her own education—
against, by and large, the wishes of her community, with Mr Brooke in particular
cautioning her that it won’t do for a woman to know to much [MM, 388]. Like Eliot,
she teaches herself Greek, venturing into the male domain of classical study, since her
society has decreed that learning is the preserve of men: ‘surely learned men kept the

only oil; and who more learned than Mr Casaubon’ [MM, 87].° She is not wrong:

% Stefanie Markovits argues that acting—in the duel sense of “taking action” and “appearing on
stage”—is always treated with caution by Eliot, and its negative results reinforce her conservative
values. Since good cannot exist in isolation, any action will entail good as well as bad; such is the case
when Felix “acts” as the head of the mob. See her ‘George Eliot’s Problem with Action’, Studies in
English Literature, 1500-1900, 41.4 (2001), 785-803.

James Day argues that in Stendhal, it is only when Julien Sorel stops acting the hero that he is
able to realise his authentic self. See Stendhal’s Paper Mirror, chapter 5, “Fictional Roles and the
Hero’s Search for (Literary) Identity”.

% Lerner, ‘Dorothea and the Theresa-Complex’, p. 229.

% On women’s educational opportunities with respect to the classics, see Isabel Hurst, Victorian
Women’s Writers and the Classics: The Feminine of Homer (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006).
The most impressive account of Eliot’s use of Greek legend in her novels is Richard Jenkyns’s The
Victorians and Ancient Greece (Oxford: Blackwood, 1980).
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that ghoulish pedant is the most learned man in the novel, and Dorothea chooses him
as Middlemarch’s only escape from the status quo. What alternative did she have,
condemned to live in a world in which she ‘had always been giving out ardour and
had never been fed with much from the living beings around her’ [MM, 221]? She
could have built cottages with Chettam (who approved of her plans), but this would
involve coalescence with what U. C. Knoepflmacher calls ‘Sir James’ vegetative
world of Feshritt’,”" a world in which ever-superior Celia is endlessly bouncing her
little Buddha on her knee.’*

I suggest that any reading of the novel that equates prosaic goodness with
moral maturity, and heroic aspiration with dangerous whimsy, conflates too readily
Eliot’s acceptance of the problem of heroic action in the nineteenth century with her
celebration of prosaic accomplishment. In other words, Eliot may well accept that the
age of heroes is past. Whether she applauds its passing is, however, open to question.
In order to elucidate this point, I wish to distinguish between three perspectives of the
novel’s Finale: the narrator’s, Dorothea’s, and the author’s. In my view, critics such
as Trott, Wiesenfarth, Pavel, and Booth, have too readily accepted the narrator’s
positive defence of diffuseness, which is clearly expressed in the novel’s famous
closing maxim that ‘the growing good of the world is partly dependent on unhistorical
acts’ [MM, 838]. Whilst the narrator does not hold that progress is entirely dependent
on diffuseness (it is only ‘partly’ dependent on it, and ‘half-owing’ to the number who
lived faithfully a hidden life), it is nevertheless the only half he mentions, and as such
it is fair to regard it as the dominant prism through which he conceives positive heroic

action.

! Knoepflmacher, ‘Middlemarch: An Avuncular View’, p. 66.
%2 On the ironisation of Celia, see Lerner, ‘Dorothea and the Theresa-Complex’.
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Seen from Dorothea’s perspective, however, diffuseness is not the chief
positive good. Dorothea had originally ‘longed for work which would be directly
beneficent like sunshine and rain’ [MM, 475], and, in her view, this is precisely what
she attains at the close in a life st#ill full of emotion and with ‘beneficent activity
which she had not the doubtful pains of discovering and marking out for herself’
[MM, 836]; in other words, through her marriage to Ladislaw, she finds an arena in
which her social programme can be realised. The fact that she must achieve it
through Ladislaw, and not on her own, does not bother her as much as it does those
who knew her (and subsequently feminist critics) who ‘thought it a pity that so
substantive and rare a creature should have been absorbed in the life of another’; in
fact, she ‘like[s] nothing better’ than that she should give ‘wifely help’ to Will as an
‘ardent public man’ [MM, 836]. (After all, her idealism was no weaker when she
gave herself to Casaubon as an amanuensis.) It is perfectly acceptable to ask, of
course, why Eliot decides to have Dorothea give up,’ so long as we recognise that the
question implies an ethical judgement imposed on, rather than emanating from,
Dorothea’s own experience. 1 believe that J. Hillis Miller is right to argue that
Dorothea has not lost her ardour at the close of the novel, that her falling in love with
Will and her decision to give her life to him are ‘based on ardor, feeling, and “will”
(in the sense of a spontaneous life force) rather than on clear-seeing theory’,”* and
that, far from conceding the defeat of her idealistic aspirations, Dorothea, in fact,
‘fulfils herself by becoming a wife and mother’.”> If we recall Trott’s phrasing of the

novel’s trajectory as one from the Prelude’s impossible standards to the Finale’s

93 Booth, Greatness Engendered, p. 137.

% J. Hillis Miller, ‘A Conclusion in Which Nothing is Concluded: Middlemarch’s “Finale™, in
Middlemarch in the Twenty-First Century, ed. by Karen Chase (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2006), pp. 133-56. Here, p. 142.

% Ibid., p. 151.
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achievable ends, we must admit that it is a trajectory of which Dorothea is not herself
cognisant.

That Dorothea does not herself conceive of her actions as being primarily
diffusive does not mean, of course, that the narrator is wrong. Lack of self-awareness
is, after all, a defect, and Dorothea’s heroic self-understanding is not necessarily as
valid as the omniscient narrator’s assessment of the true nature of her heroism.
Indeed, Miller admits as much when he comments that ‘Dorothea is never [...]
shown as able to articulate her understanding as clearly as the narrator’.”® However, it
is my contention that the author’s sympathies lie just as much with Dorothea, as they
do with the narrator’s eloquent formulation of the value of diffuseness. In other
words, whilst Eliot might recognise Dorothea’s contribution to the growing good of
the world lies precisely in its diffuseness, she laments this as much as she celebrates
it. The final lines of Middlemarch, after all, allow for another “half” of heroism, an
altogether more direct and “calculable” part.”’

The language that usually surrounds discussions of the effectiveness of Eliot’s
heroines in the public sphere, and, indeed, that of historical women more generally,
belongs overwhelmingly to the semantic field of influence. In her study of nineteenth
century women’s biographies, for example, Rohan Maitzen notes how biographers
frequently stress the importance of the indirect agency of female subjects, and she
quotes Hannah Lawrance’s lament that in the present age (that is, the nineteenth
century) so little was known about ‘the women whose powerful influence moulded
the characters to whom we owe our national greatness’.”® Similarly, Alison Booth

argues that women’s most effective means of social engagement is through the

96 11.:
Ibid., p. 141.

7 On Eliot’s own struggle against anonymity see Bonnie J. Lisle, ‘Art and Egoism in George Eliot’s

Poetry’, Victorian Poetry, 22.3 (1984), 263-78.

%8 Maitzen, “The Feminine Preserve™’, p. 381; see also pp. 382-86.
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infiltration of ‘the public sphere with feminine influence’.” This view, incidentally,
seems to have obtained in Russia too. Since women often ran literary salons, they
were credited with an influence on the development of Russian literature, even
without producing any novels. Irina Paperno has shown how Chernyshevsky valued
the influence of Olga Sokratovna and Avdotya Panaeva in this respect (the latter he
congratulated for her influence on Nekrasov, rather than for her own artistic

1% Within literary works we see women capable of influence rather than

production).
direct action. At the end of Rudin, for example, Turgenev appears to lament that the
heroine, Natalya, was born ‘out of due season’ (to quote Frank Seeley) and the best
she can hope for is that her ideals will be bequeathed to her children and will live on

. . 101
in the next generation. 0

This feminine ideal becomes entirely de-gendered in
Dostoevsky, as the epigraph to The Brothers Karamazov (the corn of wheat falling to
the ground and yielding much crop) provides a structuring principle to the book, as
well as a foretaste of Zosima’s ethical ideal. Indeed, when she appraises the reasons
why Zosima is more effective than Dostoevsky’s previous holy men, Ziolkowsky
asserts that it is precisely his ‘influence’ (not: action) in the world of the novel that
secures this reputation.'%*

Does Eliot genuinely endorse this celebration of influence at the expense of
action? Certainly, the novel’s ending seems to find problematic rather than
celebratory the heroine’s diffuse efficaciousness. Like the ending to Felix Holt, the

Finale of Middlemarch exempts Dorothea from a lifetime of domestic utility in

Middlemarch by transplanting her to a bigger, better arena: George Eliot’s London.

9 Booth, Greatess Engendered, p. 134.

1% See Paperno, Chernyshevsky, p. 99.

"% Erank Seeley, Turgenev: A Reading of His Fiction (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991),
p. 181.

12 See Ziolkowsky, Hagiography, p. 153.
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In chapter 51, Ladislaw had recognised what needed to be done in order to win
Dorothea’s affection:

Why should he stay? If the impassable gulf between himself and

Dorothea were ever to be filled up, it must rather be by his going away

and getting into a thoroughly different position than staying here and

slipping into deserved contempt as an understrapper of Brooke’s. Then

came the young dream of wonders that he might do—in five years, for

example: political writing, political speaking, would get a higher value

now public life was going to be wider and more national, and they might

give him such distinction that he would not seem to be asking Dorothea to

step down for him. Five years:— [MM, 507; my italics; punctuation in

the original]
‘Going away’, ‘in five years’: Ladislaw knows that Middlemarch does not provide a
chronotope for heroism. Rather than insisting that Dorothea content herself with
doing good for the few within her reach, Eliot lets her escape, freeing her from the
novel’s ‘terrestrial gravity’. Dorothea has neither submerged nor sublimated her epic
impulse, and the epic has not been “homed”. Dorothea ends the novel not at home
but elsewhere, on a street (much to Celia’s horror) and ‘among queer people’ [MM,
820]. As Shuttleworth writes, ‘Dorothea might ultimately wish to surrender desires
for the self and to achieve full incorporation within the surrounding organism but
George Eliot saves her from this fate’.!” T have already questioned whether this is
Dorothea’s desire, but Shuttleworth is certainly right about George Eliot’s reluctance
to abandon Dorothea to the provincial organism. It is my belief that by exiling
Dorothea to London, Eliot suggests that her heroic vision has not been stilled, but will
be rekindled elsewhere—but, unlike in Middlemarch, she is now able to enjoy an
arena where beneficent action is possible, and, unlike in Middlemarch, it is

unencumbered by those inconvenient features of realism: excessive introspection and

struggle.

19 Shuttleworth, George Eliot, p. 9.
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In an early chapter, Dorothea outlined her vision for married life with
Casaubon:

It would be my duty to study so that I might help him the better in his

great works. There would be nothing trivial about our lives. Everyday-

things with us would mean the greatest things. And then I should know

what to do, when I got older: I should see how it was possible to lead a

grand life here—now—in England [MM, 29; my italics].
Dorothea is forced to come to terms with the fact that she will not find this ‘grand’
chronotope in Middlemarch. It is testament to the contradictory nature of Eliot’s
concept of two-halved heroism that she then absolves her heroine of inhabiting the
everyday world of the novel at the close. Contrary to Booth’s assertion, Dorothea
does not subsume herself in the common life, but escapes it. In Middlemarch, only
the Garths, and their adoptive Fred Vincy, are content with prosaic anonymity. Eliot
will not let Dorothea succumb to this democratic spirit. Far from accepting the
narrator’s claim that the Theresa of “Miss Brooke” has acquiesced to stand among the
ranks of the ‘many Theresas’ [MM, 3] of Middlemarch, my reading suggests that Eliot
still clings to a heroic ideal of individual singularity, despite the narrator’s best
attempts to disavow it. Although when viewed in this light the ending can be seen as
a betrayal of the narrator’s sublime vision, which Eliot partly shared, it does assume
that there is no single key that will unlock her conception of the heroic. This heroic
impulse is nothing more than a potential, and the beneficent action of Mrs Ladislaw is
never explicated. Nevertheless, it betrays Eliot’s hope that the Great Woman is not a
contradiction in terms as she interrogates the narrator’s ironic assumption that ‘nature
[has] intended greatness for men’ [MM, 389]. However much Eliot might admire

Mary Garth’s heroism of the home, she knew too well from her own biography that

exile is, however regrettably, the only resort for those unable to settle for anonymity.
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Excursus: Dostoevsky’s Divided Heroes

By retaining this heroic surplus, Eliot has stopped short of the ethical vision of her
Russian contemporary, Leo Tolstoy. In War and Peace, Tolstoy stated that the Great
Man was a fiction, that generals, ministers, and kings had, in fact, remarkably little to
do with the movement of history, '°* and that it was anachronistic to ascribe to them
the powers of an epic hero:
JIpeBHUE OCTaBWIM HaM 0Opa3Ibl TEPOMYECKUX MOAM, B KOTOPHIX T'epOr
COCTAaBIIIIOT BECh HWHTEPEC HCTOPUHM, a MBI BCE €IIe HE MOXKEM
IIPUBBIKHYTH K TOMY, YTO JUI HAIIEr0 YEJIOBEYECKOTO BPEMEHU HCTOPUSA
TAKOTO POjia He nMeeT cMbicia.'
Napoleon is again in view here, and, as Tolstoy was serialising his novel in The
Russian Messenger, Dostoevsky too was bringing that Great Man down to size in the
same journal. As Molly Wesling has noted, the demythologisations were quite
different. Tolstoy unmasked Napoleon from the outside, showing him in his
corporeal vulgarity; Dostoevsky’s Napoleon, revealed in Raskolnikov, is disembodied
and ideational, surrounded by a halo of terror.'”® Raskolnikov’s heroic aspirations are
repeatedly undermined in the novel, and shown to be utterly dependent on a
contingency over which Napoleon ought to triumph. Zametov’s question, ‘Yx He
Hamoneon nm kakoit Oymymuit u Hamry AsieHy lBaHOBHY Ha TpOIIION HEJENe
TornopoM ykokommmin?’, neatly demystifies Raskolnikov’s hubris: he is not unique, but
rather one future Napoleon among many (recalling Pushkin’s ‘™Mb Bce rmsiamm B

Hamoneonsr’); he is not the conqueror of Egypt, but of “our” named, singular Alyona

Ivanovna; he did not act in History, but merely last week; and his supposedly grand

"% Ilia Stambler brings Tolstoy and Carlyle’s views of history into dialogue in his article ‘Heroic

Power in Thomas Carlyle and Leo Tolstoy’, The European Legacy, 11.7 (2006), 737-51.
105 Tolstoi, Sobranie sochinenii, V1, p. 211.
1% Wesling, Napoleon in Russian Cultural Mythology, p. 123.
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action is accomplished with a verb—roughly approximating “to bump off’—that
could not be more at odds with its Napoleonic subject.

Moreover, Raskolnikov did not commit his murder with the idealism of his
forebear. Whilst Napoleon—in the assessment of such luminaries as Carlyle and
Pushkin—sought to preserve the ideals of the French Revolution, spreading
Enlightenment in the trail of his star, Raskolnikov turns in on himself. His murder, he
eventually discovers, is motivated not by a desire to enact a viable social programme,
but constitutes rather a test of will, ‘an aspect of self-inquiry, of pure experiment’.'"’

For Dostoevsky, there is something about the Russian character, so often
divided between its Petrine and Orthodox heritage, that makes meaningful social
action difficult, and none of his characters ever really achieve it. This difficulty is
particularly pronounced in The Gambler, in which ethnographic meditations figure
heavily. Joseph Frank suggests that the novel reads as an ‘ambivalent commentary’
on the Russian national character which, on the one hand, resists the ‘Philistine
penny-pinching of the Germans’, the ‘perfidious patina of the French’ and the ‘solidly
helpful but unattractively stodgy virtues of the English’,'® but on the other is not
capable of the industry of those nations. The English Mr Astley is right (in
Dostoevsky’s estimation) when he says to Aleksey:

BBl umMenu HEKOTOpbIE CIIOCOOHOCTH, JKUBOW XapaKTep M OBUIA YEIIOBEK
HEypHOI1; BBl Ja’ke€ MOTJIM OBITh TIOJE3HBI BallleMy OTEYECTBY, KOTOPOE
TaK HY)XIaeTcs B JIIOASX, HO — Bbl OCTAaHETECh 3/IeCh, W Balla >XU3Hb
KOHYeHa... Ha Mol B3risia, Bce pyccKHe TaKOBbI WM CKJIIOHHBI OBITh
TaKkoOBBIMH [...| He mepBbIif BBl HE TTOHUMaeTe, YTO Takoe TPy (I HE O
Hapojie BaiieM roropro)’ [5, 317].

For Dostoevsky, only the common people (narod) had the wherewithal to labour.

What they lacked, however, was the vision. Dostoevsky’s heroes tend to be so

197 Robert L. Jackson, ‘Napoleon in Russian Literature’, Yale French Studies, 26 (1960), 106-18. Here,
p. 113.

198 Joseph Frank, Dostoevsky: The Miraculous Years (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995), p.
181.

161



consumed with the latter that they scorn the former. None of his heroes have what we
might call “proper” jobs.'”

In The Idiot, it falls to the scion of a noble family to enact salvation in
modern-day Russia. Dostoevsky had intended to create a quixotic figure without the
comic qualities of Cervantes’s prototype; as Gary Rosenshield notes, Aglaya
Epanchina shares Dostoevsky’s desire for a serious reincarnation of Don Quixote and
takes Myshkin to be precisely the embodiment of her own chivalrous idea, reciting
Pushkin’s “The Poor Knight” to that effect.''” However, neither Dostoevsky’s ideal
of a saviour, nor Aglaya’s of a knight, can be realised in the modern world of St
Petersburg, since Myshkin is too isolated from society to be its champion. In the past
chronotope of knightly escapades—of battles in far off lands, of maidens locked in
castles, of uncontested belief in the values of honour and love; of a temporality that
did not erode idealism—it was possible to believe in a single vision, and necessary—
rather than ridiculous—to give up home and hearth in search of its realisation.

But the knight’s singular vision (‘oH uMmen ogHO BHAEHbe ) cannot be
sustained in the novel, as Myshkin’s love is divided between two objects: Aglaya and
Nastasya Filippovna. Aglaya’s ideal is shown to be illusory as, in Joseph Frank’s
words, ‘nothing could be less characteristic of the Prince than the deeds of military
valor performed during the Crusades by the Poor Knight in the service of the

Christian faith>.'"!

His heroic values are more akin to those ascribed to Eliot by Trott,
Wiesenfarth, and Booth: compassion, meekness, and humility. But unlike Eliot’s

incarnation of such virtues, Dostoevsky exposes them as utterly insufficient to combat

1% Michael André Bernstein argues that this contributes to the class rage of some of his protagonists: ‘it
is fascinating how many of his most tormented Abject Heroes are unemployed, or merely embittered,
university intellectuals’. Bitter Carnival: Ressentiment and the Abject Hero (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1992), p. 96.

"% Gary Rosenshield, Challenging the Bard: Dostoevsky and Pushkin, a Study of Literary Relationship
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2013), p. 224.

" Erank, Dostoevsky: The Miraculous Years, p. 334.
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a world of intrigues, jealousies, scandals and conflicting love interests. Like Ladislaw
in search of his dragon, Aglaya does not understand that the mode of heroism she
craves is long out of date.

Lebedev is aware of this, and laments it. He recalls the heroic deed of a
cannibal who handed himself into church authorities, despite the torments that might
await him, and asserts that he was compelled to do so by a ‘cBsa3yromas,
Hanpasisomas Meicabs’ that could be relied upon to animate or constrain moral
behaviour in the past [8, 315]. This thought—similar to the ‘national idea’ in sync
with which young Theresa’s heart beat [MM, 3]—is no longer uncontested in the
modern age, and, as Aileen Kelly has demonstrated, almost all of Dostoevsky’s
characters bear within themselves their creator’s divided conscience, which she
argues is a struggle between faith and reason that is never resolved.''> Kelly argues
that this struggle—expressed succinctly in Dostoevsky’s claim that he was a ‘nurs
Beka, AuTs HeBepus u comuenus [28:1, 176]—should not be understood as an age-
old conflict between faith and doubt whose conclusion is essentially foregone, but
rather a specific manifestation of a nineteenth-century struggle that juxtaposes
humanism and Christianity, and finds both alluring and problematic.

If great feats, such as the cannibal’s, are unachievable in the modern world
since there is not a common set of values to undergird them, all that is left for
Dostoevsky’s heroes, it seems, is the hope that their small actions might diffuse into
the wider world. This is the ideal expressed by Zosima, in his metaphor that goodness
ramifies like ripples in a pond. Apart from in his restoration of Marie, Myshkin is
hardly able to achieve even this, as his smallest acts are misconstrued and merely

propel the novel’s tragic dénouement. Nevertheless, long before The Brothers

12 Ajleen Kelly, ‘Dostoevskii and the Divided Conscience’, Slavic Review, 47.2 (1988), 239-60.

163



Karamazov, there is evidence that Dostoevsky did believe, like Eliot, that prosaic
accomplishments were valuable by virtue of their diffuseness. He excoriated the men
of Herzen’s generation who (in his provocative reading) declared their devotion to the
betterment of humanity without acting to take the necessary steps to begin that
process, who wanted titanic results without prosaic effort. Rather than trying to
restructure society, Herzen’s generation would be better, Dostoevsky argued, to teach
a single child to read: ‘Illaraiite BMecTOo ceMu MWJIb MO BEPIIKY [...] CHH30MAMTE,
cam3oiauTe g0 Mampumka’ [18, 68]. In the notebooks for The Idiot, the Prince
himself was conscious that great feats for the good of humanity should come second
to acts of service to our neighbours: ‘KHsS3p 00BsIBISET, KOTJa >KCHHUTCS Ha
H<acracke> @<unummoBHe™>, 4YTO Jydll€ OJHY BOCKPECUTb, YE€M IIOJIBUTH
Anekcannpa Makenonckoro’ [9, 268]. The question remains whether Dostoevsky
himself was any more satisfied with such small-scale accomplishments (and their
implied anonymity) than Eliot. He did not, after all, start a provincial school for
children like Tolstoy, but taught crowds of people in Moscow in his Pushkin address.
More importantly, we must ask whether these small acts fully exhaust Dostoevsky’s
conception of the heroic or whether there is another “half” of heroism that he has yet
to abjure. This question will form the basis of my treatment of The Brothers
Karamazov, in which 1 question Gary Saul Morson’s claim that prosaics—his
doctrine holding that ordinary, undramatic, and unnoticed actions are more important,
historically and morally, than large-scale, conventionally “historic” events''*—is
apotheosised in the novel.

Certainly, no such synthesis had occurred by the time Dostoevsky wrote The

'3 Morson’s most succinct formulation of this term can be found in his Hidden in Plain View:
Narrative and Creative Potentials in War and Peace (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1987), pp.
126-28. For him prosaics recognises the ‘efficacy of the ordinary’ (p. 126).
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Adolescent, in which Versilov, himself divided,''* correctly divines that the
eponymous Arkady is torn between two visions of the future: one of great deeds in the
world, the other of prosaic happiness at home:
Munblii MOW, S BOBCE HE XO4y MpEIbCTUTh Te0s KaKoKo-HUOYIb
OypKya3HOIO JTOOPOJETENhI0 B3aMEH TBOWX HJICAJOB, HE TBEPXKY TeOe,
YTO “cyacThe Jydlle OOrarbIpcTBa’; HAMpPOTUB, OOraThIPCTBO BBIILIE
BCSIKOTO CYACThs. [...] S UMEeHHO W yBaxaro TeOs 3a TO, YTO THI CMOT, B
Hallle MPOKUCIOE BPEMS, 3aBECTH B AYIIE CBOEH KaKyK-TO TaM ‘‘CBOKO
unero” (He Oecriokoiics, s oueHb 3anoMHuI). Ho Bce-Taku Henb3st ke He
moAayMath u 0 Mepe...[13, 174]
Happiness or heroism (bogatyrstvo)—this is Arkady’s choice. Dostoevsky’s use of
bogatyrstvo (a kind of primal heroism) is particularly suggestive here: to be heroic,
for the young generation, is not a matter of attaining to the status of a literary
protagonist (‘repoit’). Dostoevsky had created many compelling protagonists to
whom the designation of geroi, but not bogatyr, could pertain (the Underground Man
is a geroi who barely moves, let alone acts). Versilov seems to recognise that the
desire for heroic activity is entirely legitimate, and that it necessitates action in life as
well as status in the novel. Unfortunately for Arkady, however, bogatyrstvo is
unattainable in nineteenth-century Russia, whilst happiness is unsatisfying.
Lermontov’s lament still obtains: ‘Gorateipu — e Ber’.'"” In a decidedly unepic era
(the designation ‘mpokucioe Bpems could almost have been written by Lukécs),
Arkady is forced to temper his idealistic aspirations (‘3aBecTu B IyIie CBOEH KaKyro-

299

TO TaM “CBOIO HAeH0”’) by remembering that everything has to be kept in moderation

" In the novel, Versilov is torn between the so-called “Geneva idea” (that is, the possibility of virtue

without Christ) and the “Christ on the Baltic idea” (a vision of Christ returning to earth). In the view of
Charles Arndt (‘Wandering in Two Different Directions: Spiritual Wandering as the Ideological
Battleground in Dostoevsky’s The Adolescent’, The Slavic and East European Journal, 54.4 (2010),
607-25), Versilov’s act of smashing Makar’s icon in two at the end of the novel ‘symboliz[es] his own
divided nature’ (p. 621). Elsewhere Aileen Kelly succinctly characterises Versilov as ‘half-predator,
half-idealist, [and] devoured by doubts’ (‘Dostoevskii and the Divided Conscience’, p. 256). On
Arkady’s maturation, through a synthesis of his European and Russian heritage, see Lina Steiner, For
Humanity’s Sake: The Bildungsroman in Russian Culture (Toronto: Toronto University Press, 2011).
5 M. Tu Lermontov, ‘Borodino’ in Sobranie sochinenii, 4 vols, Stikhotvoreniia (Moscow:
Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1964), I, p. 24.
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(‘mogymath u 0 Mepe’).

Dostoevsky did, of course, provide positive models unencumbered by the
burden of a divided conscience. These include Sonya Marmeladova in Crime and
Punishment, Makar in The Adolescent, Zosima in The Brothers Karamazov, and
Tikhon in his various guises. The latter was conceived, in Dostoevsky’s notes for The
Life of a Great Sinner, as a response to the failed heroes of Russian literature, past
and present (‘D10 yx He Kocranxorio-c, He Hemel (3a0bl1 hamumuio) B ObmomoBe,
u He JlomyxoBel, He PaxmeroBe’ [29:1, 118]). The list shows Dostoevsky’s
engagement with the discourse of heroism in mid-century, but ultimately Dostoevsky
had not much improved on the efforts of his forebears: neither Sonya, nor Makar, nor
Tikhon, nor Zosima ever attain to the status of protagonists in Dostoevsky’s works.
They are all ostracised from the world (and in one case the pages) of the novel proper
and live in isolation (it is revealing that The Devils can stand with or without its
expunged chapter). The question of whether Dostoevsky could incarnate his heroic
aspirations in the thick-and-thin of the novelistic universe, to be tested in a specific

historical time and social context, is one to which I now turn.

The Devils: The Death of the Romantic Hero

The chronotope of The Devils is less clearly historicised than that of Treby Magna
and Middlemarch, although L. Saraskina does challenge Bakhtin’s view that time and
biography are essentially unimportant in Dostoevsky. Saraskina has undertaken the
task of dating each incident in the novel in calendar time, showing that the action

occurs between the end of September and beginning of October 1869.""® Whilst one

"¢ See L. Saraskina, Besy: Roman-preduprezhdenie (Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1990), esp. chapter 1.
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might view Saraskina’s findings as too systematic, it is certainly true that the
environment of the novel belongs distinctly to the world of the 1860s and its conflicts.

These conflicts are both ideological and metaphysical. As Joseph Frank
explains, The Devils is structured along two different generic axes—what Frank calls
the Pamphlet and the Poem.'"” Dostoevsky had initially intended to dispatch the work
quickly, conceiving it as a political pamphlet in which Peter Verkhovensky, modelled
on the real-life Sergey Nechaev, would take centre stage. Like Shigalyov, whose
system memorably begins with absolute freedom and ends in absolute despotism,
Verkhovensky subscribes to the beliefs of his real life prototype in despotic leadership
and a levelling of individuality.''® But whereas Shigalyov’s theory, which sets one
tenth of humanity against the remaining masses, is deferred to the future (he requires
at least ten of his group’s meetings to discuss his programme), Verkhovensky insists
that it must be implemented immediately. He criticises the group for its
provincialism, believing that the group have been constrained by their environment:
‘S1 moHMMaro, 4TO BaM 3/IeCh B TOPOJIMIIKE CKY4YHO, BBl M OpocaeTech Ha MHCAHYIO
oymary’ [10, 313]. Here, in the derisive gorodishko, they are unable to implement
their ideas and are content to let them remain on paper. As Anne Lounsbery has
shown, for Dostoevsky’s provincials, significance and greatness are the preserve of
the capital, not the province.'"” Verkhovensky’s role, as he conceives it, is to show
them that even the small town provides an arena for action, but it must be grasped not

in spouting liberal chatter, but through a politically-motivated assassination. The

17 See Frank, Dostoevsky: The Miraculous Years, Part 4.

"8 These ideas were put forward in Nechaev’s Catechism of a Revolutionary, which was influenced by
Tkachev’s Heroes of the Future. On the Catechism, see Joseph Frank, Dostoevsky: The Miraculous
Years, pp. 444-47. 1t fully endorsed the manipulation of leaders for the benefit of the revolutionary
cause. Such ideas justify Peter Verkhovensky’s manipulation of Varvara Petrovna and Madame von
Lembke in The Devils.

"9 Anne Lounsbery, ‘Dostoevskii’s Geography: Centers, Peripheries, and Networks in Demons’, Slavic
Review, 66.2 (2007), 211-29.
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bungled murder of Shatov at the close is testament to Verkhovensky’s inability to
orchestrate one death, let alone a hundred million.

However, it is the protagonist of the Poem who has a greater claim to
evaluation as the hero of the work, and in a letter to Strakhov in October 1870
Dostoevsky noted that Stavrogin had eclipsed Peter Stepanovich in terms of narrative
centrality: ‘BBICTYNHJIO €Ille HOBOE JIMIO, C MPETEH3HEel Ha HACTOSIIETO 2epos
pomaHa, TaKk 4YTO TPESKHUU Tepod (JIUI0 TOOOMBITHOE, HO JACHCTBUTEIHHO HE
CTOfAIleE MMEHU Teposi) ctan Ha BTopoil mian’ [29.1, 148; Dostoevsky’s italics].
Consequently, it is my contention that Dostoevsky’s conception of the heroic is better
tested against Stavrogin, who is at any rate the object of the characters’ hero-worship.

Stavrogin’s ethereal nature is surprising given his colourful backstory, much
of it fashioned out of the topoi of Romantic iconography, not least visible in the aura
of madness that he projects. Also surprising is the disaster his presence precipitates,
since he is perfectly capable of acts of kindness, as when he warns Shatov and
Lebyadkin that their lives are in danger.'*® His youthful escapades, in which he killed
at least two people and crippled a third, remind the townsfolk of Shakespeare’s Prince
Harry, whilst his journeys around Europe and to Egypt, Iceland, and Jerusalem,
however improbable, recall Romantic disaffection with domestic life—a disaffection
that might be channelled into exciting exploits on the border, abroad, or at sea, but
which cannot be dissipated in the provincial town. He might have fared better, to
recall the distinction in my Introduction, in a regional rather than provincial novel.
Moreover, his journey to Iceland was part of a scientific expedition [uchennaia
ekspeditsiia] [10, 45], briefly suggesting that he had the potential to be potential to be

a heroic man of science, like Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein. As it happens, he does

120 Richard Pope and Judy Turner discuss the positive potential of Stavrogin, calling him a person of
‘intelligence and talent” who fails ‘abjectly’ in life and does ‘so little good’. See their article ‘“Toward
Understanding Stavrogin’, Slavic Review, 49.4 (1990), 543-53.
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birth a monster.

Certainly, the residents of the town attribute to him a Byronic personality,
even in the present, and they expect him to avenge himself of Shatov’s slap as in a
Corsican vendetta [10, 167]. Marya Lebyadkina, meanwhile, believes he belongs to
the chivalric genre, calling him variously her knight and prince. One of the most
interesting and, I believe, insufficiently documented clues to his character comes from
the narrator, who compares him to the Decembrist M. S. Lunin (‘L—n’ in the text)
[10, 165]. The narrator notes that Lunin revelled in the sensation of danger, liked to

duel, met with convicts in Siberia, and fought wild bears in the forest.'*!

Pope and
Turner’s claim that the invocation of Lunin is designed to show that Stavrogin
surpasses the Decembrist in ‘sheer wickedness’ and ‘viciousness’ seems greatly
overstated, since there is nothing in Dostoevsky’s text, or the source material from
which he drew his portrait, to indicate that Lunin exhibited either of those vices.'**
More to the point is the observation of S. B. Okun, who suggests that ‘J[ocToeBckoro
JlyHuH uHTepecoBaJl HE KaK MbICIUTENb U peBoitonmonep [as he had interested
Herzen and Pushkin], a kak OeccTpamiHblii YelOBEK, BCerJa MpeHeOperaromii
omacHocTbi0’. > Okun’s absorbing biography of Lunin does indeed present him as a
firebrand, who at one stage in his military career challenged the Grand Duke
Constantine to a duel. This, at least, was the legend, and the difficulties Okun
experiences in reconstructing the incident testify to the depth of legend that

surrounded Lunin,'** one which Dostoevsky matches in Stavrogin.

How familiar Dostoevsky was with Lunin’s biography is not entirely clear,

12! The fighting of beasts seems to have been a Romantic activity, and is poeticised by Lermontov in

Mitsyri.

122 pope and Turner, ‘Toward Understanding Stavrogin’, p. 544.

1235 B. Okun’, Dekabrist M. S. Lunin (Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo Leningradskogo universiteta, 1985), p.
4,

124 See ibid., pp. 14ff.
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and since he is mentioned nowhere else in the writer’s oeuvre, it would be wrong to
overstate his influence over Dostoevsky’s creative imagination. L. G. Gofman is right
to suggest that the ‘cxonnbie ¢ Jlynunbim yepthl CTaBpornHa—~Oe3yMHasi oTBara u
Kakas-TO  CBEpXdYellOBeUeCKas CHjla  XapaKTepa—pa3BUBAIKNCHh  COBEPIICHHO
HE3aBHCHMO OT JKHBOTO 00pasia HEyCTPAalIMMOTO M TOpIOro aekadpucra’. '>
Nevertheless, Dostoevsky’s source—the reminiscences of the Decembrist Svistunov,
published in The Russian Archive'**—provides enough information about Lunin to
expose the differences between Stavrogin and this particular prototype. In the
memoirs, Lunin appears hungry for a fight, and eager to spread his love of duelling
among his regiment. Svistunov notes that the ‘ourymenue onacHoctu ObUIO AJs HETO
HacnaxaenneM’.'>. More recent biographies confirm this, with Okun noting his

. . . 12
reputation as an enthusiastic dueller.'?®

But when it comes to Stavrogin’s duel with
Gaganov, nothing could be more dissimilar: he repeatedly stresses (and much to his
opponent’s annoyance) his desire to reconcile, such that Irina Reyfman argues that he
fails to live up to the honour code and at any rate achieves the opposite of his
intention (Gaganov is enraged rather than pacified).'*’

Moreover, Svistunov makes clear that Lunin had an active Catholic faith that
could not be more alien to Stavrogin (who taught Shatov, in typically Slavophile
rhetoric, that Catholicism was not true Christianity). A detailed study of Lunin’s

Catholicism by Glynn Barrett shows that it controlled his political thought and

action.”® He also shows that Lunin was well aware of his tempestuous nature, and

1231, G. Gofman, ‘Dekabristy i Dostoevskii’, in Tainye obshchestva v Rossii v nachale XIX stoletiia:
Shornik materialov, statei i vospominanii (Moscow: Glavlit, 1925), pp. 192-98. Here, p. 197.

126 <Otpoved’ P. N. Svistunova’, Russkii arkhiv, 2 (1871), 334-53.

127 1bid., p. 346.

128 Okun’, Dekabrist M. S. Lunin, p. 11

129 See Irina Reyfman, Ritualized Violence Russian Style: The Duel in Russian Culture and Literature
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1999), pp. 243-44.

130 G. R. Barratt, ‘The Catholicism of Mikhail Sergeyevich Lunin’, The Slavonic and East European
Review, 49.115 (1971), 255-71.
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turned to Catholicism as a necessary ‘defence against himself’."”' Whilst we cannot
assume that Dostoevsky undertook historical research on Barrett’s scale, Svistunov
nevertheless makes it abundantly clear, much to his own bewilderment, that Lunin

held fast to the tenets and practices of Catholicism.'*?

By the time he arrives back at
Skvoreshniki for the second time, Stavrogin no longer has any faith to sustain him,
and relies entirely on himself. Joseph Frank writes that ‘his quest is a spiritual
experimentation totally preoccupied with itself, totally closed within the ego, and
hence incapable of self surrender to the absolute that it is presumably seeking’.'* T
suggest that by the time the novel begins, his titanic will, constantly tested and
stretched, is the only absolute he has left—and by the end of the novel, he doesn’t
even have that.

Like Raskolnikov, whose Napoleonic ambition collapsed into self-enquiry and
experiment, Stavrogin has no lasting positive impact on his environment. As

134 .
3 Lunin,

Stepanian puts it, Prince Harry never assumes the civic role of King Henry.
of course, was compelled by his patriotism to rise up against autocracy for the good of
society.'” Stavrogin has no such social programme, and is charged by Shatov of
having lost touch with his homeland altogether—he is, after all, a nobleman’s son, a
particularly perilous Dostoevskian category.

The ways in which Stavrogin differs from the historical Lunin are important
not so much in themselves, as in the way they illustrate the difficulty of heroism in the

1860s. In The Idiot, Lebedev had compared the machine age to the age of the twelfth-

century cannibal. Lunin was active in the same century as Stavrogin, and yet the

Bl bid., p. 264.

132 Svistunov, ‘Otpoved’’, p. 349.

133 Joseph Frank, ‘The Masks of Stavrogin®, The Sewanee Review, 77.4 (1969), 660-91. Here, p. 669.
134 Karen Stepanian, ‘Realizm Dostoevskogo v bol’shom vremeni (Shekspir, Servantes, Bal’zak,
Makanin)’, Dostoevskii i mirovaia kul 'tura, 30.1 (2013), 13-64. Here, pp. 22-23.

135 On Lunin’s patriotism, see Okun’, Dekabrist M. S. Lunin, p. 22.
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latter, however much influenced by a Byronic model, cannot play the Byronic hero
his own era:
Ho Bce-Taku ¢ TeX MOp MPOIIIO MHOTO JIET, ¥ HEPBO3HAs, U3MyUeHHAs U
pa3aBOMBIIASCSA TPHUPOJA JFOJCH HAIIer0 BPEMEHH Jake W BOBCE HE
JIOIYCKaeT TeNepb IMOTPEOHOCTH TEX HEMOCPEACTBEHHBIX W IEIbHBIX
OIIYIICHUH, KOTOPBIX TAaK WCKajdd TOT/Ia WHBIE, OECIOKOWHBIE B CBOEH
NEeATeTbHOCTH, Tocmoja Jo0poro  craporo BpemeHH. Hukomai
BceBononoBuy, MoxeT ObITh, OTHECCS Obl K JI-HY CBBICOKA, Ja)e Ha3Ball
OBl €ero BeYHO XpadpsIuMcsi TpyCcoM, MEeTYIIKOM,— TpaBJia, He cTaj Obl
BBICKa3bIBaThCS BCAyx. OH ObI M HA Jy3JIM 3aCTPEIHII MPOTUBHUKA, U HA
MeIBeIs CXOAWJI Obl, ecau OBl TOJIBKO HAJ0 OBUIO, W OT pa30oifHMKa
oTOMIICs OBI B JIECY - TAaK K€ YCMEIIHO M Tak e OeccTpalrHo, Kak u JI-H,
HO 3aTO yX 0€30 BCSKOTO OUIYIICHWS HACIAXIEHUS, ¥ SIUHCTBEHHO TI0
HETIPUSATHON HEOOXOAMMOCTH, BSJIO, JIGHUBO, JaXKe cO CKyKou. [10, 165]
The divided nature of the time precludes the visceral enjoyment of life, and all its
direct and integral sensations (sensation being a particularly important guarantor of
authenticity for the Romantics). Stavrogin is characterised not by bold exploits, but
by negation (his non-response to Shatov’s blow), moral anaesthesia, and silence. As
Leatherbarrow argues, ‘Stavrogin is essentially a non-character, an ever-shifting
composite whose “meaning” is derived from the misreading of others’. '*°
Meanwhile, Davison comments on the prominence of Stavrogin at the start of the
novel and his disappearance in the final third: the novel is a story of ‘Stavrogin’s loss
of centrality in his world and it is told by making him lose centrality in the structure
1 . .
of the novel’. " T think that what Peter Thorslev says about Byronic heroes holds
precisely for Stavrogin on this point: ‘with the loss of his titanic passions, his pride,

and his certainty of self-identity, he loses also his status as hero’."*®* Moreover,

Stavrogin is not just a victim (as the final line of the above quotation suggests) of the

1% William Leatherbarrow, ‘Misreading Myshkin and Stavrogin: The Presentation of the Hero in
Dostoevskii’s Idiot and Besy’, The Slavonic and East European Review, 78.1 (2000), 1-19. Here, p.
15.

37R. M. Davison, ‘The Devils: The Role of Stavrogin’, in New Essays on Dostoyevsky, ed. by
Malcolm V. Jones and Garth M. Terry (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), pp. 95-114.
Here, p. 96.

138 peter L. Thorslev Jr., The Byronic Hero (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1962), p. 187.
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ennui of the so-called superfluous men. He is more angry than Onegin or Pechorin,
and devoid of Romantic passions. He is capable of cold, calm, and rational action.

Of course, Lunin’s idealism also failed, as his comrades were shot, hanged, or
exiled after the events of 1825. But he was defeated by a force outside himself, the
tsarist state. Such heroic expiration has plentiful representation in literature, and
bestows upon the sufferer an air of the tragic. Stendhal’s heroes attain it. Julien
Sorel, for example, falls under the guillotine with the awareness that his superior
character can never be reconciled to his banal environment. As Day writes, he is
condemned to failure, but dies in the knowledge of his superiority to the common
man."” Heroic figures like Lunin and Sorel die with their integrity in tact, in full
knowledge that they have (in Lunin’s case) preserved an authentic self and (in
Julien’s) created one. Lunin and Julien Sorel were victims to a social order that could
find no place for them. Such an end is categorically not experienced by Stavrogin,
who is well respected by the townsfolk and endowed with the talent and dynamism to
lead.

The reasons for Stavrogin’s failure are primarily internal.  In his final letter
to Dasha at the end of the novel, he admits his failures: ‘Sl npoGoBan Be3ae Moo cuiy
[...] Ho x 9yemy mpuIOXKUTh 3Ty CHUIy — BOT Ye€TO HUKOT/IA HE BUJIEJ, HE BIKY U
teneps’ [10, 514]. His whole life has been a test of his will with nothing positive to
show for it. Unable to find an object of belief, or to venerate that object with the
passion of Kirillov and Shatov, he poetically laments: ‘Ha 6peBHE MOXKHO TIEPEIUTBITH
peky, a Ha menke HeT [10, 514]. Like Myshkin, he is too divided within himself to
offer hope to those who put their trust in him. But whereas Myshkin’s inability to

understand or rescue his society led to the tragic death of the novel’s heroine,

19 Day, Stendhal’s Paper Mirror, p. 189.
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Stavrogin’s diffuse opinions occasion a social disintegration that no-one can arrest.
He is useless both at home and abroad (in the letter, he recognises that if Dasha were
to move to Switzerland with him, it would effectively be a death sentence: ‘/la u
3a4eM BaM XOPOHUTH cOo MHOM Bamry xu3Hb?’ [10, 513]). At most, the “home” of the
small town only accelerates a demise that had begun elsewhere. Stavrogin comes
home only to die. His death is pathetic rather than tragic (certainly, there is no
catharsis), but in killing off Stavrogin, Dostoevsky has acted with greater fidelity to
his hero’s nature than Eliot did when she freed Dorothea from the fetters of
Middlemarch: Stavrogin’s titanism is neither sublimated into prosaic goodness, nor
rekindled to promise public service elsewhere. In death, the spent hero does what
Dorothea could not do: he comes to terms with an unheroic chronotope. In this case,
this coming-to-terms can only be considered a defeat.

In this respect, his end resembles that of Lydgate in Middlemarch or Bazarov
in Fathers and Sons—other figures whose backstories falsely raise the prospect of a
hero of science. Far from spearheading reform of the district (‘mpeo6pa3oBanus
HeoOxoaumel’), Bazarov becomes entangled in a love intrigue that puts paid to his
materialist ambition: ‘U Beap Toke myman: obaomaro e MHOTO, HE ympy, Kyna!
3ajlaya ecTh, BeJb s TWUraHt! A Temepb Bcs 3ajjadya TWraHTa - Kak Obl yMeEpeTb
IPWINYHO, XOTS HHKOMY 10 3Toro xena Her...’.'* Similarly, Lydgate eventually
gives up his heroic ambition of ‘intellectual conquest and social good’ [MM, 145],
preferring to cure gout at a continental bathing place than attend the poor. But
whereas Bazarov was defeated by an internal inability to harmonise the demands of
ideology with the stirrings of the heart, Lydgate’s defeat is brought about at the hands

of a community unwilling to tolerate innovation. As Lilian Furst writes, his demise

1401, S. Turgenev, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii i pisem, 28 vols (Moscow: Nauka, 1960-1968), VIII
(1964), p. 396.
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shows ‘the strength of entrenched conservative forces aligned against him’.'*' A
‘heroic breast / Breathing bad air’ [MM, 177]),'** Lydgate’s elects for exile and
descends into that ‘good number’ of men he had desired to resist—men ‘who once
meant to shape their own deeds and alter the world a little’ but whose lives come to be
‘shapen after the average and fit to be packed by the gross’ [MM, 144]. His defeat in
this sense is quite different to Dorothea’s, since Dorothea does not evince
disappointment at having to “retreat” to the capital; Lydgate, by contrast, does have
the self-awareness to see himself as a failure, even if others view him as a success. In
the case of Stavrogin, Bazarov, and Lydgate, death is the fitting end for careers that
have nowhere left to go (after his exile, Lydgate, we are told, ‘died prematurely’
[MM, 835] and the final years of his life are described as those of a ‘murdered man’
[MM, 835])). This was the fate that Eliot could not bring herself to inflict on
Dorothea,'* even as she had inflicted it on Maggie Tulliver.'**

By the time he wrote The Devils, Dostoevsky had yet to create a figure who
could challenge either the banality of human evil or the epigraph’s demonic forces

(the Gadarene swine) which, as Holland notes, belong more properly to

"I Lilian Furst, ‘Struggling for Medical Reform in Middlemarch’, Nineteenth-Century Literature, 48.3

(1993), 341-61. Here, p. 361.

"2 Avrom Fleishman judges that Lydgate’s defeat in Middlemarch is ‘far more to the community’s
discredit than to his’ (George Eliot’s Intellectual Life, p. 169).

'3 According tp Frangois Jost, the Bildungsroman cannot accommodate death, either because its form
is autobiographical, or because it would be pointless for a character to achieve Beziehungsziel only to
end up in the grave. Thus we might suggest that, by the end of Middlemarch, Dorothea’s
Beziehungsziel has yet to be attained. See his Introduction to Comparative Literature (Indianapolis:
Pegasus, 1974), p. 137.

"% Dorothea’s end, however, is not really comparable with Maggie’s (whose end is tragic) since in The
Mill on the Floss, the environment of St. Ogg’s unequivocally defeats Maggie, whereas the
environment of Middlemarch is only partly to blame for Lydgate’s downfall. —Thus U. C.
Knoepflmacher: ‘George Eliot does not denounce the Middlemarchers as harshly as she attacked the
society of St. Ogg’s in The Mill on the Floss. Rather, than indicting the town as the City of Destruction
such that as that which had suppressed Maggie, she regards it as a microcosm of the fallible world
which characters and readers must learn to accept.” Laughter and Despair: Readings in Ten Novels of
the Victorian Era (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1971), p. 194.
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hagiography.'* The swine run riot in the environs of Skvoreshniki, and the novel
provides no compelling Christ-figure to exorcise them. In The Brothers Karamazov,
the question becomes whether the novel as a secular genre can provide effective

means of conquering such demonic forces—or of modelling divine ones.

The Brothers Karamazov: Religion Made Prosaic?

As if to foreground this question, Dostoevsky begins his final novel with a preface
that highlights potentially contradictory generic impulses. The narrator originally
promises a zhizneopisanie, a noun which implies the novel will be centred on a single
character and his adventures in the world. The plurality of the novel’s title is thus
undermined in “From the Author” with its singular emphasis on Alyosha; the same
had been true of Middlemarch, which held out a study of provincial life, only, in the
Prelude, to offer a much narrower focus on the novel’s later-day Theresa. With
Dostoevsky, however, the hagiographical overtones of the author/narrator’s
categorisation are much more pronounced. '*® A zhizneopisanie, whilst not
necessarily dealing with religious subjects, is usually infused with religious language
and is essentially hagiographical in tone. Writing of Kostomarov’s Russian History in
the Lives [v zhizneopisaniiakh) of its Principle Figures, for example, Yu. Sazonova

identifies the writing as ‘B cTporo >XKUTHITHOM crune’. ' By employing such

145 Kate Holland, The Novel in the Age of Disintegration: Dostoevsky and the Question of Genre in the
1870s (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 2013), pp. 65-66.

1% The “author” of “From the Author” has attracted critical attention. The most detailed account of
which I am aware in Lewis Bagby’s ‘Brief and Lame: The Introduction to Dostoevsky’s The Brothers
Karamazov’, The Slavic and East European Journal, 55.2 (2011), 229-44. To my mind, Bagby’s
argument that there are multiple voices in dialogue within the preface (which he seeks to demonstrate
through forensic examination of each sentence) is greatly too complex. However, he is right to suggest
that the note conditions our reading of The Brothers Karamazov: without it, would we be tempted to
view Alyosha as the hero at all? (p. 229).

"“7Tu. L. Sazonova, Istoriia russkoi literatury: drevnii period, vol. 2 (New York: Izdatel’stvo imeni
Chekhova, 1955), p. 153.
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terminology, the narrator immediately locates his hero in the saintly tradition.

The suggestion that The Brothers Karamazov will foreground an exemplary
subject is further heightened by the use of the word novel (which recurs 11 times in
“From the Author”). Given that, according to Bakhtin’s definition, novels owe a debt
to biographical forms, the implication here is of a singular heroic figure, albeit this
time in a secular key. Saints’ lives, biographies, and novels (certainly in the original
sense of romances) assume this centrality and, in the first two genres, the hero’s
success is essentially a foregone conclusion. As Bertnes has shown, saints are
destined to glory from childhood, the glorification being a requisite of the genre.'*®
As for biographies, even when the biographer came to question over time his initial

149 the

enthusiasm for his subject, as Viazemsky did in his biography of Fonvizin,
subject of the genre must nevertheless be a man of renown.

However, the narrator undermines the readers’ expectations of a singular
heroic figure by claiming that Alyosha is a ‘nmesrens HeompeneneHHBINH, HE
BeisichuBImiics’ [14, 5].  As Vetlovskaya notes, the narrator here inverts the
traditional modesty topoi of hagiography, according to which the writer should
question his own ability to describe the saint’s life; in The Brothers Karamazov it is
the hero whose abilities are questioned.'”® In this sense Alyosha is firmly established
as belonging to fragmented modernity, an age of unclear ideas, a time in which it
would be strange to demand clarity (‘cTparHO ObI TpeOOBaTh B TAKOE BPEMs KaK HaIle

ot moaen sichoctn’ [14, 5]). It is at this juncture where the novel sharply diverges

from its biographical prototype, and is seen as a product of the sinfulness and decay

18 See Bortnes, Visions of Glory, e.g., pp. 52-55.

149 0n this, see Andrew Kahn, ‘Life-Writing in the 1830s: Viazemsky’s Fon-Vizin and Pushkin’s
“Table Talk, Ulbandus Review, 12 (2009/2010), 83-104.

0y, E. Vetlovskaia, Poetika romana Brat’ia Karamazovy (Leningrad: Nauka, 1977), p. 17.
Vetlovskaia’s study provides a detailed account of the convergence with, and deviations from,
traditional hagiography in Alyosha’s story, such as I am unable to develop here. See especially pp. 13-
20.
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that Lukécs sees as characteristic of the modern epoch.'”’ Moreover, his main action
is immediately deferred to a second, unwritten novel; but even here the narrator
worries that the second novel might be superfluous for such a humble and indefinite
hero (‘u OmHOrO-TO pOMaHa MOXET OBITh OBLIO OBl JUISI TAaKOTO CKPOMHOTO H
HEONpeIeNIeHHOTO Tepost u3nuinHe’ [14, 6]).

For critics such as Morson, this modesty and indefiniteness are more
appropriate to the genre of the novel than the assertions of greatness they contest, and
they entail moral qualities quite different from the negative evaluations of Lukacs. I
will shortly seek to challenge the positive moral spin Morson gives to Alyosha’s
journey from hagiographical to novelistic hero. Where Morson is right, however, is
his designation of Alyosha as a refugee in the world of the novel, here reified as the
quotidian cattle-house of Skotoprigonevsk.

Alyosha is a character who is ill at ease with his environment. Running from
vice (or else rising above it), he prefers to hide away in a monastery than deal directly
with the world of Skotoprigonevsk. In this respect, he models his life on
hagiographical ideals, in which distance from the world is directly proportionate to
divine proximity (an assertion challenged, as I showed in chapter 1, by Dostoevsky’s
rewriting of Luke 10), and the isolated monastery serves as the centre of
glorification.'®  In a sense, the world of the novel comes to him when the
Karamazovs visit Zosima’s cell. From that scene on, he gradually comes to engage
with the town, finally leaving the monastery altogether at the end of book 7. He casts
off his beloved cassock, and dons the clothes of a man-about-town—and he does so

directly, without the armour of disguise enjoyed by Alexey, the Man of God. This

'31' See Tihanov, Lukdcs, Bakhtin, and the Ideas of Their Time, p. 155.

132 See, for example, Bortnes, Visions of Glory, p. 73. On the directly proportionate link between
seclusion and holiness in monastic practice, see David Prestel, ‘The Kievan Caves Monastery: What
Do Monks Have to Do with the World?’, Russian History/Histoire Russe, 33.2-4 (2006), 199-216.
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novelistic development is also seen in his attitudes to Zosima: whilst he originally
believes ‘B AyXOBHYHO CHJIy CBOETO YYHUTENs, W CjlaBa €ro Obla Kak Obl
cobcTBeHHBIM ero TopxkecTBoM [14, 29] and is greatly affronted by a divine justice
that would let his body decay, he comes to appreciate Zosima in more prosaic terms:
his Life of Zosima is shorn of all things miraculous. Alyosha knows that the world
outside the monastery walls is full of temptations, but Zosima, in contrast to monastic
practice, encourages him to meet those temptations face-to-face. It is not a
commission he accepts willingly. In fact he believes that the town is a source of
temptation rather than an amphitheatre for action, causing him to neglect his duty of
care to Zosima: ‘OH TOPBKO YIPEKHYJ ce0s, YTO MOT Ha MTHOBEHUE MaAM, 8 20pooe,
Jake 3a0BITh O TOM, KOTO OCTaBHJI B MOHACTHIPE Ha OJIPe CMEPTH M KOTO YTHII BBIIIE
Bcex Ha cBere’ [14, 146; my italics]. Skotoprigonevsk poses a threat to a
righteousness that is only possible on the border, the place of refuge to which
generations of holy men had fled in their pursuit of sanctification.'”> His encounter
with the less than harmonious town will compel him to confront ‘HescHOCTH U
nytanuna’ [14, 170]: he will be forced to mediate battles whose animating impulses
(love and women) he little understands, before shedding his ascetic lifestyle and
himself marrying Lise (although the marriage does not occur in the novel). In short,
his path in the novel is one which Fyodor Pavlovich recommended at the meeting in

Zosima’s cell: ‘monax cBsiToir,” he teases, ‘Thl Oyab-ka TOOpOJETENICH B KU3HH,

IIPUHECHU T10JIb3Y O6HleCTBy, HC 3aKJII04YasiCb B MOHACTBIPE Ha IOTOBLIC xjeba u He

'33 For this reason, righteousness is possible in the borderlands of Siberia too, hence Raskolnikov (and
Mitya’s) exile there. The same holds for heroism. For example, Dostoevsky labels Foma Danilov, a
soldier whose heroic refusal to recant his faith is ridiculed by Smerdyakov in The Brothers Karamazov,
a ‘3aMydeHHBIH pycckuii repoii’ [25, 12]. Indeed, although at the start of this chapter I characterised
the second-half of the nineteenth century as a time of peace, this description only holds for
metropolitan and provincial Russia; in fact, conflicts were occurring on the borders of the Empire (the
Crimean War, the Polish insurrection, the Russo-Turkish war). On the border, in the adventure space
of Siberia or the battlefields of Crimea, the heroic activity remained much more realisable than it did in
the centre of provincial Russia.
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OKMJIas HarpaJbl TaM Ha BEPXY, - TAK ATO-TO ToTpyaHee Oynet’ [14, 83]. Virtue in
the desert monastery is, Fyodor believes, a fait accompli.”>* But without the promise
of success, when the arena of that virtue is transposed to the chronotope of
Skotoprigonevsk, of the “horizontal” here-now, which can guarantee no such rewards,
it is much more difficult.

In asking Alyosha to come to terms with the world, the monk promotes a
move from sacred to secular space, as well as from a sacred to secular genre, and it is
this transition Alyosha finds difficult. However, he is not alone in recoiling from
engagement with Skotoprigonevsk. Not here, not now: many if not most main
characters in The Brothers Karamazov disdain their chronotope. Ivan longs to escape
to Europe, even though Europe is a graveyard. All Ivan’s heroes belong to the there-
then chronotope of the past: ‘/loporue Tam yexxaT MOKOWHUKH, KaXXIbI KaMEeHb HaJl
HHMH TJIACUT O TaKOW ropsiueid MUHYBILIEH )KM3HU, O TaKOW CTPACTHOM BEPE B CBOU
TIOJIBUT, B CBOIO MCTHHY, B CBOIO 00phOy u B cBow Hayky [14, 210]. Faith, battle,
and science; or, alternatively, St Theresa’s Spain, Scott’s Scotland, Newton’s
England: Ivan knows these chronotopes have passed, that they are graveyards, but
their appeal is still strong. Mitya, meanwhile, believes he will only be able to
reinvent himself in America, belonging, the narrator tells us, to that class of men who
believe that a change of place will enable, if not heroic activity, then at least a
modicum of happiness: ‘Tonpko OBl HE O3TH JIIOJIW, TOJBKO OBl HE JTH
OOCTOSITENILCTBA, TOJIBKO OBl YIIETETh W3 OJTOTO TPOKISATOTO MecTa M - BCe
BO3POIUTCS, TIOMIeT mo-HoBoMY! BOT BO 4TO OH Bepuit u mo ueM tomucs’ [14, 330].
Smerdyakov wants a career in Moscow; Captain Snegiryov and his son want to leave

(‘Tlamma, ToBOpHUT, Kakoil 3TO Hexopomui ropoxa Hami, nana! [...] Ilama, mepeegem B

"% He is wrong, of course. Rakitin and Ferapont are proof of that.

180



Jpyroi ropoj, B XOpOIIU, TOBOPHUT, TOPOJ, Ile Mpo Hac W He 3HatoT [14, 189]);
Rakitin will likely make a name for himself in the publishing trade in St Petersburg.
Against this exodus, Alyosha is sent out into the world—not, in his context, the world
of Petersburg, Moscow, or Europe, but the world of Skotoprigonevsk. At the close of
the chapter “Cana of Galilee”, when Alyosha embraces the earth, it seems as if he has
embraced Zosima’s commission, as if he has come to terms with the reality of the
novel, a reality not organised according to the vertical axis of timeless moments of
suffering and (guaranteed) transfiguration, but according to the horizontal axis of
slow temporal struggle in which the future is “open”.

This chronotope is unheroic, and by consenting to inhabit it, Alyosha must
abandon his desire for podvigi—the podvigi that, as I suggested in my Introduction,
Goncharov held distinguished Siberians from Russian provincials. But without the
divine assistance enjoyed by his saintly forebears, does Alyosha become, in Vladimir
Kantor’s words, ‘GecCHICH B CTOJKHOBEHHH co 310oM Mupa’?'> Clearly, he does
nothing truly momentous. However, Morson calls for us to reassess the contribution
that Alyosha, and the creed he comes to learn, make to the novel. Morson argues that
the story of the novel can be summarised in the following way: ‘Alyosha begins the
novel with the wrong sort of faith. How he finds the right faith is his story in the

1
novel’.!®

(This path recalls Trott’s designation of Middlemarch as a novel that
progresses from impossible standards to achievable ends.) He begins the text as an
idealist who hopes for immediate exploits, which will be ‘sudden, dramatic, visible,
and unmistakable’."”’ In valuing the immediacy of these exploits, the extremist

nature of Alyosha’s faith (though not its object) resembles that of the socialist ideals

of young radicals with whom Dostoevsky sympathised, even as he regarded them as

155 Morson, ‘The God of Onions’, p. 189.
16 Ibid., p. 109.
7 1bid., p. 112.
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misguided.”® Through his interactions with Zosima, who does not endorse such
extremism, Alyosha comes to value what Morson calls “prosaic” Christianity, a
Christianity of small acts of kindness, a Christianity that values the ‘slow internal
improvement of each soul’ and ‘change that happens almost invisibly and whose
beneficent results must be taken largely on faith’.'*” Grushenka’s legend of the onion
(a small and seemingly insignificant gift) epitomises prosaic Christianity, and when
Alyosha goes to Grushenka and treats her as someone better than he, he gives her his
own onion. Other examples of the triumph of prosaic goodness in the novel include
someone putting a pillow under Mitya’s head as he sleeps, the woman who gives the
elder just sixty kopecks as a donation to someone still poorer, Herzenstube’s gift of
some nuts to Mitya, and many more. For Morson, these acts are all of eternal
significance, even though that significance might be deferred in time. He rightly
reads the chapter “Cana of Galilee” as portraying Jesus as the ‘bringer of small
prosaic delights’,'®® as Dostoevsky’s retelling of the miracle does not function (as it
does in John’s gospel) as a sign of Jesus’s messianic appointment, but on the Son of
God as a source of joy and happiness to poor people who had run out of wine.
Morson’s analysis is, | think, extremely well-grounded in the text, from the
epigraph onwards. However, where I disagree with him is the implication that The
Brothers Karamazov represents a synthesis of his previous vacillations about
apocalyptic Christianity and prosaic goodness.'®' After all, does Alyosha in fact
graduate from “wrong faith” to “right faith”, from “generic refugee” to a character at
home in the world of the novel? In my view, the Dostoevsky of The Brothers

Karamazov does not succeed in “homing” Alyosha in the world of the novel as

"8 Ibid., p. 110.

9 Ibid., p. 112.

"0 Ibid., p. 116

' On which see Gary Saul Morson, ‘Introductory Study’, in Fyodor Dostoevsky, 4 Writer’s Diary,
vol. 1, trans. by Kenneth Lantz (Evanston: Evanston University Press, 1994), pp. 1-117.
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successfully as, say, Tolstoy homed Nikolay Rostov in War and Peace. Dostoevsky,
I believe, was not quite as content as Tolstoy—or, for that matter, Zosima—to
embrace prosaics as the best or only moral code.

In particular, I question whether the notion of diffuse goodness can satisfy
either Alyosha or Dostoevsky. Certainly, he does pack his novel with examples of
what might be called “deathbed heroes”, that is heroes who inspire (or influence)
good deeds in others, but achieve little singular distinction of their own. Zosima’s
brother is one such hero, as he tells the young Zinovy to live for him [14, 263].
Zosima himself does not have many great deeds to boast of, but is an inspiration for
Alyosha in death. Ilyusha’s illness and death is a seed that unites the boys.
However, this emphasis does not fully account for Alyosha’s ardent nature, or the fact
that there are podvigi in The Brothers Karamazov of which Dostoevsky seems to
approve. Mitya’s desire to do something immediate for “the babe” even at the risk of
exhibiting Karamazov impulsivity, does not, it seems to me, find a satisfactory

alternative in someone propping up his head with a pillow.'®*

Mitya’s longing for an
immediate feat is not condemned or ironised in the passage, though, as Morson
shows, it may be unwise, given the usual results of Karamazov impulsivity. Rather, it
seems to function as an instance of Mitya coming to terms with Zosima’s doctrine of
universal responsibility, which, we recall, was formulated in the following manner:
‘BCSIKMU TIpEeJl BCEMM 3a BCEX BHUHOBAT, HE 3HAIOT TOJBKO JTOTO JIFOJH, a €CIu O
y3HaIII—ceigac Obut 0wl pait!’ [14, 270]. Morson’s own judgement about Mitya’s
wisdom may be apposite, but wisdom is not a virtue to supplant all others in

Dostoevsky’s fiction, and the wisest actions are not always the most virtuous.

Morson argues that ‘Taken together, the dream and the incident with the pillow [...]

"2 1bid., p. 116
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form a question and its answer. The pillow and the dream are two irreconcilable
answers to the same question of ‘how shall we solve the problem of evil and
suffering? By one small good deed at a time’.'® Rather, I think, they provide two
irreconcilable and equally powerful answers to that question.

More importantly, perhaps, Morson’s analysis overlooks aspects of Alyosha’s
character, and hints laid as to his future activities. “From the Author” had insisted
that Alyosha would attain to significant activity [deiatel’nost’] in the second of a
projected two novels. In the second novel, Alyosha would achieve something ‘B
name Bpems’ [14, 6]. That novel, of course, was never written, and there is no
justification for analysing developments that might occur in a text that does not exist.
However, it is also important to remember, as D. D. Blagoy argues, that Dostoevsky
himself intended his proposed sequel to condition our reading of the novel.'®
Blagoy, and later James L. Rice,'® painstakingly reconstructed the different accounts
of potential sequels to the novel. A summary of their findings may reveal
Dostoevsky’s dissatisfaction with Alyosha’s prosaic accomplishments, even if it does
not allow us to state with certainty the feats of heroism to which he intended Alyosha
to attain.

In the prologue, the author/narrator states that The Brothers Karamazov is set
back in time thirteen years. The sequel will occur in the present day. Almost all the
main characters were to reappear, according to the memoirs of Dostoevsky’s widow,
‘korja OHM ycmenu Obl MHOTO€ ClellaTh, MHOTO€ HCHBITaTh B CBOEH xmsan’ . 6

Alyosha would marry Lise, but at some point leave her for Grushenka, and in

' Ibid., p. 116.

' D. D. Blagoi, ‘Put’ Aleshi Karamazova’, Izvestiia akademii nauk SSSR: Seriia literatury i iazyka,
33.1 (1974), 8-26.

1% James L. Rice, ‘Dostoevsky’s Endgame: The Projected Sequel to The Brothers Karamazov’,
Russian History/Histoire Russe, 33.1 (2006), 45-62.

1% A. G. Dostoevskaia, Vospominaniia (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1971), p. 370.
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Karamazov II these love interests would be more central. Blagoy thus views the
burgeoning relationship between Alyosha and Lise of Karamazov I as preparation for
a more dramatic love story in Karamazov II. Although Blagoy admits that the
concrete evidence as to the contents of the second novel is sparse, he attaches great
weight to Suvorin’s memoir, in which the biographer recalls a meeting with
Dostoevsky. He reports what was said:

[docToeBckuii| cka3zall, 9TO HAMMIIET POMaH, TJIe TepoeM Oyaer Ajerra

KapamazoB. OH XoTen €ro MmpoBECTH YEpe3 MOHACTHIPh U CHENATh

peBomrorioHepoM. OH coBepmIvI ObI MOJUTHYECKOE TpecTyIuieHne. Ero

Ob1 ka3HWIM. OH HcKall Obl MPaBay U B 3THX MOUCKAX, €CTECTBEHHO, CTAJ

bl PEBOITOLIHOHEPOM. ¢’
This account has been roundly dismissed by some critics.'® However, James Rice
has identified another source in an obscure Odessan newspaper, Novorossiiskii
Telegraf, whose reporter had attended a reading Dostoevsky gave from the novel.
The reviewer wrote that Alyosha would become a schoolteacher and had arrived at
the idea of assassinating the tsar.'® Rice notes that neither Suvorin nor the reviewer
for the Novorossiiskii Telegraf seem at all surprised by the projected sequel: indeed,
the reviewer clearly sees Alyosha’s band of schoolboys as future revolutionaries and
can imagine no reason for their sudden inclusion were the plot not to develop in such
a direction.

With Dostoevsky in particular, we should be careful about relying too heavily

on projected plans, especially ones for which no first-hand evidence exists. He

constantly revised his plans, and Morson has shown, both he and his characters

"7 A. S. Suvorin, Dnevnik A. S. Suvorina (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo L. D. Frenkel’, 1923), pp. 15-16.

1% Vetlovskaia, for example, thinks it highly unlikely that Dostoevsky would ‘cmemars u3 cBsitoro
pesosmoriionepa’. However, Suvorin does not state that Alyosha will lose his faith, only that he will
commit a political crime (a prospect Vetlovskaia is ready to concede). See Vetlovskaia, Poetika, p.
191.

1% See Rice, ‘Dostoevsky’s Endgame’, p. 49.
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respond to events in the novel and events in the world unpredictably.'”® Nevertheless,
if Blagoy and Rice’s research is right, it will be obvious that it offers a challenge to
Morson’s theory of prosaics in The Brothers Karamazov. For Morson, Alyosha is on
a path from extreme to prosaic faith; for Blagoy and Rice, his path takes him from
passive inactivity to revolutionary activity. In their reading, Karamazov I is a staging-
ground for Karamazov II: his desire for an immediate deed (skoroi podvig) is not
sublimated into prosaic diffuseness, but remains unquenched at the end of the novel.
In Rice’s words, ‘Alesha ends The Brothers Karamazov by girding up his loins,
preparing himself and his boys for the evil ahead’.'”' Joseph Frank and Diane
Thompson, who explicitly reject the suggestion that Alyosha could become a socialist
revolutionary, nonetheless do not discount the notion that Alyosha will go out into the
world beyond Skotoprigonevsk, before returning to the monastery.'”?

Within the text of The Brothers Karamazov itself, there are plenty of
indications that Dostoevsky does not intend to condemn his hero to a legacy of
influence alone. Zosima tells Alyosha that he has much journeying still to do and that
‘nema mHoro Oynet’ [14, 71]. Moreover, the text creates expectations of Alyosha that
are still unfulfilled at the novel’s close. Both Diane Thompson and Vladimir Kantor,
for example, note that when Alyosha’s mother holds him before the Virgin Mary, we

are intended to see a parallel between Alyosha’s fate and Christ’s. For Thompson,

179 See Gary Saul Morson, ‘Tempics and the Idiot” Celebrating Creativity: Essays in Honor of Jostein
Bortnes, ed. by Knut Andreas Grimstad and Ingunn Lunde (Bergen: University of Bergen Press, 1997),
pp. 108-35. 1In his article ‘Paradoxical Dostoevsky’, The Slavic and East European Journal, 43.3
(1999), 471-94, Morson suggests that just as Dostoevsky did not have a complete plan when he started
on The Idiot, so ‘even when completing [Karamazov], he did not know whether he would continue it’
(p- 492).

"I Rice, ‘Dostoevsky’s Endgame’, pp. 60-61.

"2 For a fierce dialogue between these critics, see an exchange of letters between Rice, Frank and
Thompson in the 7LS. They respond to Rice’s article of 1 January 2010, which is a pared down
version of his ‘Dostoevsky’s Endgame’ and his article ‘The Covert Design of “The Brothers
Karamazov”: Alesha's Pathology and Dialectic’, Slavic Review, 68.2 (2009), 355-75. The relevant
correspondence makes for entertaining reading and can be found in the 7LS editions of 22/1/2010,
12/2/2010, 26/2/2010, 29/3/2010, and 9/4/2010 (in each case, p. 6).

186



this incident ‘marks [Alyosha] as a singular mortal, chosen to fulfil some divine
purpose’.!”? Meanwhile Kantor writes, ‘Hafo yd4ecTs, 4To GOroMarepb B MHPOBOI
KyJbType BOCIpPHUHHMAJIAch HE MPOCTO KAaK 3aCTYMHHUIA, HO M KaK CHMBOJ MaTepH,
OTJIABIIICH CBOETO ChIHA HAa KPECTHBIA IyTh OOPHOBI M CTpAJaHHsl Pajd CITACCHUS
genosedectsa’.!’* No amount of onions constitutes a ‘kpecTHsiit myTs 60ps0sI’. For
Morson, Cana seems to be the final word on heroism; for Christ, it was but a prelude
to Golgotha. It seems to me that prosaics, at least in its Tolstoyan expression, is in
fact a difficult set of values to Christianise, since it tends to deny that the
“practitioner” has any conscious horizon beyond the self or the immediate family—
and consequently, in view of Dostoevsky’s religious vision, it is not easy to apply this
theory to works such as The Brothers Karamazov. It does not deny that such small-
scale deeds can have far-reaching ramifications, but it does suggest that these are, as it
were, unintentional: ‘History is made, Tolstoy suggests, by the countless small, daily
actions, hidden in plain view, whose motives and cumulative operation we do not
understand’.'” But this is not a Christian worldview. The Bible ascribes conscious
apocalyptic significance to the smallest of actions: Jesus tells his disciples that ‘as you
did it one of the least of these my brothers, you did it to me’ (Matt. 25.40); the Sermon
on the Mount gives particularly clear motivations for obedience, and the cumulative
operation that will flow from it (see, e.g., Matt. 5.4, 14-16); Saint Paul writes that
temporary earthly affliction ‘is preparing for us an eternal weight of glory beyond all
comparison’ (2 Cor. 4.17); and those most “prosaic” of all activities—eating and
drinking—are commended by Paul with a view to their eternal significance: ‘So,

whether you eat or drink, or whatever you do, do all to the glory of God’ (1 Cor. 1.31;

' Diane Oenning Thompson, The Brothers Karamazov and the Poetics of Memory (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1991), p. 82.

17 Vladimir Kantor, Brat’ia Karamazovy F. Dostoevskogo (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura,
1983), pp. 162-63.

"5 Morson, Hidden in Plain View, p. 126. My italics.
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cf. Col. 2.17). When Morson commends the women of faith for giving just sixty
kopecks, he does not see this as a reflection of the biblical example of the widow’s
mite; in that instance, Jesus commends the supplicant not for giving a little, but for
giving all: ‘For they all contributed out of their abundance, but she out of her poverty
put in all she had to live on’ (Lk. 21.4). Maximalism in this sense is a Christian value
opposed to prosaics. As I demonstrated in my first chapter, Christian narratives such
as the parables are not only intended to provide ethical guidance for the quotidian
context that gave them birth, but can also be interpreted as theological grand
narratives that inform and constrain human activity throughout all time.

That Alyosha is not satisfied with small-scale contributions to the proximate
sphere is still more evident at the end of the novel, when he conjectures, in almost
Aesopian language, a possible future in which the boys might engage in ‘camsbie
BakHbIe nena’, might achieve various distinctions [pochesti] or might fall into
‘Benukoe Hecuacthe [15, 195]. Still more significant is Blagoy’s point that Alyosha
commends Ilyusha for that most revolutionary of acts: rebellion. Alyosha says of
[lyusha: ‘On Ob1 ciaBHBIA MalbYMK, JOOPBIH M XpaOphlil MalbYUK, YyBCTBOBAJ
4YecTb U TOPbKYI0 OOMAY OTLIOBCKYIO, 32 KOTOPYIO M BOCCTaJ [...] OH CMENO OAMH
BoccTal Ha Bech Kiace’ [15, 195]."7° These are not the words of someone happy to
challenge oppression through acts of prosaic goodness. Sometimes rebellion, even
when it involves the shedding of blood (as Ilyusha’s did when he bit Alyosha’s
finger), is noble. Like Mitya’s desire to go off after “the babe”, the wisest idea is not
always the most appealing. Wisdom is a Tolstoyan virtue more than it is a
Dostoevskian one.

Such a reading challenges the view many have of Dostoevsky as the great

176 See Blagoi, ‘Put’ Aleshi Karamazova’, p. 23.
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conservative. Rice is happy to make this challenge, arguing that Dostoevsky was
never servile to the state, and had told Suvorin that there would be circumstances in
which he would not denounce the activities of a revolutionary group.'”’ Aileen Kelly,
meanwhile, shows that Dostoevsky in his later years frequently approved of the
socialists’ ideas of social change much more than he did the complacency or quietism
of the Right.'”® If a sympathetic attitude to socialism seems strange in light of the
harsh treatment the practitioners receive in The Devils, then we should remember,
Blagoy notes, that The Devils is to a large degree satirical in tone, and that even
within that work Dostoevsky recognised a large spectrum of socialist types: they are
not all Nechaevs.'”

My point here is not primarily an ideological one. Kelly, Rice, and others
have shown that Dostoevsky’s contradictory views never achieved a comfortable
synthesis. Rather, 1 suggest that Morson’s view of Alyosha as someone who
graduates from the wrong faith to the right faith invites revision when applied to The
Brothers Karamazov. Alyosha, eternally homeless and ‘too noble for the world’, is
someone who never becomes comfortable in the world of the novel, who never
manages to reconcile himself to the chronotope of the here-now. Like Felix and
Dorothea, he takes leave of his chronotope at the end: ‘ckopo s 30ewnuti Topon
nokuny’ [15, 195]. Skotoprigonevsk, like the town of The Devils, has been emptied:
Ivan, delirtum-riddled, is the only Karamazov to remain. Skotoprigonevsk can
ultimately sustain neither heroism nor karamazovshchina: it opposes the former, and
exhausts the latter.  Prosaic acts of goodness, of course, are possible in
Skotoprigonevsk, and they are there in abundance. But they are insufficient to ward

off unprosaic evil, and they do not entirely satisfy Dostoevsky or Alyosha.

177 -

See ibid.
178 Kelly, ‘Dostoevskii and the Divided Conscience’, passim, but see, e.g., pp. 244-45, 249.
17 See Blagoi, p. 21.
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Prosaics—or “active love”—is Zosima’s doctrine, not Dostoevsky’s (or at least, only
partly Dostoevsky’s). That satisfaction must be postponed in time and space, thirteen
years down the line when the hero will be 33 years old, symbolic, Kantor suggests,

% Then, elsewhere

because it is the age at which Christ ascended Golgotha.'®
(probably in the capital), Alyosha will be able to achieve the podvigi hinted at in
Karamazov 1. After all, he rose from his epiphany at Cana as a fighter, but by the
close of the novel has yet to find a suitable battlefield. Certainly, it transpires that the
ground he embraced was not that of Skotoprigonevsk, but a more abstract “humanity”

or “Russia”. Like Ivan, he cannot quite bring himself to practice “microscopic

philanthropy”.

Conclusion

In her study of the ascetic hero in Russian literature, Marcia Morris argues that
Dostoevsky alters the traditional path of Russian saints. In hagiography, the path
these holy men take is one of separation from the world, to initiation into the spiritual
life, to non-return to the world (since it has nothing else to teach them, why not stay in
seclusion?). She contends that in Dostoevsky’s final novel the “return” happens,

Bl This is testament, she claims, to

giving a path of: separation—initiation—return.
the value Dostoevsky places on community as the only way to find fulfilment. As I
have shown, many of Eliot’s critics argue that a separation from, and subsequent

reconciliation with, one’s neighbours describes the trajectories of her heroes. In my

readings, however, I have sought to show how the characters of Felix, Dorothea, and

'80 K antor, Brat’ia Karamazovy F. Dostoevskogo, p. 183.
'8! Marcia Morris, Saints and Revolutionaries: The Ascetic Hero in Russian Literature (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1993).
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Alyosha question, rather than confirm, these values. I have not meant to suggest that
community life, prosaic living, and “microscopic philanthropy” are unimportant to
Eliot or Dostoevsky; they are. Rather, I suggest that these are only one half of their
conceptions of the heroic, and one which is perhaps taken too frequently by critics as
metonym for heroism as such. In her essay on Antigone, Eliot suggested that the
heroine was torn by the ‘antagonism between valid claims’, of service to the state and
of sisterly piety [SCW, 245]. To borrow this language, we might say that for Eliot and
Dostoevsky, for Dorothea and Alyosha, there is an antagonism between the heroic
and the prosaic, and it is somewhat too convenient to collapse the former into the
latter. To glorify the prosaic in the language of the heroic risks making it an
unquestioned good, and both Eliot and Dostoevsky knew well the perils of insisting
that any doctrine, even one as apparently inoffensive as diffuseness, could tyrannise
when exalted. That there is no one “good”—that reformers, martyrs, revolutionaries
are ‘never fighting against evil only; they are also placing themselves in opposition to
a good’ [SCW, 246]—should make us wary of such exaltation.

The extent to which Eliot and Dostoevsky rejected the prosaic vision can be
seen by comparison to Tolstoy, who had the courage of his prosaic convictions to
ground his characters in the home, the true end of his much-valued, but only so-

L . . 182
called, “insignificant” actions. 8

He does this even as he incurs the displeasure of
readers who ‘find fault’ (in Edward Wasiolek’s words) with a character like Natasha

who ends with a fattened waist, deadened wit, and narrowed eyes.'™ In his essay

“Some Words About War and Peace”, Tolstoy had written: ‘s ucropuka, B CMbICITE

'82 Cf. Andrei Zorin’s comment on Nikolay and Marya in War and Peace in ‘Tolstoy Replays History’,

TLS (18 March 2015) <http://www.the-tls.co.uk/tls/public/article1 532362.ece> [accessed 26 September
2015]: ‘the story of Nikolai and Maria actually ends in the epilogue — as they exit history nothing is left
for them but to live happily ever after, and then die’.

'83 BEdward Wasiolek, Tolstoy’s Major Fiction (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978), p. 98. Of
course, not all Tolstoy’s characters are so content with domestic life (see epigraph).
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COJICUCTBUS, OKA3aHHOTO JIUIIOM KaKOW-HUOYJAb OJHOW IENH, €CTh TEepOH; s
XYIO0XXHHUKA, B CMBICJIIC COOTBCTCTBCHHOCTHU O3TOI0 JiMlla BCEM CTOPOHAM XHM3HH, HEC
MOJET ¥ He JOJDKHO OBITh TepoeB, a ToIKHbI 6bITh roan’.' ™ T suggest that Eliot and
Dostoevsky wanted heroes as well as men, as the domestic impulse competes with the
heroic impulse. A heroic chronotope is only hinted at in these novels, which locate it
elsewhere and in the future. An attempt to portray this heroism would be to insist that
the novel revert back to an epic mode that ill-suited realist writers wedded to the
representation of the modern world and its complexities. Once these writers have
shown that a heroic chronotope does not exist in Middlemarch or Skotoprigonevsk,
they have only two choices. Either they can leave their characters there to languish or

(as in Stavrogin’s case) die; or they can exile them elsewhere. That they elect for

exile might be regarded as the lesser sin, even as it is less true to life.

184 Tolstoi, Sobranie sochinenii, VII, p. 385.
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Chapter 4

The Professions in the Provinces:
The Appropriation and Perfection of Medical and
Legal Discourse in the Provincial Town and Novel

A nwe ropucr, Ho [...] [22, 72]

51, xoHeuHO, He MeauK, Ho [...] [23, 138]
The previous chapter showed how the discourse of heroism in nineteenth-century
Russia and England fared in the provincial town. My aim in this chapter is to show
how Dostoevsky and Eliot depict the mutations of another type of (urban) discourse—
that of medicine and the law—in a provincial setting. In their novels, Dostoevsky and
Eliot avail themselves of medical and legal developments—particularly the discourses
of psychology, physiology, and laboratory medicine—of which their provincials have
no knowledge, or which they poorly understand. I draw attention to the provincial
limitations to professional knowledge, suggesting that both chronologically and
spatially the novelists set themselves in opposition to the medical and legal
understanding they depict. As urban, well-educated writers, Dostoevsky and Eliot
offer a sustained critique of the practices of law and medicine in their small-town
communities. It is, however, a critique of the professions’ provincial application (or
mutation), not professionalism as such.

As can be seen in the repeated minimal pair in the epigraph to this chapter,
Dostoevsky conceived of the author’s craft as both similar to and different from that
of a lawyer and doctor. Well acquainted with the experiences of accusation and
ailment, Dostoevsky was able to position himself in opposition to the professions,
whilst at the same time committing himself to a refinement of legal and medical

discourse. In his Diary of a Writer, he articulates his ambivalence regarding the legal
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system in particular; referring to the establishment of the legal profession in the wake
of the court reforms of 1864, in which closed sessions of an inquisitorial nature were
replaced by adversarial open trials, he writes: ‘OiecTsiee ycTaHOBIEHHE aIBOKATYypa,
HO MOYEeMY-TO U TPYCTHOE [...] UTO %k, HEYKTO s MOCATAaI0 Ha aJBOKATYpPY, HA HOBBIHA
cyn? Coxpanu MeHs boxe, s BCEro TOJBKO XOTeN Obl, 9TOO BCE MBI CTaJIi HEMHOTO
nomyumie’ [22, 73]. Arguably, the primary aim of Dostoevsky’s novels is not to do
away with the professional discourse of his time, much less, as one scholar has
argued, to establish an antinomy between positive law and Christian grace;' rather, he
seeks to redeem—or, to use a word with less religious charge—to perfect the
discourse he so powerfully critiques. Likewise, despite his frequent caricatures of
malfeasant medical men in novels such as Crime and Punishment and The Brothers
Karamazov, Dostoevsky referred to himself as a diagnostician of society’s ills,
pronouncing those who claimed to be healthy as sick and diseased [26, 107].

Eliot’s writings lack her Russian counterpart’s caustic opprobrium.
Nevertheless, legal and medical incompetence features heavily in her novels, with
lawyers Wakem and Jermyn among her least sympathetic characters. As we have
seen, Tertius Lydgate, a more promising professional, is a failure, albeit an attractive
one. Like—and more than—Dostoevsky, Eliot responds to the professional failure
she depicts not by abandoning the discourse of the professions altogether, but by
improving upon it, by employing medical and legal techniques to which her
characters had no access. For example, Lydgate, trained in the dissection schools of
Paris in the late 1820s, is highly skilled in the techniques of pathological anatomy, but
cannot draw upon the findings of physiology and laboratory medicine, which

developed only later in the nineteenth century. Unlike his creator, he was unable to

"Ivan A. Esaulov, ‘The Categories of Law and Grace in Dostoevsky’s Poetics’, in Dostoevsky and the
Christian Tradition, ed. by George Pattison and Diane Oenning Thompson (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001), pp. 116-34.
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read Problems of Life and Mind.* In his exploration of this subject, Richard Menke
writes that in her novelistic techniques George Eliot ‘imitate[s] but also surpass[es]’
the practices of nineteenth-century physiology.® In relation to the law, Lisa Rodensky
has argued that whilst Victorian novelists adopted norms from legal proceedings to
structure their work, they have one weapon at their disposal that jurists did not: an
ability to get inside the minds of their characters." Underlying these assumptions is a
belief that the novelist is better able to adjudicate between truth and falsehood, to
account for the importance of individual subjectivity, and to treat critically the

evidence of the empirical gaze, than the lawyers and doctors they depict.’

From Observation to Experiment

When, in 1876, George Eliot explained in a letter to Joseph Payne that ‘my writing is
simply a set of experiments in life’ [GEL 6, 216], or when the narrator of
Middlemarch declared St Theresa to be an instructive test case through which readers
might ‘know the history of man, and how the mysterious mixture behaves under the
varying experiments of Time’ [MM, 3], she signalled her movement away from the
narrative stance of a natural historian, observing the phenomenal world with mimetic

fidelity, to the that of an experimenter, taking it upon herself to create, not merely

2 On George Eliot’s editorship of Lewes’s work, see K. K. Collins, ‘G. H. Lewes Revisited: George
Eliot and the Moral Sense’, Victorian Studies, 21.4 (1978), 463-92.

? Richard Menke, ‘Fiction as Vivisection: G. H. Lewes and George Eliot’, ELH, 67.2 (2000), 617-53.
Here, p. 635.

* Lisa Rodensky, The Crime in the Mind: Criminal Responsibility and the Victorian Novel (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2003).

> In respect of Dostoevsky, a similar argument is made by Harriet Murav in Russia’s Legal Fictions
(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1998), esp. pp. 153-54. Writing of the court cases that
Dostoevsky witnessed, Murav suggests that the author ‘enters into a competition of sorts with the
prosecution, defense lawyer, and the medical experts. This competition centers around who is most
qualified to understand the behavior of the female defendant’ (p. 153). The author, of course, wins out.
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reflect, connections and interrelations that had previously been hidden.® Charting this
development, Sally Shuttleworth comments that in Adam Bede, Eliot was guided ‘not
by theory or imagination, but by concrete observation’, whereas in her later work she
is more interested in creating an overarching ‘schema within which [...] observations
[can be] placed’.” This narrative movement, from observation to experiment, from
empiricism to a new kind of rationalism, reflects a broader epistemological shift in
nineteenth-century scientific discourse, one whose contours are clearly visible in the
practice of medicine in France and Germany, but which had a profound effect in
England and Russia t00."

The medical historian Erwin Ackerknecht suggests that the years 1794-1848
constitute the heyday of hospital medicine, in which observation of the patient was
seen as the antidote to the classical, bookish instruction that had reigned in the
medical schools of pre-Revolutionary France.” The observation-based approach of
practitioners such as Bichat, Pinel, and Broussais owed much to the philosophy of
empiricism as propounded by thinkers such as Locke and Condillac, as well as to the
sensualism of Georges Cabanis. Although each of these men made unique
contributions to medical science, they were united in their emphasis on physical
examination, on autopsy, and on statistics—the “three pillars” of Parisian medicine.'’

The hospitals of early nineteenth-century Paris offered Europeans an education which

8T am suggesting that “experiment” denotes more than a method by which abstract ideas are incarnated
in flesh-and-blood characters, and that the term retains highly scientific inflections. The former view is
put forward in Bernard J. Paris’s classic Experiments in Life: George Eliot’s Quest for Values (Detroit:
Wayne State University Press, 1965).

7 Sally Shuttleworth, George Eliot and Nineteenth-Century Science: The Make-Believe of a Beginning
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), p. 1.

¥ On the different national histories of laboratory medicine, see Nicholas Jardine, ‘The Laboratory
Revolution in Medicine as Rhetorical and Aesthetic Accomplishment’, in The Laboratory Revolution
in Medicine, ed. By Andrew Cunningham and Perry Williams (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1992), pp. 304-23.

° Erwin H. Ackerknecht, Medicine at the Paris Hospital (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1967).
'%See ibid., p. 15. For an interesting, if not necessarily historical, account of the cultural shift that
occurred in the Paris Hospital, see Michel Foucault, The Birth of the Clinic: An Archeology of Medical
Perception, trans. by A. M. Sheridan (London: Routledge, 2009).
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could not be readily obtained elsewhere, and Middlemarch’s Tertius Lydgate (an
admirer of Bichat and acquaintance of Broussais) evidently believed that there—
rather than in the theoretical doldrums of Oxbridge—a first-class medical education
could be had."" The Hospital also made major therapeutic breakthroughs (particularly
in the realm of social health), spearheaded professional development (through strict
licensing exams), elevated the status of surgery (previously seen as a form of manual
labour), and bequeathed the world several instruments, notably Laennec’s
stethoscope, without which modern medicine would be unrecognisable.'?

In the second half of the century, however, the contributions of the Hospital
were rapidly eclipsed by those of laboratory medicine, whose singular French
representatives were Claude Bernard and Louis Pasteur, and whose German
practitioners included such luminaries as the physician Virchow, the physiologist du
Bois-Reymond, the physician and physicist Helmholtz, and the physiologist and
biologist Schwann. Of course, laboratory medicine had existed in some form for a
long time, but, as Roy Porter notes, the nineteenth-century ‘laboratory lions’ created
‘a distinct scientific medicine based on microscopy, vivisection, chemical
investigations and everything else measurable, weighable and testable in its uniquely
controlled environment’."® This decampment of medicine from the hospital to the
laboratory effected a change in the understanding of disease. Whereas the physicians
of the Paris Hospital had taken disease to consist in local eruptions of specific organs

or (under Bichat) tissues, laboratory medicine tended to emphasise that the body was

' Of course, Paris did not have a monopoly on the techniques of observation and dissection, which
were also practiced with enthusiasm in Edinburgh and parts of Italy. However, the consistency of the
empirical approach to medicine, along with its rigorous and scholarly prosecution, did make Paris a
Mecca for medical students across the continent. On Edinburgh and Italy see Lindsay Granshaw, ‘The
Rise of the Modern Hospital in Britain’, in Medicine and Society in Britain: Historical Essays, ed. by
Andrew Weir (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), pp. 197-218.

2 On the successes of the Paris Hospital, see Ackerknecht, Medicine at the Paris Hospital, pp. 34-44.

'* Roy Porter, The Greatest Benefit to Mankind: A Medical History of Humanity from Antiquity to the
Present (London: HarperCollins, 1997), p. 320.
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not a bundle of separate organs, but a single, interdependent system, whose illnesses
were not necessarily the result of distinct ontological pathogens, but of abnormal
changes within the system as a whole. In Cellular Pathology, Virchow held that
disease was best understood as a disturbance in the body’s cellular structure."*

The “laboratory-turn” of the second half of the nineteenth century established
physiology as the leading science of the era, particularly in Germany and Russia.
(Despite the best efforts of popularisers such as G. H. Lewes, physiology never
properly took off in England, not least because of a strong anti-vivisectionist
movement, whilst in France the legacy of the Hospital was difficult to escape.) One
of the concerns of that emergent discipline was to establish, once and for all, that the
body could be understood mechanistically, and explained without recourse to
metaphysics. Clearly, physiology did not emerge out of the blue in the 1860s; from
the seventeenth century onwards philosophers (such as Descartes) and scientists (such
as Harvey) had posited that the body was governed by physical and chemical
processes.'” But Cartesian dualism, with its laudable attempt to defend the dignity of
the soul, had been insufficient to prevent the emergence of non-mechanical
explanations of human life, such as vitalism. Physiologists took it upon themselves to
reassert the inextricable connection between physiology and human behaviour and
psychology. In France, Claude Bernard held that each process in the animate world
was conditioned, or determined, by a milieu extérieur and milieu intérieur, that is by a
complex amalgam of environmental and biological factors, whose tandem influence
on human physiology he sought to hypothesise and verify. His student, the Russian

physiologist Sechenov, was more explicit than his teacher in his disavowal of all

" Ibid., p. 331. Botkin, one of Virchow’s students, did much to popularise this view in Russia. See
Galina Kichigina, The Imperial Laboratory: Experimental Physiology and Clinical Medicine in Post-
Crimean Russia (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2009), p. 103.

'> On the shift from humoral conceptions of the body to more mechanistic ones, see Roy Porter, Flesh
in the Age of Reason (London: Allen Lane, 2003), chapter 3.

198



ultimate causes and his insistence that the relationship between stimulus and response
was purely physico-chemical.'®

In emphasising the mechanistic nature of stimulus and response, French and
German physiologists were not committed to an ideological programme of atheistic
materialism, even if they refused to invoke God or the supernatural in their research.
Bernard, for example, remained silent on the issue of God’s involvement in the
material sphere, leading several critics to describe him as a dualist.'” It was not long,
however, before cultural figures and commentators began to apply their understanding
of physiology to the social sphere. In Russia in particular, radicals applied the
mechanics of physiology to bolster their ideological devotion to positivism,

.. .. 1
determinism, and materialism. 8

The critic Nikolay Dobrolyubov, for example,
employed new developments in physiology to ‘fight against the intellectual
supremacy of theological thought” which was ‘part of his broader attack on the very
foundations of the existing social system’.'” In order to prosecute this ideological
campaign, Dobrolyubov found it easier to adhere to the teachings of self-confessed

“hard” materialists (such as Moleschott and Vogt) than the more modern, nuanced

theories of Bernard, Ludwig, and Helmholtz.® Sechenov, highly respected as a

' For accounts of Sechenov’s science, see Kichigina, The Imperial Laboratory, chapter 11; Daniel P.
Todes, Ivan Pavlov: A Russian Life in Science (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), p. 34.
Although a materialist and interested in politics, several critics note that Sechenov was not a
revolutionary firebrand, and the denial of God’s intervention in life was present in his work only
implicitly (although the censors were surely correct in their divination of it). See, for example,
Alexander Vucinich, Science in Russian Culture, 1861-1917 (Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1970), p. 120; and M. G. Ilaroshevskii, ‘Dostoevskii i ideino-filosofskie iskaniia russkikh
estestvopisatelei’, Voprosy literatury, 2 (1982), 103-12, especially p. 108.

'" Certainly, Strakhov took this view, arguing that although Bernard had exiled God from the
laboratory, he did not go as far as to deny his existence. For Strakhov, Bernard exemplified good
scientific practice in his refusal to allow science to legislate on metaphysical matters, or metaphysics to
influence scientific investigation. See his essay ‘Klod Bernar o metode opytov’ (1866), reprinted in
Filosofskie ocherki (St Petersburg: Tipografiia brat’ev Pantekheevykh, 1895), pp. 123-73. See also
Reino Virtanen’s study Claude Bernard and his Place in the History of Ideas (Lincoln: University of
Nebraska Press, 1960), e.g., p. 29.

'® See Kichigina, The Imperial Laboratory, p. 10.

19 Vucinich, Science in Russian Culture, p. 15.

2 See ibid., p. 16.
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scientist across Europe, somewhat tarnished his own academic credentials by penning
his popular Reflexes of the Brain, a text that invited criticism from those who did not
believe that it was possible to explain the psyche in the language of physiology and
which was lambasted by the St Petersburg Censorship Committee as ‘undermin[ing]
the moral foundation of society [...] being an expression of extreme materialistic
views”.*!

The popularisers of mid-to-late nineteenth-century science in England were
less crudely materialist than their Russian counterparts. Scientists such as Tyndall
wrote of the necessity of the imagination in illuminating those aspects of physics that
were inaccessible by the empirical method, whilst G. H. Lewes defended science in
almost religious terms: ‘the truth is that Science mounts on the wings of Imagination
into the regions of the Invisible and Impalpable’.**> Whereas in Russia the categories
of imagination and hypothesis had been abandoned by the critics of the Left for their
perceived contamination by the ethereal abstractions of such theories as Romantic
Naturphilosophie,” English scientific discourse seemed more ready to embrace these
categories as a means of remedying the defects of the empirical method. Lewes
followed Bernard, whose work he was the first to champion in England (defending
him as a vivisectionist), in suggesting that hypotheses were useful structural tools that
should always retain a provisional character, thereby generating potential discoveries

without relapsing into scholasticism.**

2! Citied in Kichigina, The Imperial Laboratory, p. 241.

2 G. H. Lewes, Problems of Life and Mind, 2 vols (London: Triibner, 1874), I, p. 289. George Levine
has produced fine analyses of the role of imagination in scientific discovery. See his The Realistic
Imagination: English Fiction from Frankenstein to Lady Chatterley (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1981); and his ‘George Eliot’s Hypothesis of Reality’, Nineteenth-Century Fiction, 35.1 (1980),
1-28.

2 Such a rejection had been made on similar grounds decades earlier in France (for example, by
Cuvier). On this, see Aileen Kelly, The Discovery of Chance: The Life and Works of Alexander Herzen
(Harvard: Harvard University Press, 2016), chapter 5.

24 On Bernard’s scientific method, see Virtanen, Claude Bernard, chapter 5.
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The advances in medical science were embraced not only by those who sought
to raise the level of public awareness of scientific knowledge, such as Lewes and
Huxley for the English, and Pisarev and Herzen for the Russians. They also quickly
seeped into other disciplines, not least the law. Legal professionals increasingly
called upon medical experts to adjudicate—or at least testify—in cases which
required forensic, physiological or psychological expertise. Although psycho-
physiological imbalance had been considered a mitigating factor in criminal cases
since Plato’s time, and despite the verdict of “not guilty by virtue of insanity” being a
standard defence in English law since James Hadfield’s unsuccessful attempt on the
life of George III in 1800, as the century progressed, recourse to insanity pleas
became a more permanent feature of the legal landscape.”> In response to their
frequent invocation, Parliament passed the “M’Naghten Rules” (so named after
Daniel M’Naghten was controversially acquitted of killing a civil servant in 1843
whilst suffering from paranoid delusions), which specified that the insanity defence
could only be used when the defendant was unaware of what they were doing, or
unaware that such an action was wrong.”® As medical science moved away from its
empirical moorings, which could produce evidence that was, by definition, visible to
judge and jury, as well as doctors, the law became increasingly indebted to medical
testimony that could pronounce upon the mental state of the accused, a state that,
again by definition, was inaccessible to the naked eye.

In Russia too it did not take the legal reforms to usher in insanity pleas. James
Rice documents court cases in which the mental states engendered by passion,

pregnancy, and epilepsy were employed in attempts to secure the defendant’s

2 See Catherine Crawford, ‘Medicine and the Law’, in Companion Encyclopedia of the History of
Medicine, vol. 2, ed. by W. F. Bynum and Roy Porter (London: Routledge, 1993), pp. 1619-40. Here,
p- 1630.

*0 Ibid.
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acquittal or a more lenient sentence long before 1864.”” Nevertheless, the insanity
plea was entered in defence with increasing (for some alarming) frequency after the
reforms. Louise McReynolds calls the insanity plea the ‘most far-reaching aspect of
the open court’, noting that the testimony of expert medical witness ‘drew attention to
the evolution of the modern subjective individual’.*® In his observations of court
cases, Dostoevsky bemoaned the frequent recourse defence lawyers had to psycho-
physiological explanations of crime, which had the potential, he believed, to
overshadow the role of free will in criminal activity:

Boixoaut, yTo mpectyruieHHe Kak Obl HEe NMPU3HAETCS MPECTyIUIEHUEM

BOBCE; O0IIECTBY, HAITPOTHB, KaK ObI BO3BEIIAETCS, 1A €I CYIOM XKE, YTO

COBCEM, JE€CKAaTb, U HCT MPECTYIUICHUA, UTO MPECTYILJICHUC, BUIUTEC JIH,

€CTh TOJBKO OOJIe3Hb, MPOUCXOIANIAS OT HEHOPMAJIBHOTO COCTOSHUS

oOmiecTBa, - MBICHh JO TCHHAJIBHOCTH BEpHAs 6 WUHbIX YACTHBIX

NPpUMEHCHUAX W B HU3BCCTHBIX paspdaax ﬂBHeHHﬁ, HO COBCPIICHHO

omuO0OYHas B IPUMEHEHUH K 1IeJIoMy U obmemy. [23, 137-38]
The context of the passage is Dostoevsky’s own defence of Kornilova (a pregnant
young wife who defenestrated her step-daughter) precisely on grounds of psycho-
physiological factors (a mental imbalance due to her pregnancy), suggesting that
Dostoevsky’s frustration with modern medicine in the courtroom was not due to a
scepticism towards science, but rather to a distrust of its unscrupulous practitioners.
In The Brothers Karamazov, he satirises the use of insanity pleas by having the
chattering Khokhlakova defend them. Speaking to Alyosha, she declares that:

Kak HOBBIE Cyabpl OTKpBUIM, Tak ceddac u y3Hamu mpo addexr. ITo

OnarojestHue HOBBIX CyNOB [...] KTo x Tenepp He B addexTe, BbI, si—Bce

B addexTe, M CKOJIBKO MPUMEPOB: CHIUT YEIOBEK, MOET POMAHC, BIPYT

€My 4TO-HHOY/b HE MIOHPABWIIOCH. B3suT MuCcTOIEeT M yOMII KOTO TMomaio, a

3aTeM €ero BCe MpOomarT. S 3TO HEemaBHO YWTajda, W BCE JOKTOpa

noaTBepawian. Joktopa Temnepb MOATBEPKAAIOT, BCE MOIATBEPKIAIOT .
[15, 18-19]

" James L. Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art: An Essay in Literary and Medical History (Ann
Arbor: Ardis, 1985), p. 175.

* Louise McReynolds, Murder Most Russian: True Crime and Punishment in Late Imperial Russia
(Tthaca: Cornell University Press, 2013), p. 9.

202



Khokhlakova’s apparent familiarity with scientific terminology—her repetition of the
medical term affekt, her appeal to the language of verification, her designation of
medical men as doktora rather than the more ubiquitous, and less specialised,
vrachi**—in fact reveals a voyeuristic fascination with legal and medical procedure
which is not undergirded by a true understanding of forensic practice.

Dostoevsky’s explicit interest in the ways in which physiological processes
affect human agency was no doubt occasioned by the specific preoccupations of
Russian physiology in the 1870s. In their novels, both Eliot and Dostoevsky use and
adapt the techniques of the physiological laboratory to interrogate human motivation
and behaviour, neither of which can be easily explained by the more empirical

methods of pathological anatomy or legal empiricism.

The Status of Professionalism in the Provinces and its Presentation in
the Provincial Novel

As members of the metropolitan intelligentsia, and with avowed interest in the
discourse of medicine and the law, Dostoevsky and Eliot were familiar with the
developments that I have sketched above.”® Through this familiarity their novels are
able to capture, and to a large extent criticise, the provincial ignorance or mutation of
these developments. Indeed, as writers committed to the representation of the
phenomenal world, they were compelled to depict the practice of the professions in a
specific socio-historical situation, one which had by no means been fully shaped by

the revolutions in hospital or laboratory medicine in the nineteenth century.

? On the development of this nomenclature, see Nancy Mandelker Frieden, Russian Physicians in an
Era of Reform and Revolution, 1856-1905 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981), pp. 30-31.
Frieden notes that by mid-century lekar’ had fallen out of use as a neutral term for medical
practitioners.

**For example, Eliot knew of Schwann’s work, and had read Huxley’s essay on cell theory. See
[OMM, 543; 548]. Dostoevsky’s extensive reading of medical literature is charted by James Rice in
Dostoevsky and the Healing Art.
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In Russia, the Crimean War did much to spearhead the professionalisation of
medicine, even if the therapeutic benefits of laboratory science seemed inapplicable to
daily practice until Lister’s development of antiseptic techniques in 1867. Russia’s
preparation for, and subsequent humiliation in, that conflict, along with the regular
prospect of epidemics, forced the state recognise the need to incentivise medical
study, such that Nicholas exempted medical faculties from the recruitment freeze to
which he had subjected other university departments in 1848.°' His successor,
Alexander, would grant medical students greater freedom to study in universities in
Europe.” For various reasons, medicine became a popular career path in nineteenth-
century Russia, particularly among women and the sons of priests: it enabled the non-
gentry to enter the Table of Ranks, it provided an alternative existence to grim
subsistence in an impoverished parish, and it provided an opportunity for social
engagement in the downtrodden corners of the empire.*® Unlike in England, however,
physicians did not operate in a medical marketplace, and always remained servitors of
the state, a situation that most doctors were happy enough to tolerate (or embrace) for
its financial rewards. Not until 1883 was a national organisation, the Pirogov Society,
formed, although the political divisions within its members has led some scholars to
argue that significant professional autonomy was achieved only during the First
World War.>* Such a claim not withstanding, it is clearly the case that the prestige of
doctors increased during the second half of the nineteenth-century and, if they did not

necessarily seek to free themselves from the power (or patronage) of state

*! For more on this, see Frieden, Russian Physicians, chapter 2.

32 Many women, including Nadezhda Suslova, the sister of Dostoevsky’s lover, availed themselves of
this opportunity. On Russian female medical students who studied abroad, see Richard Stites, The
Women’s Liberation Movement in Russia: Feminism, Nihilism, and Bolshevism, 1860-1930 (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1978), p. 86.

3 0n this, see ibid., p. 84; and Frieden, Russian Physicians, chapter 2.

3 John F. Hutchinson, ‘Politics and Medical Professionalization after 1905°, in Russia’s Missing
Middle Class: The Professions in Russian History, ed. by Harvey D. Balzer (Armonk, NY: M. E.
Sharpe, 1996), pp. 89-116.
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interference, they did succeed in their attempts to establish local organisations, a
medical journal, and considerable de facto authority in the realm of public health
(doctors, rather than state officials, tended to manage epidemics more effectively).
Frieden concludes that ‘though the average physician continued to work for the
government, he gained a stronger sense of professional identity, sought to influence
public policy, and began to assume the mantle of a social reformer’.*®

Lawyers in Russia enjoyed far greater, although by no means absolute, levels
of professional autonomy, especially after the legal reforms of 1864. The historian
Richard Wortman has traced the development of a service ethos in the Russian bar,
with legal reformers developing ‘as a group dedicated to their sphere of expertise as
an ethical absolute’.”® Ultimately, however, the nature of Russian autocracy arrested
the full development of a legal consciousness, since neither the autocrat nor his
bureaucratic apparatus were willing to submit themselves to the rule of law. It was,
after all, difficult to transpose a modern Western legal system onto a regime that was
(to quote Laura Engelstein) ‘eager for the attributes of modernity but unwilling to pay
the political price’, a regime in which the tsars ‘played with judicial reform while

consistently violating the rule of law’.”’

This generally pessimistic account of
Russian legal professionalisation is countered by critics such as Jane Burbank, who
suggest that if we judge the Russian legal system by the European professional
standards of the day, we are bound to find it wanting.>® When assessed on its own

terms, we discover that lawyers did wrest significant concessions from the state,

especially in terms of self-regulation and instilling the values of legal professionalism

35 Frieden, Russian Physicians, p. 59.

% Richard Wortman, ‘Russian Monarchy and the Rule of Law: New Considerations of the Court
Reforms of 1864°, Kritika, 6.1 (2005), 145-70. Here, p. 147.

37 Laura Engelstein, ‘““Combined Underdevelopment”: Discipline and the Law in Imperial and Soviet
Russia’, The American Historical Review, 98.2 (1993), 338-53. Here, p. 345.

¥ See also Rudy Koshar’s response to Engelstein, ‘Foucault and Social History: Comments on
“Combined Underdevelopment™’, The American Historical Review, 98.2 (1993), 354-63.
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into its members. The Moscow Bar was established in 1866 and took responsibility
for membership, promotions, pensions, assignments, and complaints. As far as this
latter category is concerned, Burbank illustrates the ways in which the Bar was eager
to expose the misdemeanours of its members and to project the image of a responsible
public body, untarnished by bad manners, commercialised behaviour, and
carelessness.”” It is, however, revealing that Burbank chose as the case study of her
research the Moscow Bar, for the simple reason that such standards did not extend
across the empire, and elsewhere standards of professionalisation were somewhat
more lax and the state was able to exercise its influence far more freely.*’

For Dostoevsky, the professionalism that lawyers either tried (Wortman) or
were able (Burbank) to establish was itself was an equivocal advantage. In the Diary
he criticised lawyers for invoking complex medical vocabulary in defence of
Kronenberg, a defendant who beat his young daughter and was acquitted, and he
accused them of harbouring in their breasts not a heart but ‘xkycodex uero-to
kaszenHoro’ [23, 12]. Following the letter of the law, much lauded in the West as the
basis of a just legal system, seemed to Dostoevsky to hinder a true understanding of
the individual motivations of a particular individual, and precluded a humane and
paternal resolution to a given case [26, 106]. According to Gary Rosenshield, who
analyses the cases covered in the Diary in great detail, what distressed Dostoevsky
about the Kronenberg case (in addition to the raw suffering of the abused child) was

that ‘the whole issue of ethics was being subordinated to procedure, to the letter of the

% Jane Burbank, ‘Discipline and Punish in the Moscow Bar Association’, The Russian Review, 54.1
(1995), 44-64. (In a similar vein, Burbank defends the legal consciousness of the peasantry, suggesting
that it was more developed than the intelligentsia, or historians, cared to admit. See her ‘Insult and
Punishment in Rural Courts: The Elaboration of Civility in Late Imperial Russia’, Etudes rurales,
149/150 (Jan-Jun, 1999), 147-71.)

0 See Brian L. Levin-Stankevich, ‘The Transfer of Legal Technology and Culture: Law Professionals
in Tsarist Russia’, in Russia’s Missing Middle Class, pp. 223-50. A more favourable view of
professionalism in the provinces is provided by Catherine Evtuhov, Portrait of a Russian Province:
Economy, Society, and Civilization in Nizhnii Novgorod (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press,
2011), passim, but esp. p. 247.
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law, and that such a subordination was being elevated to a principle above all
others’.*! We know that Spasovich, the defence attorney in the trial, prided himself on
his professional detachment, and on one occasion told his colleagues that it was
important for lawyers to separate their souls from their jobs: the defence attorney was
to function not as a chelovek, but as an advokat, a professional functionary rather than
a personal participant.* In the Diary Dostoevsky declares his inability to understand
how a lawyer can defend someone he knows to be guilty, opining that ‘nzbexarp
(danpl ¥ COXpaHUTh YECTHOCTh M COBECTh aJBOKATy TaK € TPYIHO [...] Kak
BCSKOMY Y€JIOBEKY JOCTUTHYTh paiickoro coctosiHus’ [22, 53].

In The Brothers Karamazov, this detached professionalism comes to the fore
during Mitya’s trial. Dostoevsky had intended to show the ‘noBeimas
OTBJICUEHHOCTb B JIUIIE MOJIOJICHBKHIX MTPABOBEIOB, CYACOHBIX ClieOBaTENeH 1 mpoy.’
[30.1, 130] in order to dramatise ‘the shortcomings of the abstract notions of law
imported from the West’.* In the novel, the visitors to the courtroom are indifferent
to the personal fate of the novel’s protagonist, but greatly interested in the Karamazov
affair as a legal case (‘6e3y4acTHBI COOCTBEHHO K CyapOe MUTH, HO BCE K€ OISATh-
Takd He K paccMmarpuBaBliemycs neiy’ [15, 91]); the lawyers are likewise drawn to
the proceedings because they are interested in its ‘coBpeMeHHO-IOpUANYECKas’ aspect
[15, 91]; and of the judge we learn: ‘Ha nemo Kapama3oBsix, kKak oka3aqoch OTOM,
OH CMOTpEJI JOBOJBHO TOpSY0, HO JUIIh B o0mem cmbicie’ [15, 92]. The judicial
errors of Dostoevsky’s trial are not caused when lawyers distort the law, but when
they seek to perform their duties with unflinching devotion to its letter, ignoring the

subjectivity that informs Mitya’s behaviour, which is extrapolated to the level of

*! Gary Rosenshield, Western Law, Russian Justice: Dostoevsky, The Jury Trial, and the Law
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2005), p. 23.

2 See McReynolds, Murder Most Russian, p. 42.

* Joseph Frank, Dostoevsky: The Mantle of the Prophet, 1871-1881 (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2002), p. 466.
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general rule (that is, as I suggested in chapter two, by reading him according to
reductive analogies).*® Their professional objectivity impedes a true understanding of
the case at hand.

Dostoevsky’s doctors are likewise too professionally detached to render useful
service to their patients. Towards the beginning of the novel, Zosima recalls a
conversation he had with a doctor, who confided that ‘s [...] mo0mro yemoBedecTBo,
HO JUBIIIOCH Ha ce0g camMoro: uem OoJjblle s JIIOOJIO YeIOBEYECTBO BOOOIIE, TEM
MeHbIIe s 000 moaei B yactHoct’ [14, 53]. The Moscow doctor who attends
Ilyusha Snegiryov is also unable to adjust his general advice for general cases to the
specific demands of the Snegiryovs’ social and financial circumstances: trips to
convalescent resorts in Syracuse, Italy, the Caucasus, or Paris, are hardly practicable
for the poverty-stricken family. The doctor, who strides imposingly into the
Snegiryovs’ house in his warm fur coat,* is utterly umempathetic to his patient (‘4o
nenats! S He bor’ [14, 505]). Later, in the trial, the Moscow doctor will treat Mitya
as a medical specimen who is illustrative of modern diseases such as manias and fits
of passion. The narrator has to apologise that the doctor ‘u3bsicHsICS OYEHB YUCHBIM
U crenuaibHBIM si3bikoM’ [15, 104]. Owing to such professional haughtiness, even
supposed radicals such as Kolya and Rakitin seem to disdain the profession, with
Kolya calling doctors ‘mensmsl’ [14, 472] and Rakitin penning a verse about
Khokhlakova’s foot in which ‘/loktopa k He# e3asT, nedar,/ I OuHTyIOT, 1 KaneyaT’

[15, 30].

* Bruce Robbins makes this point about the lawyers of Bleak House in ‘Telescopic Philanthropy:
Professionalism and Responsibility in Bleak House’, in Bleak House: Contemporary Critical Essays,
ed. by Jeremy Tambling (London: Macmillan, 1998), pp. 139-62. Likewise, Clare Pettitt criticises
Tulkinghorn for practicing a kind of professionalism that ‘circumvented accountability or
responsibility’ and was ‘indifferent to everything but his calling’. See her ‘Legal Subjects, Legal
Objects: The Law and Victorian Fiction’, in The Concise Companion to the Victorian Novel, ed. by
Francis O’Gorman (Oxford: Blackwell, 2005), pp. 71-90.

* Victor Terras draws attention to the visual nature of this scene in 4 Karamazov Companion:
Commentary on the Genesis, Language, and Style of Dostoevsky’s Novel (Madison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 2002), p. 349.
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This level of professional detachment has not quite penetrated to the heart of
provincial medicine, however. In Dr Herzenstube we have a generally incompetent,
but caring member of the medical profession. Herzenstube is not renowned for his
medical expertise (he stuffs Khokhlakova full of potions to no obvious effect), but he
is well-respected in the town due to the relationships he has developed. In particular,
he is known as a philanthropist and pious man. Henrietta Mondry observes that with
his customary care and kindness, he is one of the few German Jews (a doubly
problematic category for Dostoevsky) to be portrayed positively in Dostoevsky’s

6

works.*® His depiction in this respect is not altogether dissimilar to Gaskell’s Mr

Hall, who, though he was going blind and deaf, ‘was still Mr Hall, who could heal all
their ailments’—that is at least, Gaskell adds bitingly, ‘unless they died meanwhile’.*’
James Rice has shown that, in attending to his own medical conditions, Dostoevsky
distrusted provincial doctors, and preferred, where he could, to solicit metropolitan or
European medical care.”® What emerges in The Brothers Karamazov seems to be a
recognition that what provincial towns might lack in medical expertise when
compared to the capital, they compensate for with medical men who are not so
devoted to their profession that they treat diseases instead of patients, whom they
view refuse to view as illustrative examples of general medical malaise. The failure
of both metropolitan lawyers and doctors to understand Mitya’s personality and
subjectivity, their assumption that man can be decoded by his outward glances and
appearance (so familiar to Dostoevsky in the physiognomies of Balzac’s novels), is

something that, I shall argue, Dostoevsky’s polyphonic composition does much to

redeem.

“ Henrietta Mondry, ‘Doktor Gertsenshtube — “Obshchechelovek™ ili ideia rastvoreniia iudaizma v
khristianstve?’, Dostoevsky Studies, 9 (1988), 45-61.

" Elizabeth Gaskell, Wives and Daughters, ed. by Frank Glover Smith (London: Penguin, 1969), p. 60.
* See Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, e.g. pp. 70-75.
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Many of Eliot’s characters would sympathise with Dostoevsky’s attacks on a
legal system that overlays flesh-and-blood loyalties with cold, procedural
mechanisms. Mr Tulliver, for example, cannot fathom how the law has managed to
dispossess him of his beloved mill, and can only surmise that Old Harry has had a
hand in it. In Middlemarch, Mrs Waule believes that procedural manoeuvres that
would cheat the family of Featherstone’s land would be ‘flying in the face of the
Almighty’ [MM, 341], as if (to borrow from the vocabulary of my second chapter) the
abstractions of the Gesellschaft risk dispossessing the members of the Gemeinschaft
of their material inheritance. In terms of their medical health, her provincials
instinctively know that no general regimen will suffice for all, just as, the narrator
argues in respect of Tom’s education, there is no single ‘regimen for all minds’ [MF,
139]. It is not until the advent of Lydgate from the continent that it occurs to the
denizens of George Eliot’s towns that medical expertise might be found in doctors
other than their own, as the young physician is called upon to cure Fred Vincy (served
by Wrench) and Nancy Nash (whose physician is Dr Minchin).

With his Parisian education, Lydgate is hardly a typical representative of
provincial medical practice in Reform-era England. S. E. D. Shortt has shown that
developments in European medicine were slow to establish themselves in England,
and that local practitioners tended to treat conservatively innovations that emanated
from continental hospitals and, when they came, continental laboratories. Much of
the nineteenth-century medical profession was characterised, Shortt argues, by

‘therapeutic ignorance’, with some seemingly innocuous innovations, such as
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anaesthetic, being ignored due to a long-standing belief that pain was an essential part
of the healing process.*

This is not to argue, of course, that nineteenth-century English physicians did
not set themselves exacting professional standards. Doctors actively campaigned for
legal rules that would shore up the boundaries of their profession (thus keeping
quackery at bay), and they successfully lobbied for the Medical Act of 1858, which
made it illegal to practise medicine without a license. The growth of educational
facilities, periodicals, and medical societies in the nineteenth century all coincided
with a rise in remuneration for medical men, who aspired to, and often attained,
relative affluence. Irvine Loudon judges that both financially and socially a surgeon-
apothecary might be on a level with the clergy or an attorney.”® The fact that doctors
needed to maintain excellent community relations in order to consolidate and expand
their pool of patients likely also accounts for an unwillingness to innovate, and it
seems to be precisely the conservatism of the medical market place that Lydgate fails
to take under consideration when he tries to import the science of the Paris Hospital to
Middlemarch: the local physicians are sceptical of a man who has been to neither of
the English universities ‘but came with libellous pretention to experience in
Edinburgh and Paris, where observation may be abundant indeed, but hardly sound’
[MM, 182]. The Middlemarch doctors are able, in fact, to use the rhetoric of science
to maintain relations with their clients, and they recognise, even as they disparage,
each others’ skills. Mrs Bulstrode, after all, does not hire Dr Minchin for nothing;
rather, she believes that he alone ‘understands her constitution” [MM, 182]. Drs

Wrench and Toller have a preference, respectively, for the “strengthening treatment”

¥S. E. D. Shortt, ‘Physicians, Science, and Status: Issues in the Professionalization of Anglo-
American Medicine in the Nineteenth Century’, Medical History, 27.1 (1983), 51-58.

% Irvine Loudon, ‘Medical Practitioners 1750-1850 and the Period of Medical Reform in Britain’, in
Medicine and Society, pp. 219-48. Here, pp. 225-27.
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and the “lowering treatment”, and neither suffers financial ruin as a result. In other
words, George Eliot’s provincials do not object to doctors with a scientific pedigree;
they merely reject Lydgate’s particular variant of scientific expertise, as well as the
fact that it seems to be without the character and benevolent respectability they have
come to expect from their medical men. To be skilled at dissection, for example, is
not necessarily praiseworthy in a town that fears being dissected. Unable to match his
rhetorical register to his audience, Lydgate fails where the less skilled Wrench and
Toller succeed. '

“Character” was an important criterion of nineteenth-century professionalism,
and Lydgate’s clinical superiority bolsters a somewhat arrogant self-image that ill-
equips him to serve the community according to their values and expectations.
Ultimately, he fails to understand that clinical practice cannot be severed from
pastoral care, and he fatally believes that specialist knowledge alone will be enough to
win the respect of the community (‘he would [...] win celebrity [...] as Jenner had
done, by the independent value of his work’ [MM, 145]), and that, consequently, he
can scorn the other medical men of the town since his plans for a new hospital will
‘flourish in spite of them’ [MM, 454]. Farebrother repeatedly tries to instruct Lydgate
that such objectivity is inapplicable in Middlemarch, and that any decisions Lydgate
makes (whom to select as chaplain, for example) are irrevocably linked to local

personalities and politics. ‘In this stupid world, Farebrother counsels, ‘most people

> Shortt makes the point that we should treat skeptically the claims that doctors were hostile to
scientific developments since many of the theories they did employ were considered scientific at the
time, and have only subsequently been shown to have limited scientific value (most famously,
phrenology): ‘patients judged the profession by the criteria of their age, an authority which was
incapable of distinguishing the relative scientific merit of, for example, a phrenologist or his opponent.’
He further comments: ‘Given this limitation, “valid” science becomes irrelevant to the attainment of
status [...] What is of paramount importance, however, is the manner in which physicians used, not the
content, but the rhetoric of science’ (Shortt, ‘Physicians, Science, and Status’, 60).
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never consider a thing is good to be done unless it is done by his own set’ [MM, 439].
Clinical excellence cannot exist in a vacuum.

Lydgate’s failure to grasp this is particularly pronounced when the question of
the coroner arises in the town. In the nineteenth century there was much discussion
about whether coroners needed medical training, the position usually being held by a
lawyer rather than a physician.’® Lydgate is firmly of the opinion that medical
knowledge should be a prerequisite of the post, since ‘no man can judge what is good
evidence unless he knows that subject well. A lawyer is no better than an old woman
at a post-mortem examination’ [MM, 157]. What Lydgate does not appreciate is that
Mr Chichely stands before him as a coroner without medical qualification. The
narrator comments:

Lydgate’s private opinion was that Mr Chichely might have been the very

coroner without bias as to the coats of the stomach, but he had not meant

to be personal. This was one of the difficulties of moving in good

Middlemarch society: it was dangerous to insist on knowledge as a

qualification for salaried office. [MM, 158]
‘He had not meant to be personal’: however much science could defend its autonomy
in the anatomy schools of Paris, in the English provinces knowledge cannot be
depersonalised. Dr Sprague admits as much: Lydgate may be right ‘with regard to the
populous districts, and in the metropolis. But I hope it will be a long time before this
part of the country loses the services of my friend Chichely’ [MM, 158]. Chichely’s
important qualification here is that he is ‘my friend’ (for Mr Vincy it’s that the
coroner should be a ‘good coursing man’ [MM, 158]), emphasising the value of
relationships in the town. In highlighting Lydgate’s failure to adapt to his new

environment, Eliot is clearly not attempting to elevate his less competent rivals, such

as Wrench and Toller, to the status of paragons of medical excellence merely because

52 Crawford (‘Medicine and the Law’) notes that medical and legal training for the post were not
required until 1926 (p. 1634).
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they succeed where Lydgate fails, namely in the attention they pay to the social
etiquette demanded of them. Just as Dostoevsky distrusted provincial medicine, even
though he presents Herzenstube sympathetically, Eliot treats with scepticism spurious
medical practice, even if its practitioners may be able to teach Lydgate a thing or two
about community relations. To employ the terminology used by Janet Caldwell, Eliot
may be suggesting that ‘detached concern’ is an optimal means of realising
professional exactitude and humane social interaction.” In her analysis of doctors’
case notes, Caldwell suggests that, in contrast to the clinical detachment that Foucault
held to be epitomised in the Paris Hospital, British physicians united the detached
observation of the empirical eye with the subjective accounts of the patients’ story,
thus creating an intersection of interpersonal and scientific medicine.”* Whilst
Lydgate is not entirely clueless when it comes to interpersonal skills (in fact, he
makes a good first impression on Lady Chettam, and is a skilled listener to his
patients, especially Casaubon), he nevertheless does not possess the empathy of other
characters, particularly Dorothea, being ‘too ill acquainted with disaster to enter into
the pathos of a lot where everything is below the level of tragedy’ [MM, 423].
Comparing Lydgate’s ability to that of Dorothea, Caldwell writes: ‘while Lydgate
wields the acute power of cutting-edge scientific knowledge, Dorothea is an expert at
understanding the human connection, and eliciting those narratives that heal the social
fabric’.>> As in Dostoevsky, doctors in Eliot’s fiction are challenged to synthesise
personal care and scientific skill.

In her presentation of provincial medical practice, George Eliot exposes the

ignorance of the townspeople, who are unwilling to embrace medical reforms that, by

>3 Janice McLarren Caldwell, Medicine and Literature: From Mary Shelley to George Eliot
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), esp. ch. 7.

> Ibid., p. 164.

> Ibid., p. 161.
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the time Eliot wrote the novel, had long since been vindicated, as well as the inability
of Lydgate to minister to the Middlemarchers in such a way as to guarantee the
success of his reforming ambitions. When she has Lydgate exit the town for a
Continental bathing place, she simultaneously condemns Middlemarch to substandard
medical care, and Lydgate to a slow demise writing a treatise on gout. The course of
therapeutics that she offers in Middlemarch attempts, in response to these failures, to
correct Lydgate’s reliance on pathological anatomy by drawing on the developments
that had come in its wake, and thereby to reinforce the value of medical discourse for

both practitioner and patient.

Beyond Pathological Anatomy
L’observation simple ne lui suffit pas.
—Claude Bernard™®
3a MHOXXEeCTBOM (DaKTOB [JIETKO| HOTEPATh
OOUIHOCTH JIena.
—Alexander Herzen’’
The novelist as anatomist was an important image in literary practice in the nineteenth
century, especially in France, where metaphors of cutting, opening, and penetrating
the social environment were regularly employed by writers eager to demonstrate the

scientific exactitude of their craft.”® As the century progressed and naturalism came

to prominence in the work of Zola, many critics thought that this trend had gone too

%6 Claude Bernard, Introduction a I’étude de la médecine expérimentale (Paris: J. B. Bailliére et fils,
1865), p. 11.

37 Aleksandr Gertsen, Sobranie sochinenii, 30 vols (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo akademii nauk SSSR, 1954-
1964), XXVI (1962), p. 212.

¥ On this, see David F. Bell, ‘Thérése Raquin: Scientific Realism in Zola’s Laboratory’, Nineteenth-
Century French Studies, 24.1-2 (1995-1996), 122-132, esp. 129. Tim Farrant notes the aspiration to
scientific exactitude was difficult to sustain in practice, and even those writers who claim to be most
true to life, such as Balzac, frequently relied on implausible plots, imagery, and melodrama, ultimately
producing a vision of reality rather than reality itself. See Tim Farrant, An Introduction to Nineteenth-
Century French Literature (London: Bristol Classical Press, 2007), chapter 5.
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far, reproaching the author of Thérese Raquin with a predilection for brutalism that
forsook the sublime imperatives of art.”’ In Russia, similar charges were levelled
against Dostoevsky, with one critic accusing him of ‘fixing the reader in the stinking
atmosphere of the underground, [which] blunts his sense of smell and accustoms him

to the stinking underground’.®

Regardless of its aesthetic merits, the task of
anatomising society, of viewing the subject through the Foucauldian “clinical gaze”,
puts the writer in a position of authority and control, as she or he lays bare hidden
mechanisms, and masters and classifies nature.®’ It is my contention that Dostoevsky
and Eliot, both well able to anatomise society, seek to destabilise the power of the
anatomist’s gaze by drawing on scientific concepts that were popular in England
(more than in Russia) in the 1860s and 70s. (Eliot, we recall, had called this
epistemological confidence into question when she bemoaned D. F. Strauss’s
dissection of the crucifixion narrative). Both by abjuring a single, authoritative point
of view on external events, and by emphasising the importance of individual
subjectivity, they reveal the ultimate insufficiency of the empirical method whose
resurgence in hospital medicine at the start of the century was being increasingly
checked by the physiological revolution these writers witnessed.

The premium that the novel placed on empirical reality, and in particular on
sight as a reliable means to access and understand that reality, owes much to legal and

scientific legacies that long predated the revolutions in hospital medicine. Barbara

Shapiro’s work on empiricism in England demonstrates that the novel as a genre—

> See Bell, ‘Thérése Raquin®, 122.

5 Quoted in Joseph Frank, Dostoevsky: The Mantle of the Prophet, 1871-1881 (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2002), p. 168. Others were more enthusiastic about the ways in which Dostoevsky
performed the ‘anatomical dissection of our gangrenous corpse—a dissection of the abscesses and
illnesses of our stultified conscience, our unhealthy, rotten, still serflike life’. Cited on p. 416.

%' On this, see Manon Mathias, Vision in the Novels of George Sand (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2016), chapter 4. Mathias’s study gives a fascinating account of how George Sand employed scientific
concepts whilst divesting herself of the authoritarian assumptions of the clinical gaze.
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with its frequent recourse (in writers such as Defoe, Richardson, and Fielding) to the
language of fact, to supposedly credible eye-witness accounts, and to apparently
authentic documentation—emerged out of the legal discourse that was popularised in
the seventeenth century, in particular by the jury trial.®* It is upon this tradition that
George Eliot drew when, in chapter 17 of Adam Bede, her narrator declares himself to
be ‘as if in the witness-box narrating my experience on oath’ [AB, 159]. The legal
formulation of the importance of fact came at the same historical moment as scientists
such as Bacon, whose opposition to systematisers such as Descartes was later to win
him admirers including Alexander Herzen, propagandised the value of a posteriori
knowledge.”

Although physiologists and their champions in the second half of the
nineteenth century by no means disavowed the importance of empirical research, they
were sceptical of the extent to which it could account for the complexity of the human
organism and its formation under the interlocking influence of the milieu extérieur
and milieu intérieur. Not only, in the laboratory, did the physician’s unassisted gaze
give way to a reliance on the microscope (whose help Bichat and others had done
without), but the advantages of perspective, imagination, and hypothesis were
reinvigorated and reemphasised.** Lewes frequently spoke of science in metaphysical
terms, emphasising the limits of the scientist’s gaze and the need to reverence a
universe that cannot be comprehended in a single glance: ‘every Real,” he writers in

Problems of Life and Mind, ‘is the complex of so many relations, a conjecture of so

52 Barbara Shapiro, 4 Culture of Fact: England, 1550-1720 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2000).
See especially chapter 1, and pp. 203-7.

% On Herzen’s response to Bacon’s ideas, see Kelly, The Discovery of Chance, chapter 12.

% These categories had not been absent in the writings of empiricists such as John Locke, who (to take
perspective as one example) was aware of Newton’s work on colour, showing it to be not a property of
the object itself, but rather dependent on the eye of the observer. Nevertheless, the positivists of the
nineteenth century clearly believed that their empiricist forebears had overemphasised facts and sight
in their attempts to understand the scientific universe. On Locke and perspective, see Stephen Prickett,
‘Biblical and Literary Criticism: A History of Interaction’, in The Bible and Literature, ed. by David
Jasper and Stephen Prickett (Oxford: Blackwell, 1999), pp. 12-43, esp. pp. 24-25.
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many events, a synthesis of so many sensations, that to know one Real thoroughly

would only be possible through an intuition embracing the universe’.> In 1870, his

contemporary Tyndall paid homage to the empirical method, before suggesting that:
philosophers may be right in affirming that they cannot transcend

experience. But we can, at all events, carry it a long way from its

origins...We are gifted with the power of Imagination...and by this power

we can lighten the darkness which surrounds the world of the senses’.%®

In France, Claude Bernard likewise spoke about the need to use, but not be limited by,
imagination. The experimenter’s role, Bernard argued in his Introduction to the Study
of Experimental Medicine, was to come to the laboratory with a priori assumptions
(hypotheses), to imagine what nature has to teach, and then to interrogate it to see if it
is confirmed or belied by experience. In emphasising the role of the mind in
formulating hypotheses, and by underlining the importance of doubt as a check on the
empirical eye, Bernard aligned himself with the philosophical tradition of Descartes,
much more than that of Bacon.®’ His rationalism was warmly received by Strakhov in
Russia, who thought that ‘romeie gaxter’ were almost entirely useless in the quest to
understand the world.®® As Linda Gerstein points out, Strakhov (himself a scientist by
training) thought that science should aim satisfy our theoretical (rationalistic)
demands for a knowledge of basic principles, and he admired Bernard for the latter’s
distrust of empiricism, as well as his willingness to concede the limitations of the
scientific method; that is to say, science should not arbitrate on metaphysical
questions or seek to apply itself to the social, economic, or moral spheres.”” In his

essay on the French physiologist, he quotes approvingly Bernard’s assertion that

8 Lewes, Problems of Life and Mind, 2 vols, 1, pp. 342-34.

% John Tyndall, ‘On the Scientific Use of the Imagination’, in Literature and Science in the Nineteenth
Century: An Anthology, ed. by Laura Otis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), pp. 128-30. Here,
p. 68.

7 See Virtanen, Claude Bernard, chapter 1.

o8 Strakhov, ‘Klod Bernar’, p. 148.

% Linda Gerstein, Nikolai Strakhov (Harvard: Harvard University Press, 1971), chapter 3.
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‘Ka)K]IbIi Y€JIOBEK C MEPBOTO B3TJISAA COCTABIIAECT ce0e UIIeW O TOM, YTO OH BHJIHT, U
CKJIOHCH HMCTOJIKOBAThb ABJICHHA ITPUPOIABI I1O Hpe)1y6e>1<21eHm0, OpexaAc 4€M yY3HACT
ux 1o omsity’.’’ Since we cannot approach phenomena without preconceived ideas,
scientific progress can best be achieved by utilising those preconceptions in the form
of hypotheses as a tentative fulcrum from which to branch forward.

In the 1870s, Dostoevsky shared Strakhov’s frustration with bare facts, noting
that all kinds of spurious philosophies (including, much to his chagrin, spiritualism)
could draw on isolated phenomena as proof of their veracity. As a result, he claimed
that the way to combat spiritualism was not, as Mendeleev had tried to do, to adduce
different facts that could be weaponised to disprove spiritualism point-by-point, but
rather to construct a narrative that would subtly change people’s worldviews and
gradually make them disinclined to believe in spiritualism. To use empirical evidence
as a means of conquering belief was for Dostoevsky a fruitless undertaking since
‘Bepa N MaTEMAaTHUYECKHUE JOKa3aTCIIbCTBA—/IBE BC€IIIU HECOBMECTHUMBIC. Kto 3axouer
noBepuTh—TOro He octanoBute’ [22, 101]. Michael Gordin, in his analysis of the
different techniques by which Dostoevsky and Mendeleev seek to discredit
spiritualism, points to the limitations of empirical evidence: ‘if [for Dostoevsky] the
fact of finding some fraud [of the spiritualists] did not convince, [the] appropriate
presentation would”.”’

The problem of the supposed supremacy of fact is highlighted in 7The Brothers
Karamazov when Mitya is arrested and interviewed by the district attorney Nikolai
Parfenovich. In a significant gesture, Dostoevsky has Nikolai Parfenovich remove his
glasses from his myopic eyes as he questions Mitya and fixates on the ‘menoun’ [14,

418] of Mitya’s case—much to the latter’s indignation. As the investigation

70 Strakhov, ‘Klod Bernar’, p. 146.
! Michael D. Gordin, ‘Loose and Baggy Spirits: Reading Dostoevskii and Mendeleev’, Slavic Review,
60.4 (2001), 756-80.
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continues, Nikolai Parfenovich attempts to reconstruct the events surrounding Fyodor
Pavlovich’s murder.  Uninterested in Mitya’s psychology, he dismisses the
defendant’s effusive interjections as irrelevant to the matter at hand: ‘mocne crpororo
BHymIeHHss MuTe OH caM TOT4Yac e NpPEeKpaTHi Bce MalbHEHIINE PpacCIPOCHI
KacaTeJIbHO POMaHWYECKOW CTOPOHBI Jiefla M IMIOCKOpee Mepemel K CyleCTBeHHOMY
[14, 452]. However, anyone acquainted with Mitya would know that the romantic
aspects of the case, however unnameable to empirical observation, are the essential
aspects. Nikolai Parfenovich’s commitment to establishing the facts leads him to
misinterpret Mitya’s complicity entirely. Mitya himself recognises the poverty of this
legal method when he comments that ‘@axT Hanuo, GpakT roBOpuUT, KPUUUT, HO —
YyBCTBa, TOCIMOA, YyBCTBa, 3T0 Yk apyroe’ [14, 415]. The judicial investigation
cannot account for feelings, which are a better barometer of Mitya’s character than
the circumstantial evidence over which Nikolai Parfenovich obsesses. It is by no
means the only occasion in the novel where Dostoevsky emphasises the unreliability
of sight. Grigory swears blind (to employ a rather apt expression) that he saw the
garden gate open, and Trifon Borisovich, the innkeeper at Mokroe, testifies that he
saw Mitya with three thousand roubles during the course of his second spree.

Of relevance to the argument of this thesis is that Dostoevsky’s disavowal of
the independent value of empirical evidence in the 1870s seems to juxtapose his
adherence to that very same evidence in the 1860s. In Notes from Underground, for
example, he had taken the materialists to task for failing to account for the reality of
the phenomenal world. In that work, he powerfully lambasts thinkers such as Buckle
for being a ‘yenmoBek mpUCTpacTeH K CUCTEME U K OTBICYEHHOMY BbIBOnY , for being
‘TOTOB BHJIOM HE BUJATh M CIBIXOM He cibixaTh’ [4, 112], before enumerating a long

list of historical examples (from Napoleon to Attila to Stenka Razin) that disprove
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Buckle’s assertions about the perfectibility of man and his natural desire for a
peaceable existence. The underground man performs the Dostoevskian task of
shattering all systems (‘pa3pymaer u Bce cuctemsbl’), and mercilessly berates the
determinists of the 1860s for distorting the truth in order to justify logic (‘ucka3zuts
npaBay [...] Tombko 4ToO ompaBaaTh cBoro Joruky’ [4, 112]). In Crime and
Punishment, published two years later, Dostoevsky’s sympathies clearly lie with his
detective, Porfiry, and with the student Razumikhin, who both serve to debunk
Raskolnikov’s theories by pointing out they do not take into account the raw material
of human nature (the latter pointing out that in them ‘nHatypa He 6epercs B pacuer’ [6,
197], the former noting that the murderer ‘Ha HaTypy-TO U HE cyMen paccuuTaTs’ [6,
263]).

The value of empirical evidence is questioned, however, in The Brothers
Karamazov, in a passage about the faith needed to believe in miracles. The argument
Dostoevsky puts forward in the first paragraph of the chapter ‘Crapmpsr’ is that
miracles, even when presented as an irrefutable fact (‘HeoTpazumblii pakt’ [14, 24])
will never compel faith. When presented with such a fact, unbelievers will always
find some way of ignoring it, or of subsuming it into their belief system. Only once a
predisposition to a religious worldview has been developed will the believer be able
to accommodate faith in the miraculous. In short, ‘B peamucre Bepa HEe OT uyaa
poknmaercs, a uyao oT Bephl’ [14, 24]. Dostoevsky then goes on to interpret the Bible
in such a way as to support his thesis. The Apostle Thomas declared that he would
not believe in the risen Lord until he had seen him. The question is then raised:

Uyno nm 3actaBuiio ero yBepoBaTh? BeposiTHee Bcero, 4ro Her, a
YBEPOBaJI OH JIMIIb €AMHCTBCHHO ITIOTOMY, YTO XKEJIaJl YBEPOBATH, U MOXKET

OBITH YK€ BEpOBaJl BIOJIHE, B TAaWHWKE CYIIECTBA CBOETO, Na)ke eIle
Toraa, korjaa npousHocui: "He nmosepio, noka He yBuxky". [14, 25]
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There is nothing in the biblical account that would give rise to such a suggestion. On
the contrary, it is only because Thomas has seen that he believes (John 20.29).
According to the Bible, sight in this instance compels faith. Dostoevsky, on the
contrary, takes the side of Ivan’s devil, who declares in conversation with Ivan that ‘B
Bepe HHKAKWE J0Ka3aTelbCTBA HE IIOMOTAIOT, OCOOEHHO MaTepuanbHbie. Doma
MOBEPHIT HE TIOTOMY, YTO YBHUJET BOCKPECHIET0 XPHUCTA, a MMOTOMY, YTO eIl MPEKIe
xenan nmoBeputh’ [15, 71]. (This is also the position of Renan, who in The Life of
Jesus stated that ‘observation [...] teaches us that miracles never happen but in times
and countries in which they are believed, and before persons disposed to believe
them’.””) Later, at Mitya’s trial, the material proofs of the case—Grushenka’s
envelope, the pink ribbon, and others—will be laid out in the courtroom, and yet
Dostoevsky makes it quite clear that the issue of Mitya’s guilt has been pre-decided.
In respect of the latter case, the narrator makes it clear that Mitya was not condemned
because of the evidence against him as such, but rather from the way in which the
evidence was assembled, the perspective from which it was viewed.

In his works of the 1870s, Dostoevsky’s defence of rational belief systems (as
opposed to isolated facts) is remarkably similar to that of Strakhov and, by extension,
Bernard. Anna Schur Kaladiouk makes a convincing case for viewing Dostoevsky as
a rationalist, arguing that the traditional dichotomy into which critics” have tried to
place the writer (namely, someone torn between reason and faith) fails to distinguish
the contours of Dostoevsky’s critique of nineteenth-century science.”* Kaladiouk
suggests that reason and faith are both embraced by Dostoevsky, and that Ivan—

rightly taken as someone who propounds beliefs antithetical to Dostoevsky’s own—is

72 Ernest Renan, The Life of Jesus (London: Watts and Co., 1935), p. 22.

73 See, for example, Joseph Frank, Dostoevsky: The Mantle of the Prophet, p. 570.

™ Anna Schur Kaladiouk, ‘On “Sticking to the Fact” and “Understanding Nothing”: Dostoevsky and
the Scientific Method’, The Russian Review, 65.3 (2006), 417-38.
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critiqued by the author not as a rationalist, but as an empiricist, eager to prove his
allegiance to ‘daxtuku’, but unwilling to subsume these into an overarching system
of understanding (Ivan repeats on several occasions that he does not want to
understand God’s universe).

Dostoevsky was familiar with (and in many ways sceptical of) the works of
Lewes and Bernard. Despite this scepticism, his preoccupations in the Diary are at
times closely aligned with those of positivist science. More generally, his entire
doctrine of fantastic realism can be seen as analogous to Bernard’s claim (quoted here
in Strakhov’s translation) that ‘Benuyaiiiine HayyHble UCTHHBI UIMEIOT CBOU KOPHHU B
MOAPOOHOCTSIX OMBITHOTO uccnenoBanus’. Dostoevsky’s aesthetics rest on the
principle that exceptional circumstances and characters reveal something that is
typical, something he repeatedly stressed to those detractors who claimed he was
unhealthily fixated on pathological types—an argument I develop further later in this
chapter in my discussion of the utilisation of cell theory in the novel. The shift also
coincides with a move in Russian science—one which Dostoevsky welcomed—away
from the hard materialism of those men of the sixties who believed, like Pisarev, that
the future of Russia lay in the dissected body of a splayed frog, to the Populist
recognition that science, however useful, should complement rather than contest the
values of the Russian people, whom it could be employed to serve—particularly in
the area of medicine. (Whatever ideological differences Dostoevsky had with the
leaders of the Populist movement, he was deeply impressed by the altruism of the
populists, many of whom served as doctors, nurses, and midwives throughout the
empire.)’® Finally, Dostoevsky’s growing distrust of bare facts coincides with his

interest in provincial settings, where interpersonal relationships add a level of

7 Strakhov, ‘Klod Bernar’, p. 125.
78 This shift in the nature of Russian science is charted by Frank in Dostoevsky: The Mantle of the
Prophet, chapter 4.
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complexity to the isolated struggles of Raskolnikov and the underground man.
Lewes’s comment that ‘every Real is the complex of so many relations’ (quoted
above; my italics) invites us to speculate as to whether Dostoevsky turned to
provincial communities and families in order to explore how the emergent practices
of laboratory medicine might, if not absolutely reduce man to a physiological
specimen, at least shed light on aspects of man’s motivation and psychology.

Like Dostoevsky, Eliot also exposes the poverty of the empirical gaze in her
writings. In The Mill on the Floss, Tom Tulliver is described as a ‘clear-sighted’
youth [MF, 141], but is a slow learner at least in part because he ‘was not given to
hypothesis and experiment’ [MF, 141]. His treatment of Maggie throughout that
novel shows his keen sensibility to her outward actions, but an inability to interpret
them correctly—much like Nikolai Parfenovich’s failure to properly account for the
behaviour he observes in Mitya. In Middlemarch, Mr Casaubon, whose Key to All
Mpythologies aspires to produce such an authoritative vision of world history, is
blighted by ailing vision that has been too much spent deciphering old characters
[MM, 18], a fact which for myopic Dorothea portends a kinship between her future
husband and the poet Milton [MM, 10]. By inflicting sight-loss on her characters,
even the most sympathetic, George Eliot seems to be suggesting that there is no single
authoritative gaze that can account for the totality of phenomenal reality. Lewes had
noted the selective nature of observation in Problems of Life and Mind, commenting
that “we only see what interests us’.”” Through the trope of myopia (Mr Farebrother
is similarly afflicted) Eliot calls into question the epistemological confidence of
writers such as Balzac, Flaubert, and the Goncourts, insisting that, however advanced

the instruments of anatomy may be, they cannot substitute for a field of vision that is

" Lewes, Problems of Life and Mind, vol. 2, p. 248.
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commanded not by an all-seeing eye, but by the multiple perspectives of different
characters. Rothfield suggests that the multi-plot composition of Middlemarch is a
means of providing such perspectives which complement rather than exclude each

other.”®

In addition, like Mitya Karamazov, Eliot insists that sight must be
accompanied by feeling if observers wish to truly apprehend reality. Ladislaw, the
novel’s exemplary vassal of understanding and unhampered by a quest for ultimate
origins, describes the poet’s activity as one in which ‘knowledge passes
instantaneously into feeling, and feeling flashes back as a new organ of knowledge’
[MM, 222; my italics].

Several of George Eliot’s characters do try to use a scientific method that
employs imagination and hypothesis to discover new complexities. Casaubon, for
example, relies on his mind to ‘mentally construct’ the world; but the world of his
imagination is that of the past (‘as it used to be’). Moreover, Casaubon does not seek
to conjecture reality, but to reveal it, hoping to provide a definitive account of human
history, rather than to reveal new avenues for future research.” Lydgate comes closer
to Eliot’s ideal in his articulation of laboratory theory:

Whereas fever had obscure conditions, and gave him that delightful labour

of the imagination which is not mere arbitrariness, but the exercise of

disciplined power—combining and constructing with the clearest eye for

probabilities and the fullest obedience to knowledge; and then, in yet
more energetic alliance with impartial Nature, standing aloof to invent

tests by which to try its own work [...] He was enamoured of that ardous

invention which is the very eye of research, provisionally framing its

object and correcting it to more and more exactness of relation; he wanted

to pierce the obscurity of those minute processes which prepare human

misery and joy... [MM, 164-65]

But Lydgate, like Casaubon, is unable to deal with what Gillian Beer calls the ‘fictive

8 See Lawrence Rothfield, Vital Signs: Medical Realism in Nineteenth-Century Fiction (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1992), pp. 102ff.

7 On Casaubon’s failure to embrace the creative potential of myth, see Gillian Beer, ‘Myth and the
Single Consciousness: Middlemarch and “The Lifted Veil”’, in This Particular Web, ed. by lan Adam
(Toronto: Toronto University Press, 1975), pp. 91-115.
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nature of hypothesis’.** In his love life, he approaches Rosamond as a code to be
deciphered, and errs in taking her outward perfection as a direct sign of her inward
pliancy. He is clearly a good deal more intelligent that Mrs Tulliver, who, as I
showed in chapter one, was utterly unable to accept any complication of the sign and
the signified, but he nevertheless remains in the shadow of Bichat and the
pathological anatomists of Paris, and is for this reason unsuspecting of any potential
fissure between the object of his gaze as it appears to him and the inner reality of that
object;* anachronistically, Eliot can ascribe to him a scientific method that through
imagination ‘reveals subtle actions inaccessible by any sort of lens’ that can be
‘tracked in that outer darkness’ [MM, 165], but he cannot sustain a scientific method
for which he was born too early. His entanglement with Rosamond also leads him to
abandon his scientific research, and he will ultimately end the novel by penning a
treatise on gout—hardly a disease at the cutting edge of scientific research in the
nineteenth century.

By stressing categories such as imagination, hypothesis, probability, relation,
and provisionality, George Eliot does not mean to disparage the value of empiricism.
Her novel also contains warnings about the dangers of imagination, and enumerates
many hypotheses that cause trouble and distress. (Dorothea’s hypothesis about
Casaubon’s virtue is one such example; another would be Casaubon’s inference that
Dorothea invited Will Ladislaw to return to the Grange; almost any supposition of
Fred Vincy’s would also fall into this category.) It is true, as Beer argues, that ‘reason
must outgo fact’ in Eliot’s writing,* but, as Bernard and other experimental scientists

pointed out, it cannot do without it.

% Gillian Beer, ‘Plot and the Analogy with Science in Later Nineteenth-Century Novelists’,
Comparative Criticism, 2 (1980), 131-50. Here, p. 133

8 For a fine analysis of Lydgate’s inability here, see Peter M. Logan, ‘Conceiving the Body: Realism
and Medicine in Middlemarch’, History of the Human Sciences, 4.2 (1991), 197-222.

%2 Beer, ‘Plot and the Analogy with Science,’ p. 140.
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‘Experiments in Life’

The shift from hospital to laboratory medicine in the nineteenth century—a shift from
the examination of an inert corpse to the interaction with the living body, and the
coincident methodological manoeuvre from autopsy to vivisection—coincided with
the growth of scientific disciplines that emphasised time rather than stasis. Whilst the
studies of botany, geology, and evolution were already well established in the early-
nineteenth century, their pioneers tended to understate the role of time, mutation, and
the influence of the environment in plant, earth, and animal maturation. In France, for
example, Cuvier, the great empiricist who correctly hypothesised that there was vast
pre-historical life on earth but who refused to countenance the theory of organic
transmutation, held that the multitude of species currently extant on earth had
remained unchanged since the dawn of time. He was challenged by Lamarck, who
emphasised the constant flux and change of the universe and posited that species
change in ad hoc response to their conditions.*” In Darwin, the mutation of organisms
from homogeneity to heterogeneity would be firmly established.

In Eliot’s writing, as I indicated in the Introduction, this emphasis on time is
reflected in her move away from the stasis of Dutch genre painting (Adam Bede)
towards the dynamic complexity of novels such as Middlemarch and Daniel Deronda
(that ‘dynamic quality’ of Gwendolen’s glance on the first page of the novel being
one of Eliot’s more compelling enigmas [DD, 3]). Gillian Beer states that nineteenth-
century novelists including George Eliot, in response to scientific developments,

‘move away from the models of Cuvier and Bichat to those of Darwin and Bernard,

% On the debates in evolutionary theory in nineteenth-century France, see Pietro Corsi, The Age of
Lamarck: Evolutionary Theories in France, 1790-1830, trans. by Jonathan Mendelbaum (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1988). For a succinct comparison of the different approaches taken to
the development of species by Cuvier and Lamarck, see Kelly, The Discovery of Chance, pp. 62-66.
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away from structure to function and to history. The movement in scientific thinking
was from description to narration: time becomes an inherent part of theory’.** Eliot’s
later novels seek to destabilise the authoritative stance of the anatomist and his gaze
by emphasising the complexity of relations as they unfold. We see this in her famous
description of the squirrel’s heartbeat:

That element of tragedy which lies in the very fact of frequency, has not

yet wrought itself into the coarse emotion of mankind; and perhaps our

fames could not bear much of it. If we had a keen vision and feeling of all

ordinary human life, it would be like hearing the grass grow and the

squirrel’s heart beat, and we should die of the roar which lies on the other

side of silence. [MM, 194]
Vision, while not abjured in this passage, is complicated, as Eliot’s narrator insists
that it must be accompanied both by feeling and by an understanding that reality is not
a static specimen, but an organic, pulsating process. As Richard Menke notes, George
Eliot here imports the techniques of French hospital medicine, which, since the
invention of the stethoscope, had been able to record the beating heart, as well as
those of the physiological laboratory of the 1870s: the sphygmograph and kymograph
had made it possible to record heartbeats.*> What Eliot does in Middlemarch is what
the hospital doctors of Paris could not do: in the slow maturation of Dorothea Brooke,
she records the tragedy of the ordinary human life, exposes us to the roar which lies
on the other side of silence.

To underscore her preference for the dynamic power of language, George

Eliot makes Ladislaw, whom we first meet as a painter, more adept as a wordsmith,
and in fact he prefers words to painting because ‘language gives a fuller image, which

is all the better for being vague’ [MM, 191]. For Ladislaw, true seeing is within.

What Ladislaw seems to be implying here is that pictures can actually obstruct seeing

% Beer, ‘Plot and the Analogy with Science’, pp. 134-35. See also her Darwin’s Plots: Evolutionary
Narrative in Darwin, George Eliot, and Late Nineteenth-Century Fiction, 3rd edn (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2009), pp. 149-50.

% Menke, ‘Fiction as Vivisection’, p. 636.
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because their visual nature insists on too close a correspondence between the sign and
signified—a relationship that, as I showed in chapter two, was complicated in a
provincial setting. Words, which evoke rather than “perform” such correspondence,
may liberate the imagination to pursue avenues of enquiry of which the clinical gaze
cannot conceive. This contrasts Dorothea’s approach to words, which is to view them
as clear, visual, denotative codes: ‘She piqued herself on writing in a hand in which
each letter was distinguishable without any large range of conjecture’ [MM, 45].

Ladislaw’s argument—that images cannot capture movement, tone, and
voice—is almost Bakhtinian in its elevation of dialogue over image (just as Eliot’s
own craft favoured pen over paint) and reflects a movement in nineteenth-century
science away from questions of “what is...?” to questions of “what happens
when...?”.  Writing on Dostoevsky, Caryl Emerson has described two kinds of
readings, each emphasising a different aspect of the writer’s craft. The first, proposed
by Bakhtin, stresses the primacy of the dialogic word in Dostoevsky’s art: characters,
in this approach, can never be determined and no action can ever be said to be
“finished”. Dialogue, for Bakhtin, holds the hope that there was a/ways another way
out, always a chance to avert disaster. This contrasts, by and large, Robert Louis
Jackson’s image-based approach to Dostoevsky, which posits that the image in
Dostoevsky’s works (usually present in revelatory and transfiguring moments)
presents the reader with an authorial ideal that is given as a non-negotiable (and
frequently divine) truth.*®

Whilst I am not suggesting that either Dostoevsky’s practice or Bakhtin’s

explication of dialogism in the novel relies entirely upon his familiarity with the time-

% Caryl Emerson, ‘Word and Image in Dostoevsky’s Worlds: Robert Louis Jackson on Readings that
Bakhtin Could Not Do’, in Freedom and Responsibility in Russian Literature: Essays in Honor of
Robert Louis Jackson, ed. by Elizabeth Cheresh Allen and Gary Saul Morson (Evanston: Northwestern
University Press, 1995), pp. 245-65.
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based sciences of the nineteenth century, his novelistic vision and techniques
nevertheless echo some of the procedures being used in the medical laboratory. In
both his fictional and non-fictional output he spoke of the need to penetrate beneath
the surface uncover the hidden reality. But this act of penetration was not one of
anatomy or autopsy, and Dostoevsky criticised his contemporaries, particularly
Tolstoy, for describing the life of a bygone (deceased) era, and being out of touch
with the fluctuating nervousness of the present generation. Dostoevsky did not intend
to be complimentary when he labeled the author of War and Peace a historian of
gentry types,’’ and he thought that Strakhov’s praise of Tolstoy was excessive, given
that writer’s ‘pure personality types’ against which Dostoevsky presented ‘his own
more tangled view of the mutabilities and indeterminacies of human character’ (in
Joseph Frank’s words).®

In uncovering, and at times predicting, the life of the underground,
Dostoevsky, to employ a medical metaphor, vivisected rather than anatomised
society. In France, his contemporary Emile Zola had been more explicit in his
attempts to bring the techniques of the physiological laboratory to bear on his fictional
worlds. In his writings on the experimental novel, highly inflected by his readings of
Bernard’s Introduction to the Study of Experimental Medicine, Zola eschewed the
empirical method in favour of an experimental practice in which the writer intervened
in his text, set up conditions, manipulated variables, and tested his characters in
various environments, especially those ‘not presented by nature’.** For Zola it was
important to show how characters reacted under the determinist laws that he believed

governed the universe, laws whose workings he magnified in his novels. Whether

%7 See Frank, Dostoevsky: The Mantle of the Prophet, pp. 167-68.

% Joseph Frank, Dostoevsky: The Miraculous Years, 1865-1871 (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1995), p. 383.

% Emile Zola, ‘The Experimental Novel’, in Critical Theory Since Plato, ed. by Hazard Adams (San
Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1971), pp. 647-59.
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Zola’s theory of the experimental novel can be taken as a manifesto of his craft is
open to question in on at least three counts. Firstly, as David Baguley has noted, the
use of scientific terminology by Zola and others was ‘prompted by the need to
elaborate a theoretical method’ for a process they had long employed.”® Secondly,
experimental ideas, by Zola’s definition, long predate his conception of the
experimental novel.”’ Thirdly, the novel as a genre is difficult to make analogous
with an experiment, not least because in a novel the novelist asks and answers his
own questions: there is no external reaction to verify the author’s hypothesis. In
Russia, the geographer and publicist L. I. Mechnikov declared the genre of the
experimental novel to be as oxymoronic as a transcendental cow.’>

Dostoevsky was not especially enamoured of Zola’s literary output, which he
read on a visit to the waters of Bad Ems. In particular, he found Zola’s impressionism
too taxing on the reader, and he detected little sense of brotherhood in novels such as

.93
Le ventre de Paris.

Nevertheless, strong arguments have been made that
Dostoevsky’s final novel was written in response to some of the issues of Zola’s
work, particularly the Rougon-Macquart cycle. The most convincing of these is

Riccardo Nicolosi’s exploration of the ways in which Zola and Dostoevsky approach

issues of inheritance/heredity,”* experimentation, and naturalism.”> Nicolosi notes

% David Baguley, Naturalist Fiction: The Entropic Vision (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1990), p. 45.

! See Irina Paperno, ‘La prose des années 1870-1890°, in Histoire de la literature russe. Le temps du
roman, ed. by Efim Etkind (Paris: Fayard, 2005), pp. 789-823.

%2 Quoted in Riccardo Nicolosi, ‘Eksperimenty s eksperimentami: Emil’ Zolia i russkii naturalizm
(“Privalovskie milliony” D. N. Mamina-Sibiriaka)’, Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, 134 (2005), 201-20.
Nicolosi’s article charts the reception of Zola in Russia, essentially stating that, as a social novelist, he
was well-received (Russian critics tended to want novels that contributed something to society’s well-
being), but that his theory of the experimental novel did not find a particularly warm reception for the
reasons | have outlined above. On Zola’s Russian reception, see also Phillip A. Duncan, ‘Echoes of
Zola’s Experimental Novel in Russia’, The Slavic and East European Journal, 18.1 (1974), 11-19.

% On Dostoevsky’s reading of Zola, see Frank, Dostoevsky: The Mantle of the Prophet, pp. 230-31.

% As Nicolosi notes, the word “heredity” in its biological sense dates back only to the 19th century. It
was originally used to designate the bequest of estates and titles, then illnesses, and only finally to
inherited characteristics (‘Eksperimenty s eksperimentami’, p. 216).
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that Zola conceived of the novel as ‘a kind of laboratory’ in which he could conduct
experiments and contribute to scientific practice.”® He was particularly interested in
the hereditary characteristics which combine or modify throughout generations to
determine characters’ behaviour. Whilst Nicolosi concedes that Dostoevsky was not
interested in incarnating scientific ideas into his novels, the Russian novelist’s
characters are concerned with, or captivated by, ideas of determinism. In other
words, the issue of determinism in The Brothers Karamazov is propelled, explicated,
and questioned by the characters of that novel, not the author. Mitya, for example,
questions the extent to which he is determined by his milieu extérieur and milieu
intérieur, as he struggles to come to terms with his own heroic sentiment in an
environment whose laws preclude individual agency (the underground man had faced
a similar struggle two decades earlier). In the novel as a whole, however, Nicolosi
argues that Dostoevsky is conducting an “anti-experiment” [ Gegenexperiment], which
aims to prove the possibility of free action and Christian regeneration in opposition to
the fatalism of Zola. By giving the brothers a shared paternal heredity,”” Dostoevsky
sets up an experiment but concludes, antithetically to Zola, that individual choice
allows for different outcomes and that, despite the features of karamazovshchina that

each son inherits (much to Rakitin’s glee), disintegration is by no means a given.”®

% Riccardo Nicolosi, ‘Das Blut der Karamazovs: Vererbung, Experiment und Naturalismus in
Dostoevskijs letztem Roman’, in Laien, Lektiiren, Laboratorien: Kiinste und Wissenschaften in
Russland, 1860-1960, ed. by Matthias Scwartz, et al (Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 2008), pp. 147-80. Also
illuminating is V. G. Reizov’s Iz istorii evropeiskikh literatur (Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo leningradskogo
universtiteta, 1970). See also Jacob Meister, ‘The Causes and Detection of Crime in Zola and
Dostoevsky’s Novels’ (unpublished Master’s thesis, University of Oxford, 2015).

% Nicolosi, ‘Das Blut der Karamazovs’, p. 147.

" Like Zola’s characters in Rougon-Macquart, the Karamazovs have different mothers. Nicolosi
convincingly shows that their names are based on Zola’s matriarchs (pp. 162-63). Similar structural
parallels are outlined in Reizov, Iz istorii evropeiskikh literatur, pp. 52-53.

% Although not quite as antithetical to Zola as Dostoevsky, Saltykov-Shchedrin also stops short of
embracing the French writer’s fatalism in his Golovyov Family. Of this novel, Kate Holland writes that
despite the fatalistic trajectory of the novel, there are ‘moment[s] of reprieve from [its] ... merciless
fatalism® (p. 23). See Kate Holland, ‘The Russian Rougon-Macquart: Degeneration and Biological
Determinism in The Golovyev Family’, in Russian Writers and the Fin de Siecle: The Twilight of
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Nicolosi claims that The Brothers Karamazov undulates between an awareness that
heredity matters and an awareness that it is ultimately insufficient to account for
human action—a view borne out in Mitya’s desire to, and decision not to, murder his
father. If The Brothers Karamazov were a naturalist novel, Nicolosi writes, Mitya’s
actions would be determined by the author,’’ and he would end up with Fyodor’s
blood on his hands; his decision not to murder, which leads to his moral regeneration,
contradicts this naturalist imperative.'*

In his chapter, Nicolosi stresses both that environment and heredity are
influential in Dostoevsky’s text, and that Dostoevsky does not elevate this influence
to the level of determinism. To be sure, Dostoevsky had little patience for Taineian
positivism that proclaimed that man was entirely determined by race, milieu, and

moment. o1

Nevertheless, in novels such as The Idiot, Dostoevsky concedes that the
causes of crime are ‘cilokHee M pa3HOOOpa3Hee, 4eM Mbl HX BCErJa IMOTOM
obwsacusiem’ [8, 402]. In the Diary, he had explained Kornilova’s defenestration of
her stepdaughter by recourse to both biological and environmental pressures, and
even in his intercession on behalf of the abused Kronenberg girl Dostoevsky appeals
to environmental factors to explain her behaviour: he argues that the girl’s upbringing
in Switzerland led to some bad habits and that, as such, she was not in the least
responsible for the actions that drove her father to his brutal excess [22, 68].
Additionally, in his analysis of the growth of the terrorist movement in Russia,

Dostoevsky saw the young extremists as products of the historical course Russia had

taken since Peter the Great, a process that ultimately served to sever Russia’s

Realism, ed. by Katherine Bowers and Ani Kokobobo (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015),
pp. 15-32.

% A nuanced account of the way in which Zola’s fiction incarnates these determinist theories is Valerie
Minogue, ‘Nana: The World, the Flesh and the Devil’, in The Cambridge Companion to Emile Zola,
ed. by Brian Nelson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), pp. 121-36.

1% Nicolosi, ‘Das Blut der Karamazovs’, p. 175.

%" On which see Meister, ‘The Causes and Detection of Crime’, pp. 8-9.
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intelligentsia from the soil.'® Whilst his writings of the early-mid 1860s (particularly
Notes from the House of the Dead and Notes from Underground, but also Crime and
Punishment) had defended man’s immutable metaphysical freedom against all the
obstacles that seek to quash it, his later works seem to accept that the complex web of
relations, both biological and environmental, do limit—or at least delimit—the arena
such freedom can command.

This more subtle understanding of the pressures on human freedom developed
at the same time as Dostoevsky relocated his novelistic settings from the city to the
provinces. As Robert Belknap has suggested, in Notes from Underground,
Dostoevsky isolated the underground man in order to ‘explore the psyche in pure
action, undiluted by reaction’, a gratuitous act that, in the language of Zola’s essay on
the experimental novel, allows him to ‘experiment with pure chemicals and reveal the
true nature of a given character’s psyche’.'” (The isolation of a character, apart from
their social milieu, was the method employed by Zola in Thérese Raquin to test his
experimental hypotheses, a method at odds with practitioners such as Balzac, who

.. . oqe . 104
insisted upon the influence of milieu upon character-formation."

) In the provincial
setting, however, the anonymity that the city offers to characters such as the
underground man or Raskolnikov is no longer available and if we are to suggest, as I

do, that Dostoevsky’s final novel utilises some of the techniques of laboratory

medicine, physiology, and late-nineteenth-century science, then it clearly cannot be

192 See Joseph Frank, Dostoevsky: The Mantle of the Prophet, p. 481.

19 Robert L. Belknap, Plots (New York: Colombia University Press, 2016), p. 98. Irina Paperno
likewise points to Dostoevsky’s use of an experimental method to ‘beat the positivists at their own
game’. In her analysis of Dostoevsky’s depiction of suicide she writes: ‘Dostoevsky used the situation
of a man condemned to death (whether by medicine, in accordance with the law of nature, or in a court
of law) as an experimental investigation into the effects of man’s awareness of his finitude. [...] By
using an experimental model, Dostoevsky beat the positivists at their own game. He demonstrated that
their project of removing God from human consciousness would result in the collapse of morality and,
ultimately, in the annihilation of mankind through suicide and murder.” Irina Paperno, Suicide as a
Cultural Institution in Dostoevsky’s Russia (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1997), p. 129.

1% See Bell, ‘Thérése Raquin’, pp. 126ff.
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the same kind of debt that Belknap correctly explicates in his analysis of Noftes from
Underground.

Whereas the isolation of individual characters might be likened to early
nineteenth-century conceptions of disease, which medical scientists held could be
understood in isolation from the rest of the organism, the relations that Dostoevsky
conceives of in his provincial novels resemble more recent theories of the human
constitution. In particular, cell theory, being developed by Virchow in Berlin in the
late 1850s, provides a useful model through which to analyse Dostoevsky’s treatment
of character formation. The cell, much like the provincial town, functions as an
organism in miniature (or microcosm); it is a concentrated environment which, when
placed under the microscope, can reveal something about the larger organism of
which it forms an intrinsic part. Both Dostoevsky, in his Diary, and Liza Nikolaevna
in The Devils, make this belief the cornerstone of their publicistic enterprises, in
which they hope to select individual cases and extrapolate from them the presentation

of the whole spiritual, moral, and inner life of Russia.'®

Liza wants to publish a
journal ‘c MBICITBIO, OCBEIIAOIICIO BCE 11e710€, BCIO COBOKYMHOCTE  [10, 104]. In The
Brothers Karamazov, the “author” of the preface declares Alyosha to be a single
specimen who contains within himself the heart of the whole.

The intractable connection of the individual to the whole was something
Dostoevsky evidently wished to preserve. In his last novel, Fathers Paisy and Zosima
express concern about the ways in which scientists ‘paz0upayii 1Mo 4actsM, a IeJI0e

npocmotpenu’ [14, 155], and in which modern man ‘nanesiiics Ha ceOs OAHOTO U OT

nenoro otaenwicsa equHunei’ [14, 275]—an atomisation whose apotheosis comes in

195 On this, see Gary Saul Morson, ‘Introductory Study’, in Fyodor Dostoevsky, 4 Writer’s Diary, vol.
1, ed. and trans. by Kenneth Lantz (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1994), pp. 1-117,
especially pp. 7-8.
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the form of suicide.'*

By acknowledging the shared interests of Dostoevsky with
scientists such as Virchow, we may be able to qualify some of the apprehension
towards scientific developments that Dostoevsky expressed in the 1860s, and which,
according to Diane Thompson, remained with him to the end.'”” Harriet Murav has
pointed out that Dostoevsky expressed skepticism of scientific jargon that was
changing the way in which the human subject was understood: for example, in The
Devils the narrator cannot understand why Varvara Petrovna refers to the holy-foolish
Lebyadkina as a ‘mecuactHsii oprammsm’ [10, 152]'%—clearly an attempt to
ingratiate herself with the young group of radicals whose flag she raises but whose
cause she does not fully understand. In the Diary, Dostoevsky criticises Spasovich
for referring to the Kronenberg girl as an organism, a move which dehumanises her
and serves to make her pain easier to justify [22, 67]. However, as is so often the case
in Dostoevsky’s writing, the moral charge of a word depends much upon its speaker.
In the notebooks for The Brothers Karamazov, Dostoevsky himself uses the word in a
jotting about the way in which the family unit can extend beyond blood relations and
include alliances based on a shared spiritual bond: ‘cemeiicTBo pacmmpsercs:
BCTYMAOT W HEPOAHBIC, 3aTKaJoCh HAYall0 HOBOTO opeanuzma’ [15, 249; my
italics].'” Clearly intended as a challenge to biological determinism, this comment
nevertheless reveals that Dostoevsky’s attitude to the scientific discourse of his time

was not uniformly hostile, and that it could be commandeered in the service of his

own religious and ideological vision.

1% On suicide and cell theory in the nineteenth century, see Paperno, Suicide as a Cultural Institution,
chapter 1.

"7 Diane Oenning Thompson, ‘Dostoevskii and Science’, in The Cambridge Companion to
Dostoevskii, ed. by W. J. Leatherbarrow (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), pp. 191-211.
"% Harriet Murav, Holy Foolishness: Dostoevsky’s Novels and the Poetics of Cultural Critique
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1992), p. 38.

19 Joseph Frank suggests that Dostoevsky was influenced at this time by the ideas of Feodorov, who
held that humanity, both living and dead, would be reconciled in a perfect union. See Frank,
Dostoevsky: The Mantle of the Prophet, pp. 366-70.
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Indeed, Dostoevsky’s apprehension about western scientific developments
seems to arise not from western science as such, but from its Russian perversions. At
first sight, this may seem counter-intuitive, given that Mitya Karamazov, as he
attempts to get to grips with his status as an individual under an environment which,
he has been told, is governed by determinist laws, singles out the western scientist
Claude Bernard as the author of the theory of nerves that causes him such existential
angst:

Boob6pa3u cebe: 3T0 Tam B HEpBax, B TOJOBE, TO €CThb TaM B MO3TYy 3TH

HEpBBL... (Hy 4OpT MX BO3bMHU!) €CTh TaKkue 3TaKue XBOCTHKH, Y HEPBOB

OTUX XBOCTHUKH, HY, U KaK TOJIbKO OHHM TaM 3aApoxKaT... TO €CTb BUJUIID, A

IIOCMOTPIO Ha T-ITO-HI/I6yJII) rjiazaMu, BOT TaK, U OHH 3aJp0OKaT, XBOCTHUKU-

TO... @ KaK 3aJ[poKar, TO U SBIISIETCS 00pa3, M He ceiddac SIBISETCS, a TaM

KaKoe-TO MTHOBEHHE, CEKyH/a Takas MPONIET, U SBJIseTCs Takoll OyATo

OBl MOMEHT, TO €CTh HE MOMEHT,—4OpT €ro JAepH MOMEHT,—a 00pa3, TO

€CTb IPCAMCET, alld NPOUCIICCTBUC, HY TaM YOPT ACPU—BOT MMOUEMY A U

CO3€epIiaro, a TOTOM MBICITIO... TIOTOMY YTO XBOCTHKH, a BOBCE HE MTOTOMY,

YTO Yy MEHS JAyllla U 4YTO s TaM Kakoi-To oOpa3 u mojobue, Bce 3TO

TIynocTu. 1o, Opat, MHe Muxawmn emie Buepa OOBSCHSII, U MEHS TOYHO

ob6oxrio. Benukonemna, Anemna, sta Hayka! HoBBI 4enmoBek MOWeT,

9TO-TO 51 MOHUMaI0... A Bce-Taku bora xanko! [15, 28]
Mitya is in confusion about his ontological status as a free individual, and he implies
that Bernard’s determinist theories have overturned an understanding of humanity that
goes back as far as Genesis 1.27, in which man’s superiority above the material world
is established by his reflection of God’s image and likeness [obraz i podobie].
Further, nineteenth-century science seems to have turned two centuries of rationalism
on its head: in the cogito, Descartes had insisted that man could be assured of his
existence and status because he was a thinking being; in Mitya’s summary of
Bernard’s position, thought is but a chemical reaction to an external stimulus: ‘To u
ABJISIETCST 00pa3 [...] BOT moyemy s M cOo3epIiaro, a MoToM MbICT0’ (With obraz in this

instance denoting not the image of God but a phenomenal object that acts upon man’s

nervous system). Finally, Bernard’s theories seem to be compromised by their
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political association: in What is to be Done? Chernyshevsky hailed the French
physiologist as the herald of a new scientific age and the idol of his “new people”, a
barely veiled reference to which is made in the final paragraph of the extract quoted.

However, this analysis is at odds with Dostoevsky’s own extra-literary
statements on Bernard. In Europe, he wrote to A. F. Gerasimova, ‘Bbl BCTpeTuTe U
I'ym6onpara, u Knon-bepHapa, u mpouux mrofeil ¢ yHUBEpPCAJbHON MBICIBIO, C
OTPOMHBIM 00pa30BaHUEM W 3HAHUEM, HE TIO OJTHOW CBOEH CIEIUaIbHOCTH. Y HAC JKe
JIOAW JaXe ¢ OrpOMHBIMH TaJlaHTaMH, CC'—IGHOB, HarmpuMmcEp, B CYINIHOCTH YECJIOBCK
HEe0Opa30BaHHBIN M BHE CBOETO MpeaMeTa Mao 3Hatomuii’ [29.2, 143]. Moreover, as
I have identified above, friends (and conservatives) such as Strakhov had defended
Bernard precisely against the charges that Mitya (and subsequent critics) level against
him. In the extract, Mitya feels sorry for God because theories such as the one he has
expounded have made God redundant: it is no longer moral categories such as
conscience that inform human behaviour, but biological ones. Bernard had no such
truck for this kind of materialism, and Strakhov was explicit in his praise of Bernard’s
dualism.

It is certainly true, as Virtanen has noted, that Dostoevsky uses Bernard only
to attach a name to a tendency that he had long hated.''® But the attack is on the

. 111
tendency, not the science.

The theories that Mitya espouses have not been taken
from the Introduction to the Study of Experimental Medicine; they are rather Rakitin’s
perversions of that study. Dostoevsky’s unease with the findings of nineteenth-

century physiology does not arise from his distrust of the European laboratory, but

from his observations that the Russian inflections of European science tended to take

llOVirtanen, Claude Bernard, chapter 6. Cf. also Nicolosi: ‘The name Bernard stands for all the
fallacious “new”, rationalistic men who wished to reduce the world to chemical components and
reactions’ (‘Das Blut der Karamazovs’, p. 165; my translation).

" Jaroshevskii believes that the object of Dostoevsky’s attack is in any event more likely to be
Sechenov than Bernard. See ‘Dostoevskii i ideino-filosofskie iskaniia’, p. 107.
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a direction of their own. In fact, on the thirteen occasions on which Bernard’s name
1s mentioned in The Brothers Karamazov, a full twelve refer not to the historical
Claude Bernard at all. Two refer to “Carl” Bernard, and the remaining ten refer to
“Bernards” (‘Vx, bepnapsr’ [15, 28]) or “a Bernard” (‘Pakutun Toxxe bepnap’ [15,
28]). Certainly, Rakitin’s provincial perversions of metropolitan ideas, like
Sechenov’s application of European scientific concepts in Reflexes of the Brain, give
rise to a popular and (therefore?) simplified understanding of scientific terms which
has the potential to compromise scientific endeavour.''” This is the same failing
exemplified by Kolya Krasotkin who, as I argued at the end of chapter 2, “read”
literary texts at several degrees of remove.

In The Genesis of The Brothers Karamazov, Robert Belknap suggests that ‘in
Dostoevsky’s mind, philosophers of voluntarism, materialism, positivism [a group to
which Bernard belongs], or utilitarianism tended to fall together in a group that might
best be characterized as the enemy’.'"> What I am suggesting is that there is a fissure
between the historical scientific method and findings of the laboratory medics of the
nineteenth-century, exemplified by Bernard, and the way in which that method and
those findings were applied in Russia, the province of Europe.''* Dostoevsky, I
suggest, did not associate Bernardian science, with its emphasis on hypothesis and the
complex interplay of milieu intérieur and milieu extérieur, with ‘the enemy’; but

when Bernard’s followers—the plural Bernards—took it upon themselves to apply

"> In the Diary, Dostoevsky had made a similar point about Darwin’s reception in Russia: ‘Ha 3amaje

JapBruHOBa Teopusi—TruUINOTE3a, a y Hac JaBHO akcuoma’ [23, 8].

'3 Robert L. Belknap, The Genesis of The Brothers Karamazov: The Aesthetics, Ideology and
Psychology of Making a Text (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1990), p. 34. His
identification of Bernard as a positivist is on p. 140. On p. 146 he labels Bernard a ‘materialist’—a
designation which contemporary critics such as Strakhov, and modern ones such as Virtanen, would
question.

"4 Anne Lounsbery argues: ‘perhaps the reason the provinces came to represent a problem in [Russian
literature in] the early nineteenth century was that the relationship between capital and province was
seen to recapitulate the relationship between Europe and Russia’. In “No, this is Not the Provinces!”
Provincialism, Authenticity, and Russianness in Gogol’s Day’, The Russian Review, 64.2 (2005), 259-
80. Here, p. 266.
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his theories to the political, moral, and social sphere, he took umbrage. In The
Brothers Karamazov, the evocation of Bernard calls attention to this fissure, and an
assumption that Dostoevsky is attacking Bernard as, for example, a ‘Bpar Bcskoi
MeTa(¥3MKH, KOHSUHBIX MPHYMH ¥ PeTHrHO3HBIX momsTHit’, "~ does not sufficiently
account for the fact that Mitya is not his creator’s mouthpiece. In Dostoevsky’s
world, no character ever is.

Whereas Mitya fears a scientific worldview that purports to explain
psychology in the language of physiology, George Eliot embraces such a worldview
in order to account for, and mitigate, the actions of her characters. In chapter 68 of
Middlemarch, as Bulstrode confronts Raffles, the narrator explains that:

Many of these misdeeds were like the subtle muscular movements which

are not taken account of in the consciousness, though they bring the end

that we fix our mind on and desire. And it is only what we are vividly

conscious of that we can vividly imagine to be seen by Omniscience.

[MM, 686-87]
Physiological advances in the nineteenth century had made it possible to trace the
subtle muscular movements of the biological body, and thinkers such as G. H. Lewes
were interested in how these affected the mind. Arguing that physiology and
psychology are not two discrete aspects of human life, but the objective and
subjective presentations of the same phenomenon (“dual-aspect monism™), Lewes
posited in Problems of Life and Mind that the locus of the nervous system was not the
brain solely, but the mind."'® The narrator of Middlemarch also emphasises the

concert in which psychological and physiological processes work, by suggesting that

Bulstrode’s physical responses (his muscular movements) work to attain that on

"5 Reizov, Iz istorii evropeiskikh literatur, pp. 148-49

"¢ See Menke, ‘Fiction as Vivsection’, pp. 623-24. The eighteenth-century assumption that the brain
was the centre of the nervous system, and as such the body’s authoritative, unifying organ was also
challenged by Marshall Hall, who suggested that the CNS has two main centres (the brain, which
controlled voluntary actions, and the spine, which controlled non-conscious ones). On this, see Peter
Logan, Nerves and Narratives: A Cultural History of Hysteria in Nineteenth-Century British Prose
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997), pp. 166-71.
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which we fix our mind. However much Eliot was attracted by the theories of
determinism—there being ‘no creature whose inward being is so strong that it is not
greatly determined by what lies outside it [MM, 838]—her understanding of the
complex workings of the milieu intérieur force her to retain a belief in individual
agency in human activity. Physiology can help to unlock Bulstrode’s motivation, but
it cannot explain his misdeeds without recourse to “non-scientific”, ethical categories,
such as desire.

George Eliot and Fyodor Dostoevsky were prepared, respectively, to embrace
and admit physiological mechanisms that contributed to human behaviour, whilst
refusing to reduce human behaviour to physiological mechanisms. In addition, the
complex web of relations, as it is woven in their novels, goes some way to explaining
the limitations of their characters, and may account for the failure to realise heroic
aspiration that I outlined in the previous chapter. It is not accidental that both writers
focus on sibling relationships to explore the ways in which biological determinism
operates upon, but does not entirely constrain, human endeavour. In this, they likely
borrow from Darwin a belief that heredity, whilst governing the development of a
species, does not follow fixed laws of reproduction that produce clones of previous
generations. It is possible to overcome the Karamazov curse. Rakitin, using the
Darwinian language race and selection, is only half right: ‘Ter cam Kapama3zos, Tel
KapamasoB BrHoiHe—CTamo OBITh, 3HAYWT K€ YTO-HHOYIh MMOpoJa W TOAOop’.
Alyosha is a Karamazov, but not vpolne. In Eliot’s novels, Maggie and Dorothea
cannot escape their family or social environment, but the novelist singles them out as
protagonists by insisting that, in Maggie’s case, the Dodson genes have passed her by
(‘there isn’t a bit of our family in her’ [MF, 215]); Dorothea, meanwhile, inherits her

family’s puritanical streak, which is declared to be ‘in abeyance’ in Mr Brooke (and,
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of course, in Celia) [MM, §]. Unlike in the animal world, humans have a measure of
agency that cannot be explained solely on the basis of their historical or biological
circumstances. As the narrator of The Mill on the Floss puts it when speaking about
Philip Wakem: ‘the theory that unusual virtues spring by a direct consequence out of
personal disadvantages, as animals get thicker wool in severe climates, is perhaps a
little overstrained’ [MF, 331].""7 George Eliot employs the scientific concepts of her
time, all the while insisting that such concepts cannot entirely account for, even as
they contribute to, human behaviour. In her universe, humans both choose and are

11
chosen.''®

Professional and Literary Authority

The sophisticated scientific conversation that Eliot and Dostoevsky employ in their
writings tends to be inaccessible to, or only parodied by, the characters they depict.
In general, their provincials, even those educated in the capital, eschew nuance in
favour of certainty. It never occurs to their medical men, lawyers, or scientists, to
Lydgate, or Rakitin, or Kolya Krasotkin, that their own scientific understanding—
sometimes more, sometimes less sound—is in need of qualification. That Eliot and
Dostoevsky are quite willing to disabuse their characters of the epistemological
certainty provided by the clinical gaze does not necessarily entail a concomitant
willingness to divest themselves, or their narrators, of the authority of the “novelist’s
gaze” that can authoritatively organise, and pronounce upon, experience. The

novelist’s exercise of authority in nineteenth-century fiction has been persuasively

"1t seems likely that in this sentence Eliot has Lamarck rather than Darwin in mind. Lamarck
claimed that animals acquire characteristics in response to the needs they face in a given environment;
Darwin that those animals who, by chance, possessed superior characteristics would better be able to
survive, and reproduce, in that environment.

"8 Dorothea, we recall, ‘was chosen by the man whom her admiration had chosen’ [MM, 45].
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charted by D. A. Miller, whose Foucauldian readings of Dickens, Trollope, and others
suggest that ‘there is a radical entanglement between the nature of the novel and the
practice of the police’.'"” “Police” for Miller includes a wide variety of disciplinary
systems, not necessarily of a uniformed kind. Following Foucault, Miller accepts that
discipline in the nineteenth-century was experienced not as despotism, but as a more
subtle control, which, though beginning in disciplinary institutions (e.g. the prison)
became enacted in other, less demonstrative ones (e.g. the school), and finally in the
small details of private life. Discipline tended, towards the end of the eighteenth
century, to focus on petty things, lying concealed under inconspicuous, sometimes
bland intentions: education, cure, production, defence.'”® For Miller, the realist novel,
far from being a subversive genre, conspires with the state to maintain the normative
order. The pervasive presence of the police in Dickens, and the ways in which public
opinion censures in lieu of law in Trollope, are evidence for this. The prerogative of

. . . 121
narrators to ‘reveal the inner life of their characters’

(which, for Dorrit Cohn is the
singular privilege of a literary author) is part and parcel of this disciplinary project,
functioning as a type of surveillance that abets institutional hegemony. Lisa
Rodensky is less pessimistic than Miller about the novelist’s privilege of seeing inside
minds, arguing that, in exercising this power, novelists do not uniformly bolster the
law’s conservatism. In fact, Rodensky is indifferent to the question of whether the
s 122

novel is a ‘liberalizing force or [...] disciplinary technology’. “* Rather, she suggests

that Eliot is interested in complicating the judgements of the legal system, taking the

"D, A. Miller, The Novel and the Police (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988), p. 2.

"2 Ibid., p. 17. In addition to Miller, Laura Engelstein also offers an excellent summary of Foucault’s
position in ‘““Combined Underdevelopment™”’, especially pp. 338-39. Engelstein helpfully describes the
time at which precapitalist society transitioned to capitalism one in which a shift was effected ‘from
compulsion to discipline’ (p. 339).

"2 Dorrit Cohn, Transparent Minds: Narrative Modes for Presenting Consciousness in Fiction
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978), pp. 4-6.

122 Rodensky, The Crime of the Mind, p. 11.
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novel ‘outside the law’s epistemological boundaries’ by charting the role of motive
and intention in criminal acts (and omissions).'”> Hence Eliot is able, for example, to
hold Bulstrode responsible for a murder which lies outside the realm of legal redress.
For Rodensky, ‘Eliot emphasises the law’s limits in Middlemarch’'**—limits the
novelist must address.

Rodensky’s insightful study rests on an assumption that Eliot’s narrators
function as a kind of extra-judicial arbiter with the power to reveal the truth behind
events and, where necessary, punish those who have escaped the law’s grasp. Her
narrators possesses an authority and omniscience to which the law can only aspire.
Without denying these insights, I suggest that they do not sufficiently account for the
legal strategy employed by Eliot. 1 posit rather that Eliot penetrates minds not so
much to attain objective assessment of guilt, as to advocate on behalf of her
characters, even when they are in the wrong. My own interpretation thus falls
somewhere in the middle of Rodensky’s and Miller’s. I agree with Miller that George
Eliot regrets the way in which the community of Middlemarch (to say nothing of St
Ogg’s) convenes to discipline its members, to quash the heroic aspiration of its
brightest lights (a lack of charity that Eliot exposed and challenged through her
emplotment of the Parable of the Good Samaritan). However, I do not believe that
George Eliot herself is complicit in this standardisation, since much of her ink is spilt
defending the individual subjectivity of her characters against the hegemony of the
“police”. In fact, I suggest that Eliot’s narrators challenge the disciplinary apparatus
her communities so comprehensively employ. In setting herself against the petty
provincialism of her small towns, Eliot, I believe, conceives of the novel as a

‘liberalizing force’—something which is more important than Rodensky allows.

123 1bid.
124 1bid., p. 153.

244



Nevertheless, I think that Rodensky is right to argue that it is precisely by getting
inside characters’ minds that Eliot is able to provide, if not an absolute authoritative
gaze, then at least one that is superior to that of lawyers and doctors.

Eliot pits herself against her provincials by staging trials—or even
lynchings—which her narrator is forced to mitigate. Whereas her townsfolk are able
only to judge by appearances, the narrator’s access to characters’ mind enables the
reader to see below the surface and into the otherwise hidden machinations of
motivation. In The Mill on the Floss, for example, Eliot describes the process by
which Maggie is censured: ‘We judge others according to results; how else? — not
knowing the process by which results are arrived at’ [MF, 490]. In part 6, chapter 2
of that novel, the residents of St Ogg’s act like a kangaroo court to condemn Maggie,
deducing evidence of her malevolence from the consequences that ensued from her
elopement with Stephen Guest (what I called in chapter two ‘finalising from
without’). Society is also able to distinguish between admissible and inadmissible
evidence—Stephen’s letter of vindication belonging to the latter category [MF, 491-
92]. In so doing, society performs a punitive task that serves to ‘purify St Ogg’s from
the taint of her presence’ [MF, 492]. The reader, however, is able to sympathise with
Maggie, not only because we have followed her through her torturous journey to
Mudfleet, as she huddled pathetically on the Dutch steamer, but because the narrator
has also laid bare her mental torment, which betrays a complex motivation that is not
easily reduced to outward signs. Judging only by what they can see, the residents of
St Ogg’s force Maggie to ‘suffer from the painful effect of false imputations’, and
‘will not believe in [her] struggle’ [MF, 496]. The narrator, by entering into Maggie’s
mind, does not seek to vindicate her romance with Stephen, but at least attempts to

engender a level of empathy that can cushion the censure of the town’s legal
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strictures. For Miller, Eliot presents the disciplinary function of society with
‘regret’.'” This is true: but it is equally true to say that she does not let it go
unchallenged.

Almost identical in this respect is the trial of Bulstrode in Middlemarch. By
appending to chapter 85 an epigraph from the trial scene in Pilgrim’s Progress, Eliot
compares the condemnation of the town to a judicial procedure contaminated by the
hypocrisy of people like Blindman, who ‘see[s] clearly that this man is a heretic’
[MM, 823]. (Bulstrode’s experience at the sanitary committee resonates even more
clearly with a judicial procedure as prosecutors speak up against him, entering into
evidence letters, medical judgement, and the like [MM, 720-30].) As with Maggie,
Eliot does not intend the reader to approve of Bulstrode’s activity; if anything, she
intellectually agrees with the judgement of the town. However, the ways in which the
novel has presented the development of Bulstrode’s consciousness, revealing the
subtle gradations of malign intent that are inaccessible to any outward lens, in
addition to the pitiable picture she paints of Bulstrode in chapter 85, privately
shrinking before the tribunal of his wife’s presence, lead us to conclude, with J. Hillis
Miller, that Eliot’s ‘implacable judgement’ is tinged with sympathy.'* Eliot provides
Bulstrode with advocacy, but not acquittal.'?’

Not only does Eliot advocate for her characters against the community. She

also uses the novelist’s ability to penetrate minds to defend characters before the

125 Miller, The Novel and the Police, p. 19.

126 The point is from J. Hillis Miller’s contribution to the article by Barbara Hardy, J. Hillis Miller, and
Richard Poirier, ‘Middlemarch: Chapter 85: Three Commentaries’, Nineteenth-Century Fiction, 35.3
(1980), 432-53. Here, p. 442.

127 Writing on the limits of sympathy in George Eliot’s fiction, Suzy Anger argues that Eliot ‘urges that
we try to sympathize even with actions and states of mind that we would not condone’, that ‘Eliot’s
narrator urges readers to try to understand what motivates Rosamond’s selfishness, Bulstrode’s
hypocrisy, and Casaubon’s egoism and to see that we too might have similar motives an act in similar
ways. But we are not asked to approve of Rosamond’s desire for power nor Bulstrode’s [...] bad
faith’. In other words, sympathy does not preclude moral judgement. See her Victorian Interpretation
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005), p. 112.
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reader. This strategy is exemplified when it comes to Casaubon, particularly in

chapter 42 of Middlemarch. The chapter concerns Casaubon’s decision to append a

codicil to his will, disinheriting Dorothea in the event that she marries Ladislaw. Two

justifications are provided for this action. The first is provided by the narrator, with

the strong presence of free indirect speech. The second is in Mr Casaubon’s own

voice (presented as direct speech, although it is a transcription of his thoughts). A

presentation of them side-by-side may aid the comparison:

[Mr Casaubon] was quite sure that
Dorothea was the cause of Will’s return
from Rome, and his determination to
settle in the neighbourhood; and he was
penetrating enough to imagine that
Dorothea had innocently encouraged
this course. It was as clear as possible
that she was ready to be attached to
Will and to be pliant to his suggestions.
[...] Dorothea’s outpouring of her
notions about money, in the darkness of
the night, had done nothing but bring a
mixture of more odious foreboding into
her husband’s mind.

And there was the shock lately given
to his health always sadly with him.
He was certainly much revived; he had
recovered all his usual power of work:
the illness might have been mere
fatigue, and there might still be twenty
years of achievement before him,
which would justify thirty years of
preparation. [...] Since [...] the
prevision of his own unending bliss
could not nullify the bitter savours of
irritated jealousy and vindictiveness, it
is the less surprising that the
probability of a transient earthly bliss
for other persons [...] had not a
potently sweetening effect [...] and if
one of those persons should be Will
Ladislaw, Mr Casaubon objected so
strongly that it seemed as if they
annoyance would make part of his
disembodied existence.

This is a very bare and therefore a

The way in which Mr Casaubon put this
case was this:-

‘She is ready prey to any man who
knows how to play adroitly either on her
affectionate ardour or her Quixotic
enthusiasm [...] Even if I live I shall
not be without uneasiness as to what he
may attempt through indirect influence.
This man has gained Dorothea’s ear,
[...] he has evidently tried to impress her
mind with the notion that he has claims
beyond anything I have done for him. If
I die — and he is waiting here on the
watch for that — he will persuade her to
marry him. That would be a calamity
for her and a success for him. [...] He
thinks of an easy conquest and of
entering into my nest. That 1 will
hinder! Such a marriage would be fatal
to Dorothea. Has he ever persisted in
anything except from contradiction? In
knowledge, he has always tried to be
showy at small cost. [...] T utterly
distrust his morals, and it is my duty to
hinder the utmost fulfilment of his
designs.” [MM, 420-21]
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very incomplete way of putting the
case. [MM, 419-20]

By ‘putting the case’ in two different voices, Eliot is able to exploit the narrator’s
ability to understand character’s minds not for the purposes of establishing
epistemological certainty (in terms of the “facts” there is little we learn from one
account that we don’t from the other), but sympathy, as the narrator presents
Casaubon’s case with greater persuasiveness—and attractiveness—than he
(Casaubon) is able to. The Casaubon of the first passage is the object of sympathy,
someone who has built up a prison of interpretation of Dorothea’s complicity which
he forces himself to inhabit. He is a pitiable creature, silently suffering the
outpourings of Dorothea’s lamentations ‘in the darkness of night’. His life’s work is
sadly ironised (‘twenty years of achievement’ and ‘thirty years of preparation’), and
we know him to be tragically incapable of experiencing anything approximating bliss.
He is also right (‘penetrating’ is the narrator’s word) in his estimation that Dorothea
has ‘innocently encouraged this course’. The narrator’s Casaubon is powerless to
nullify the ‘bitter savours of jealousy and vindictiveness’, emotions over which he has
little control. By contrast, the Casaubon of the second extract comes across as
unhinged and paranoid—which, of course, he is. But the passage is shorn of the
sympathetic overtone’s of the narrator’s voice, as Casaubon whips himself into a
frenzy with his desire to hinder Ladislaw’s supposed designs. He seeks to malign
Will as a predator (Dorothea being ‘ready prey’), a bringer of calamity, a foreign
warrior (making an ‘easy conquest’), whose morals he ‘utterly’ mistrusts.'*®

The narrator ends the first extract with a laconic apology for the incomplete

nature of the defence. What emerges from the juxtaposition of the two extracts,

128 An interesting counterpoint to Eliot here is Gustave Flaubert, who presents events entirely from
Emma’s perspective, never giving us access to Charles’s mind. Eliot advocates for Casaubon in a way
that Flaubert does not for Charles. On this see Farrant, An Introduction to Nineteenth-Century French
Literature, p. 124.
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however, is that the narrator is better placed than Casaubon to make a persuasive
account of his motivation for the codicil. This does not imply that Casaubon’s action
is good, or right, but it challenges the reader’s certainties about the matter by showing
Casaubon’s perspective in the strongest possible light. Left to his own devices,
Casaubon would be able neither to articulate his angst, nor to elicit the reader’s
sympathy. The narrator’s provision of this advocacy is, I suppose, a form of
disciplinary control, since it calls into question the extent to which individuals are
able, or should be able, to make their own, free intercession. But it is a disciplinary
control that, paradoxically, releases characters from the prison of their own moral
failings, or at least from the disciplinary consequence those failings should
precipitate.

Since Eliot’s strategy relies on free indirect speech, it would be inimical to
Dostoevsky, in whose novelistic universe (to quote Bakhtin) ‘characters must not only
be objects of authorial discourse, but subjects of their own directly signifying
discourse’. '*  Monologic authors, Bakhtin claims, prohibit the autonomous
articulation of a character’s ideas, which subjugate all utterances to ‘the plane of [the
novelist’s] own discourse’."*® By contrast, according to Bakhtin, Dostoevsky creates
‘free people, capable of standing alongside their creator, capable of not agreeing with
him and even of rebelling against him’."*' Indeed, Dostoevsky does exhibit a
remarkable tendency to renounce the privilege of the monologic author, even when it
would serve his own ideological purpose to make use of it. For example, in the

Kronenberg case, Dostoevsky refuses to psychologise the abuser, commenting that I

HUYEro He 3Haro JUYHO o T-He KpoHebepre, s HE X0uy U HE MOTY BTOPraTrbcs B ALY

129 Mikhail Bakhtin, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, trans. by Caryl Emerson (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1984), p. 7.

B0 1bid., p. 201.

Bl bid., p. 6.
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M Cep.Iie ero [...] moToMy 4TO s MOTYy cleiaTh OOJIBIIYI0 HECIPaBEIMBOCTh [22,
69]. In his novels, Dostoevsky remained consistently true to this procedure, at least
according to Bakhtin, renouncing an authoritative epistemological vision of his
heroes. Of Devushkin in Poor Folk, and Golyadkin in The Double, Bakhtin states:
‘the author no longer illuminates the hero’s reality but the hero’s self-
consciousness’;"*? ‘we see not who he is, but Zow he is conscious of himself’ 133

In his novels, Dostoevsky and his narrators refuse to provide an authoritative
account of human subjectivity. In The Devils the narrator provides an objective,
almost naturalistic description of Kirillov’s corpse: ‘y oxomika ¢ OTBOPEHHOIO
(¢bopTouKoi, HOTaMHU B MpaBbId Yol KOMHATHI, Jiexan Tpyn Kupummnosa. Brictpen
ObLI cllefaH B MPaBbIil BUCOK, U ITyJIsl BBILILIA BBEPX C JIEBOW CTOPOHBI, MPOOUB Uepel.
Bunuenucs Opeisru kposu u mo3sra’ [10, 476]. Whereas in the late-eighteenth and
early-nineteenth century, descriptions of illness tended to be affixed to characters in a
way that somehow correlated with their personality (Mme de Merteuil’s smallpox
being a fitting adornment of her characteristic nastiness in Les Liaisons Dangereuses,
for example),'** Dostoevsky’s mention of Kirillov’s splattered brains offers no
insights—or at least only misleading ones—into his character. It would be difficult to
surmise from the naturalistic setting of Kirillov’s suicide that he was a man who loved
to play with children or had a heroic (if misguided) vision of freeing humanity from
the shadow of fear. That we do know this is testament not to the narrator’s ability to
get inside his mind, but from Kirillov’s own willingness to demonstrate these beliefs
in behaviour or articulate them in dialogue.

In The Brothers Karamazov, Dostoevsky’s insistence on his characters’ right

physiological psychology’, so strong are the correspondences between social values and bodily health
(or disease). See his Nerves and Narratives, pp. 2-7.
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to speak for themselves is important for our ability to understand Mitya’s personality,
since his narrator in that novel is quite content to mislead the reader as to Mitya’s

complicity in the murder of old Fyodor.'*

In addition, since the legal procedure that
condemns Mitya to exile does not afford him an adequate opportunity to testify in his
own defence at the trial, Dostoevsky’s polyphonic design allows Mitya to address the
reader directly, in his own voice, revealing the broadness of his character, and
enabling the reader to see beyond the surface of the empirical evidence that is
presented at the trial. This seeing-beyond-the-surface is not achieved, as it is in Eliot,
by the narrator getting inside Mitya’s mind, but rather by Mitya’s exposure of his own
mind to the reader.

There is, however, an important qualification to make here. In my view,
Bakhtin somewhat exaggerates the extent to which Dostoevsky’s characters function
as autonomous subjects. Certainly, the powerful case made against the injustice of
God’s world, followed by the magisterial “Grand Inquisitor”, seem to carry the
inflections of an artist at the height of his literary career, rather than those of an ad
hoc composition by a twenty-three year old student of the natural sciences. In his
letter to Lyubimov, Dostoevsky wrote:

9TO BEAb He s 2060pl0 TYCTHIMH KpacKaMH, TPEYBEIHUCHUSIMH U
runepoosamMu (XOTs NPOTHB JEUCTBUTEIBHOCTH HET MpeyBeIMUYeHUi), a
auno moero pomana MBan KapamaszoB. DTo e2o 43bIK, e2o CIOT, e2o
nadoc, a He mou. DTO MpPAvYHO-Pa3APaKEHHBIH W MHOTO MOJIYABIIUN
gyenmoBek. Hu 3a 4TOo OBl OH HUKOTJAa W HE 3arOoBOPWI, €CIH OBl He
cilydaiiHas, BIPYT pa3rOpeBINAsCs €ro CUMIAThs K Opary AJekcero.
Kpome Toro, 3To eme odeHp MoJoaoW denoBek. Kak ke OH Mor Obl
3aroBOPUTH, O YE€M TaK JOJTO MOJYAlT W Ha YeM HaJCalui Cepile, He
MPOPBABIINCH, 0€3 0cobO<ewHo20> yBIeueHus, 0e3 meHsl y pra. Ho 5
UMCHHO M XOTCI, 4TOOBI BbIJAJIOCH JIUIIO U qTOOBI YUTATENb 3aMETHUI

WMEHHO 3Ty CTPACTHOCTh, TOT HACKOK, 3TOT JIUTEPATYPHBIA OOPBIBUCTHIN
moaxon [30.2, 45].

'3 Susan Amert attributes this to the narrator’s ‘anti-Romantic bias’ in her ‘The Reader’s
Responsibility in The Brothers Karamazov: Ophelia, Chermashnya and the Palpable Obscure’, in
Freedom and Responsibility in Russian Literature, pp. 105-18. Here, p. 108.
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Such a passage could have almost been written by Bakhtin, so clearly does it align
with his ideas about the independence of heroic voices in the polyphonic novel. But
before we take Dostoevsky at his word that the poem is in Ivan’s idiom, and not that
supplied by a semantically more capable author, let us pay closer attention to what
Dostoevsky says in the final sentence.'*® Dostoevsky says he wanted “the reader” to
notice Ivan’s passion and his literary, impressive behaviour. The poem, insofar as
Ivan composed it, is not destined for a reader at all, but for a listener. Ivan doesn’t
have a reader: he only has Alyosha. Moreover, he is a journalist, not a poet. As P. E.
Fokin notes, it is noteworthy that Dostoevsky ‘3acTaBun cBoero repos COUMHHUTH
MMEHHO «II03MY», a He TpaKTaT, MyOJMLIHUCTUYECKYIO KHUTY WU crateio’.”’ And
finally, Dostoevsky reveals that he wanted Ivan’s character, and his passion, to “stand
out” in the Grand Inquisitor. But there is no suggestion in the text that Ivan wants to
stand out to Alyosha: he is far too absorbed in a genuine emotional-ideological
conflict to hope that his poem will attain to national literary significance. He speaks
to Alyosha, as Dostoevsky correctly identified, out of a particular transport of feeling,
not out of a desire to be impressive. Moreover, Dostoevsky implicitly acknowledges
the difference between Ivan’s “normal” voice, and his voice in the Grand Inquisitor:
for Ivan to stand out, he must be doing something different with his voice when
compared to his usual utterances. There is something different, and specifically
something more literary (literaturnyi), about the Grand Inquisitor than compared to

the rest of Ivan’s speech.

13 We also note that Dostoevsky was mounting a pre-emptive defence against the publishing
establishment which he had every reason to believe would censor the poem (and “Rebellion”) due to
their provocative content. This hurdle would be much easier to navigate if the writer could disavow all
the ideas, and make Ivan shoulder them himself. On his battle with his editors concerning “Rebellion”
and “The Grand Inquisitor”, see Frank, Dostoevsky: The Mantle of the Prophet, pp. 426-42.

7P E. Fokin, ‘Poema Ivana Karamazova “Velikii Inkvizitor” v ideinoi strukture romana F. M.
Dostoevskogo “Brat’ia Karamazovy’, in Roman F. M. Dostoevskogo “Brat’ia Karamazovy’:
Sovremennoe sostoianie izucheniia (Moscow: Nauka, 2007), pp. 115-36. Here, p. 116.
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In having Ivan articulate a vision of anti-theism in Book 5 that dwarfs the
rebuttals of Book 6 (and possibly the novel as a whole), Dostoevsky is able to do for
Ivan what George Eliot was able to do for Casaubon: to make his case better than he
could make it himself. In a sense, this clearly compromises the theory of polyphony.
But just as I suggested that George Eliot’s advocacy was a form of disciplinary
control that acted in the best interests of her characters, so Dostoevsky’s perfection of
Ivan’s discourse augments, rather than stifles, his voice. Dostoevsky—himself
hounded by state surveillance and quite unwilling to be cast as a ‘partisan of the

5138

police state’ "—had no desire to control his characters with the disciplinary apparatus

of tsarism, even in its more diffuse, Foucauldian expressions.

Conclusion

For Eliot and Dostoevsky’s great contemporary, Leo Tolstoy, medicine and science
were essentially bourgeois enterprises that did little to answer the Russian people’s
most urgent question: how shall we live?"*® Eliot and Dostoevsky too point to the
ways in which medical and legal practitioners fail to ameliorate the lives of those they
purportedly serve. Their criticism falls heaviest on the epistemological certainty to
which these professions lay claim, and they explore the ways in which the provincial
milieu, with its interrelations and complexities, its alliances and rivalries, call into
question the apparently omniscient gaze of the anatomist and lawyer. But rather than
taking upon themselves, and fulfilling more competently, the function of anatomist

and lawyer—that is, rather than providing a more acute form of pathological anatomy,

138 Erank, Dostoevsky: The Mantle of the Prophet, p. 60.
139 On Tolstoy’s approach to medicine and science, see Hugh McLean, ‘Claws on the Behind: Tolstoy
and Darwin’, Tolstoy Studies Journal, 19 (2007), 15-32.

253



or pronouncing authoritatively on the behaviour of their characters—Dostoevsky and
Eliot go beyond the professional discourse they dramatise through their characters.
By emphasising the need for perspective, imagination, and feeling, by stressing the
dynamic effects of time, as well as by perfecting the voices of their characters to
make them more sympathetic (but not necessarily more “right”), these urban authors
successfully perfect the provincial practice of law and medicine in the nineteenth

century.

254



Conclusion

This thesis has sought to provide a sustained analysis of Dostoevsky and Eliot’s
treatment of provincialism, arguing that provincial settings in their works constitute
sociological spaces in which their common concerns crystallise into ethical
instruction for their readers. There are, of course, other points of comparison between
Dostoevsky and Eliot apart from the provincial—and, it might be said, the provinces
enable Eliot and Dostoevsky to accent rather than exhaust their preoccupations. An
expanded version of this thesis would encompass their treatment of the city, a space
that also fascinated both writers, and which formed the setting for major works. In
light of the arguments presented here, it would be relevant to track whether the
ambivalence | identify in their treatment of provincial discourse is sustained, or
sharpened, in the metropolis in which such discourse originates. Other mutual
historico-poetic interests cluster around Jewish themes, the idea of the nation state,
and modern systems of communication (the railways, the print media, and so on).
Studies of Dostoevsky and Eliot’s treatment of such issues—along with more strictly
poetic ones, such as the role of the narrator—would no doubt provide a welcome
contribution to scholarly literature on these authors, on the novel, and on Anglo-
Russian literary relations in the second half of the nineteenth century.

Alternatively, it would be productive to triangulate a study of these authors
with contemporaries who set their works in the unglamorous world of the provinces.
The potential subjects of such a study are essentially innumerable, and several have
been hinted at throughout this thesis (obvious candidates would include Austen,
Tolstoy, Turgenev, and Flaubert).

But in this thesis, my project has been to delineate a specific set of affinities

that Dostoevsky and Eliot shared as masters of the realist novel. For them it proved a
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genre in which narrative and social history, art and phenomenal reality, could co-
exist. The communities they depict are at once paradigmatic and real, as the writers
both draw from and transcend the conventions, norms, and institutions of a provincial
milieu which they hoped, through their writing, to instruct. For all the dissimilarities
in their experimentation with the genre, it was their belief in the novel’s pedagogic
function that ultimately united them despite (to return to Lounsbery’s formulation in
the epigraph to my Introduction) the differences in their countries’ respective political
systems, class structures, economies, geographies, and ideologies. Indeed, it united
them in spite of their own political, religious, social, philosophical, and ethical
polarities. With the birth of modernism in both countries, this faith in the novel’s
instructive potential would be patronised as naive—a charge that, despite (or because
of) the didactic novel’s somewhat questionable rehabilitation in traditions such as

Socialist Realism, the genre has yet to live down.

256



Bibliography

Works by Fyodor Dostoevsky and George Eliot

Dostoevskii, Fedor, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, ed. by G. M. Fridlender et al, 30 vols
(Leningrad: Nauka, 1972-1990)

Eliot, George, Impressions of Theophrastus Such [ITS] (Edinburgh: William
Blackwood and Sons, n.d.)

——The George Eliot Letters [GEL], 9 vols, ed. by Gordon S. Haight (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1954-1978)

Felix Holt [FH], ed. by Fred C. Thompson (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1981)

Daniel Deronda [DD], ed. by Graham Handley (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1984)

Selected Critical Writings [SCW], ed. by Rosemary Ashton (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1992)

——Middlemarch [MM], ed. by Rosemary Ashton (London: Penguin, 1994)

——The Mill on the Floss [MF], ed. by Gordon S. Haight (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1996)

Silas Marner [SM], ed. by Terence Cave (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996)

Quarry for Middlemarch in Middlemarch: A Norton Critical Edition [QMM)], ed.
by Bert G. Hornback (New York: Norton, 2000), pp. 539-69

——Adam Bede [AB], ed. by Carol A. Martin (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009)

Scenes of Clerical Life [SCL], ed. by Thomas A. Noble (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2009)

Other Works Consulted

Ackerknecht, Erwin H., Medicine at the Paris Hospital (Baltimore: The Johns
Hopkins Press, 1967)

Adlam, Carol, ‘Realist Aesthetics in Nineteenth-Century Russian Art Writing’, The
Slavonic and East European Review, 83.4 (2005), 638-63

Acillo, Lucy, After Reception Theory: Fedor Dostoevskii in Britain, 1869-1935
(Oxford: Legenda, 2013)

Alekseeva, Galina, ‘Emerson and Tolstoy’s Appraisals of Napoleon’, Tolstoy Studies
Journal, 24 (2012), 59-65

Alexandrov, Vladimir E., ‘The Narrator as Author in Dostoevskij’s Besy’, Russian
Literature, 15 (1984), 243-54

Alter, Robert, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New Y ork: Basic Books, 2011)

257



Amert, Susan, ‘The Reader’s Responsibility in The Brothers Karamazov: Ophelia,
Chermashnia, and the Palpable Obscure’, in Freedom and Responsibility in
Russian Literarure: Essays in Honor of Robert Louis Jackson, ed. by Elizabeth
Cheresh Allen and Gary Saul Morson (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press, 1995), pp. 105-18

Anderson, Benedict, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of
Nationalism (London: Verso, 2006)

Anger, Suzy, Victorian Interpretation (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005)
[Anon.], ‘George Eliot’, The Athenaeum, 2775 (Jan 1, 1881), 20-21

Apollonio, Carol, Dostoevsky’s Secrets: Reading against the Grain (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 2009)

Arndt, Charles, ‘Wandering in Two Different Directions: Spiritual Wandering as the
Ideological Battleground in Dostoevsky’s The Adolescent’, The Slavic and East
European Journal, 54.4 (2010), 607-25

Auerbach, Erich, Mimesis: The Representation of Reality in Western Literature, trans.
by Willard R. Trask (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2003)

Bagby, Lewis, ‘Brief and Lame: The Introduction to Dostoevsky’s The Brothers
Karamazov’, The Slavic and East European Journal, 55.2 (2011), 229-44

Baguley, David, Naturalist Fiction: The Entropic Vision (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1990)

Bailey, Kenneth E., Jacob and the Prodigal: How Jesus Retold Israel’s Story
(Downers Grove, IL: [IVP Academic, 2003)

Bakhtin, Mikhail, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, ed. and trans. by Caryl Emerson
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984)

——The Dialogic Imagination.: Four Essays, ed. by Michael Holquist, trans. by Caryl
Emerson (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1990)

Balashov, N. V., ‘Spor o russkoi biblii i Dostoevskii’, in Dostoevskii: materialy i
issledovaniia, ed. by G. M. Fridlender, vol. 13 (St Petersburg: Nauka, 1996),
pp. 3-15

Barratt, Dorothea, Vocation and Desire: George Eliot’s Heroines (London: Routledge,
1989)

Barratt, G. R., ‘The Catholicism of Mikhail Sergeyevich Lunin’, The Slavonic and
East European Review, 49.115 (1971), 255-71

Becker, Elisa M., Medicine, the Law, and the State in Imperial Russia (Budapest:
Central European University Press, 2011)

Beer, Gillian, ‘Myth and the Single Consciousness: Middlemarch and “The Lifted
Veil”’, in This Particular Web, ed. by Ian Adam (Toronto: Toronto University
Press, 1975), pp. 91-115

—*Plot and the Analogy with Science in Later Nineteenth-Century Novelists’, in
Comparative Criticism: A Yearbook, vol. 2, ed. by Elinor Shaffer (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1980), pp. 131-50

258



—*Circulatory Systems: Money and Gossip in Middlemarch’, Cahiers Victoriens &
Edouardiens, 26 (1987), 47-62

Darwin’s Plots: Evolutionary Narrative in Darwin, George Eliot, and
Nineteenth-Century Fiction, 3rd edn (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2009)

Belknap, Robert L., The Genesis of The Brothers Karamazov: The Aesthetics, Ideology

and Psychology of Making a Text (Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
1990)

——Plots (New York: Colombia University Press, 2016)

Bell, David F., ‘Thérese Raquin: Scientific Realism in Zola’s Laboratory’, Nineteenth-
Century French Studies, 24.1-2 (1995-1996), 122-32

Belopol’skii, V. N., Dostoevskii i pozitivizm (Rostov: Izdatel’stvo rostovskogo
universiteta, 1985)

Bem, A. L., Sumerki geroia, in Besy: Antologiia russkoi kritiki, ed. by L. Saraskina
(Moscow: Soglasie, 1996), pp. 662-67

Berlin, Miriam H., ‘George Eliot and the Russians’, in George Eliot: A Centenary
Tribute, ed. by Gordon S. Haight and Rosemary T. VanArsdel (London:
Macmillan, 1982), pp. 90-106

Berman, Anna, ‘Siblings in The Brothers Karamazov’, The Russian Review, 68.2
(2009), 263-82

Bernard, Claude, Introduction a l’étude de la médecine expérimentale (Paris: J. B.
Bailliere et fils, 1865)

Bernstein, Michael André, Bitter Carnival: Ressentiment and the Abject Hero
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992)

Black, Max, Models and Metaphors: Studies in Language and Philosophy (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1962)

Blagoi, D. D., ‘Put’ Aleshi Karamazova’, Izvestiia akademii nauk SSSR: Seriia
literatury i iazyka, 33.1 (1974), 8-26

Blumberg, Edwina, ‘Tolstoy and the English Novel: A Note on Middlemarch and
Anna Karenina’, in Tolstoi and Britain, ed. by W. Gareth Jones (Oxford: Berg,
1995), pp. 93-103

Bocharov, A. ‘Vremia vozvrashcheniia, bremia vozvrashcheniia’, Oktiabr’, 4 (1984),
186-92

Bogdanov, K. A., Vrachi, patsienty, chitateli: Patograficheskie teksty russkoi kul’tury
XVII-XIX vekov (Moscow: OGU, 2005)

Boitani, Piero, The Bible and its Rewritings, trans. by Anita Weston (Oxford: OUP,
1999)

Booth, Alison, ‘Little Dorrit and Dorothea Brooke: Interpreting the Heroines of
History’, Nineteenth-Century Literature, 41.2 (1986), 190-216

Greatness Engendered: George Eliot and Virginia Woolf (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1992)

259



Bortnes, Jostein, Visions of Glory: Studies in Early Russian Hagiography (Oslo:
Solum Forlag, 1988)

Brookes, Jeffrey, When Russia Learnt to Read: Literacy and Popular Culture, 1861-
1917 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1985)

Brown, Callum G., The Death of Christian Britain: Understanding Secularisation,
1800-2000, 2nd edn (London: Routledge, 2009)

Brown, Catherine, The Art of Comparison: How Novels and Critics Compare
(London: Legenda, 2011)

Buckler, Julie, Mapping St Petersburg: Imperial Text and Cityscape (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2005)

—*Victorian Literature and Russian Culture: Translation, Reception, Influence,
Affinity’, in The Oxford Handbook of the Victorian Novel (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2013), pp. 206-226

Burbank, Jane, ‘Discipline and Punish in the Moscow Bar Association’, The Russian
Review, 54.1 (1995), 44-64

‘Insult and Punishment in Rural Courts: The Elaboration of Civility in Late
Imperial Russia’, Etudes rurales, 149/150 (Jan-Jun, 1999), 147-71

Bynum, W. F., Science and the Practice of Medicine in the Nineteenth Century
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994)

Caird, G. B., The Gospel of St Luke (London: Penguin, 1963)

Caldwell, Janice McLarren, Medicine and Literature: From Mary Shelley to George
Eliot (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004)

Carlyle, Thomas, Selected Essays (N.p.: T. Nelson and Sons, n.d.)

On Heroes, Hero-Worship, and the Heroic in History (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1993)

Carroll, David, ‘Silas Marner: Reversing the Oracles of Religion’, in Literary
Monographs, vol. 1, ed. by Eric Rothstein and Thomas K. Dunseath (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1967), pp. 167-200

Cassedy, Steven, Dostoevsky’s Religion (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2005)

Chandler, James, England in 1819: The Politics of Literary Culture and the Case of
Romantic Historicism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998)

Chernov, A. V., ‘Arkhetip “bludnogo syna” v russkoi literatury XIX veka’, in
Evangel’skii  tekst v  russkoi literatury XVIII-XX vekov: Tsitata,
reministsentsiia, motiv, siuzhet, zhanr, vol. 3 (Petrozavodsk: Petrozavodskii
gosudarstvennyi universitet, 2001), pp. 151-58

Christa, Boris, ‘Dostoevskii and Money’, in The Cambridge Companion to
Dostoevskii, ed. by W. J. Leatherbarrow (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2002), pp. 93-110

Clark, Peter, ‘Small Towns, 1700-1840’, in The Cambridge History of Urban Britain,
vol. 2, ed. by Peter Clark (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), pp.
733-73

260



Cohn, Dorrit, Transparent Minds: Narrative Modes for Presenting Consciousness in
Fiction (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978)

Coleman, Dermot, ‘Being Good with Money: Economic Bearings in George Eliot’s
Ethical and Social Thought’ (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Exeter,
2001)

Collins, K. K., ‘G. H. Lewes Revisited: George Eliot and the Moral Sense’, Victorian
Studies, 21.4 (1978), 463-92

Identifying the Remains: George Eliot’s Death in the London Religious Press
(Victoria, BC: ELS Editions, 2006)

Corsi, Pietro, The Age of Lamarck: Evolutionary Theories in France, 1790-1830,
trans. by Jonathan Mendelbaum (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1988)

Costlow, Jane, Worlds within Worlds: The Novels of Ivan Turgenev (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1990)

Crawford, Catherine, ‘Medicine and the Law’, in Companion Encyclopedia of the
History of Medicine, vol. 2, ed. by W. F. Bynum and Roy Porter (London:
Routledge, 1993), pp. 1619-40

Crossan, John Dominic, Cliffs of Fall: Paradox and Polyvalence in the Parables of
Jesus (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2008)

Dames, Nicholas, ‘Brushes with Fame: Thackeray and the Work of Celebrity’,
Nineteenth-Century Literature, 56.1 (2001), 23-51

Danow, David K., ‘Stavrogin’s Teachings: Reported Speech in The Possessed’, The
Slavic and East European Journal, 32.2 (1988), 213-24

Darwin, Charles, On The Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection (New Y ork:
D. Appleton and Company, 1861)

Davis, Philip, The Victorians, vol. 8 of The Oxford English Literary History, 1830-
1880 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002)

Davison, R. M., The Devils: The Role of Stavrogin’, in New Essays on Dostoyevsky,
ed. by Malcolm V. Jones and Garth M. Terry (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1983), pp. 95-114

Dawson, Terence, The Effective Protagonist in the Nineteenth-Century British Novel
(Aldershot: Ashagte, 2004)

Day, James T., Stendhal’s Paper Mirror: Patterns of Self-Consciousness in His Novels
(New York: Peter Lang, 1987)

Demidova, Ol’ga, ‘Charlotte Bronté, Elizabeth Gaskell, and George Eliot in Russian:
A Bibliography (1849-1989)°, Oxford Slavonic Papers, 29 (1996), 44-60

Denommé, Robert T., ‘Alfred de Vigny’, in Dictionary of Literary Biography:
Nineteenth Century French Fiction Writers: Romanticism and Realism, 1800-

1860, vol. 119, ed. by Catharine Savage Brosman (Detroit: Gale Research,
1992), pp. 312-33

Deresiewicz William, ‘Heroism and Organicism in the Case of Lydgate’, Studies in
English Literature, 1500-1900, 38.4 (1998), 723-40

261



Dickens, Charles, Bleak House, ed. by Nicola Bradbury (London: Penguin, 2003)

Dolin, Kieran, Fiction and the Law: Legal Discourse and Modernist Literature
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999)

Dolinin, A., ed., Dostoevskii v vospominaniiakh sovremennikov, vol. 2 (Moscow:
Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1964)

Dostoevskaia, A. G., Vospominaniia (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1971)

Dunbar, Robin, Gossip, Grooming and the Evolution of Language (London: Faber and
Faber, 1996)

Duncan, Ian, ‘The Provincial or Regional Novel’, in A Companion to the Victorian
Novel, ed. by Patrick Brantlinger and William B. Thesing (Oxford: Blackwell,
2002), pp. 318-35

Duncan, Phillip A., ‘Echoes of Zola’s Experimental Novel in Russia’, The Slavic and
East European Journal, 18.1 (1974), 11-19

Durey, Jill Felicity, Realism and Narrative Modality: The Hero and Heroine in Eliot,
Tolstoy and Flaubert (Tiibingen: Gunter Narr Verlag, 1993)

Durkheim, Emile, On Institutional Analysis, ed. and trans. by Mark Traugott (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1978)

Efimova, ‘Motiv bibleiskogo lova v Brat’iakh Karamazovykh’, in Dostoevskii:
Materialy i issledovaniia, ed. by G. M. Fridlender, vol. 11 (St Petersburg:
Nauka, 1994)

Emerson, Caryl, Boris Godunov: Transpositions of a Russian Theme (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1986)

—*Word and Image in Dostoevsky’s Worlds: Robert Louis Jackson on Readings
that Bakhtin Could Not Do’, in Freedom and Responsibility, ed. by Elizabeth
Cheresh Allen and Gary Saul Morson (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press, 1995), pp. 245-65

Emler, Nicholas, ‘Gossip, Reputation, and Social Adaptation’, in Good Gossip, ed. by
Robert F. Goodman and Aaron Ben Ze’ev (Lawrence: University Press of
Kansas, 1994), pp. 117-38

Engelstein, Laura, ‘“Combined Underdevelopment”: Discipline and the Law in
Imperial and Soviet Russia’, The American Historical Review, 98.2 (1993),
338-53

Epstein, Julia, Altered Conditions: Disease, Medicine, and Storytelling (New Y ork:
Routledge, 1995)

Epstein, Mikhail, Bog detalei: narodnaia dusha i chastnaia zhizn’ v rossii na iskhode
imperii (N.p.: Izdanie R. Elinina, 1998)

Ermarth, Elizabeth Deeds, ‘George Eliot’s Conception of Sympathy’, Nineteenth-
Century Literature, 40.1 (1985), 23-42

Esaulov, Ivan, ‘The Categories of Law and Grace in Dostoevsky’s Poetics’, in
Dostoevsky and the Christian Tradition, ed. by George Pattison and Diane
Oenning Thompson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), pp. 116-
34

262



——Paskhal’nyi arkhetip v poetike Dostoevskogo’, in Evangel’skii tekst v russkoi
literatury XVIII-XX vekov: Tsitata, reministsentsiia, motiv, siuzhet, zhanr, vol.
2 (Petrozavodsk: Petrozavodskii gosudarstvennyi universitet, 2001), pp. 349-62

Evnin, F. 1., ‘Zhivopis’ Dostoevskogo’, Izvestiia akademii nauk SSSR, 18.2 (1959),
131-48

Evtuhov, Catherine, Portrait of a Russian Province: Economy, Society, and
Civilization in Nineteenth-Century Nizhnii Novgorod (Pittsburgh: University of
Pittsburgh Press, 2011)

Falconer, Rachel, ‘Bakhtin and the Epic Chronotope’, in Face to Face: Bakhtin in
Russia and the West, ed. by Carol Adlam, et al (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1997), pp. 254-72

Farrant, Tim, An Introduction to Nineteenth-Century French Literature (London:
Bristol Classical Press, 2007)

Fateev, P. S., Mikhail Mikhailov: Revoliutsioner, Pisatel’, Publitsist (Moscow: Mysl’,
1969)

Fisch, Harold, New Stories for Old: Biblical Patters in the Novel (London: Macmillan,
1998)

Flaubert, Gustave, Madame Bovary, trans. by Mark Overstall, ed. by Terence Cave
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998)

Fleishman, Avrom, George FEliot’s Intellectual Life (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2010)

Fokin, P. E., ‘Poema Ivana Karamazova “Velikii Inkvizitor” v ideinoi strukture
romana F. M. Dostoevskogo “Brat’ia Karamazovy”’, in Roman F. M.
Dostoevskogo “Brat’ia Karamazovy”: Sovremennoe sostoianie izucheniia
(Moscow: Nauka, 2007), pp. 115-36

Foucault, Michel, Discipline and Punish, trans. by A. M. Sheridan (New York:
Vintage Books, 1995)

——The Birth of the Clinic: An Archeology of Medical Perception, trans. by A. M.
Sheridan (London: Routledge, 2009)

Frank, Joseph, ‘The Masks of Stavrogin’, The Sewanee Review, 77.4 (1969), 660-91

Dostoevsky: The Seeds of Revolt, 1821-1849 (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1976)

Dostoevsky: The Years of Ordeal, 1850-1859 (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1983)

Dostoevsky: The Stir of Liberation, 1860-1865 (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1986)

Dostoevsky: The Miraculous Years (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995)

Dostoevsky: The Mantle of the Prophet (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2002)

Dostoevsky: A Writer in His Time (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010)
—“Letter to the Editor’, TLS (22 January 2010), 6

263



—“Letter to the Editor’, 7LS (19 March 2010), 6

Fraser, Hilary, ‘St. Theresa, St. Dorothea, and Miss Brooke in Middlemarch’,
Nineteenth-Century Fiction, 40.4 (1986), 400-11

Frei, Hans W., The Eclipse of Biblical Narrative: A Study in Eighteenth and
Nineteenth Century Hermeneutics (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1974)

Frieden, Nancy Mandelker, Russian Physicians in an Era of Reform and Revolution,
1856-1905 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981)

Frierson, Cathy, ‘Rural Justice in Public Opinion: The Volost’ Court Debate, 1861-
1912, The Slavonic and East European Review, 64.4 (1986), 526-45

Crime and Punishment in the Russian Village: Rural Concepts of Criminality at
the End of the Nineteenth Century’, Slavic Review, 46.1 (1987), 55-69

Frye, Northrop, The Great Code: The Bible and Literature (London: Routledge, 1982)

Funk, Robert W., et al, eds, The Parables of Jesus: Red Letter Edition: A Report of the
Jesus Seminar (Sonoma, CA.: Polebridge Press, 1988)

Furst, Lilian, ‘Struggling for Medical Reform in Middlemarch’, Nineteenth-Century
Literature, 48.3 (1993), 341-61

Gabdullina, V. 1., ‘Motiv bludnogo syna v romanakh I. S. Turgeneva’, in Evangel skii
tekst v russkoi literatury XVIII-XX vekov: Tsitata, reministsentsiia, motiv,
siuzhet, zhanr, vol. 8 (Petrozavodsk: Petrozavodskii gosudarstvennyi
universitet, 2001), pp. 135-49

Gaskell, Elizabeth, Wives and Daughters, ed. by Frank Glover Smith (London:
Penguin, 1969)

Cranford, ed. by Elizabeth Porges Watson (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1998)

Gatrall, Jefferson J. A., ‘The Color of His Hair: Nineteenth-Century Literary Portraits
of the Historical Jesus’, Novel, 42.1 (2009), 109-30

Gentner, Dedre, ‘Are Scientific Analogies Metaphors?’ in Metaphor.: Problems and
Perspectives, ed. by David Miall (Sussex: Harvester Press, 1982), pp. 106-32

Gerstein, Linda, Nikolai Strakhov (Harvard: Harvard University Press, 1971)

Gertsen, A. 1., Sobranie sochinenii, 30 vols (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo akademii nauk
SSSR, 1954-1964)

Gilbert, Sandra M., and Susan Gubar, Madwoman in the Attic: The Woman Writer in
the Nineteenth-Century Literary Imagination, 2nd edn (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2000)

Gilmour, Robin, ‘Regional and Provincial in Victorian Literature’, in The Literature of
Region and Nation, ed. by R. P. Draper (London: Macmillan, 1989), pp. 50-61

Givner, Jessie, ‘Industrial History, Preindustrial Literature: George Eliot’s
Middlemarch’, ELH, 69.1 (2002), 223-43

Gleason, Abbott, Young Russia: The Genesis of Russian Radicalism in the 1860s
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1983)

264



Gofman, L. G., ‘Dekabristy 1 Dostoevskii’, in Tainye obshchestva v Rossii v nachale
XIX stoletiia: Sbornik materialov, statei i vospominanii (Moscow: Glavlit,
1925), pp. 192-98

Golburt, Luba, The First Epoch: The Eighteenth Century and the Russian Cultural
Imagination (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2014)

Goodman, Robert F., and Aaron Ben-Ze’ev, eds, Good Gossip (Lawrence: University
Press of Kansas, 1994).

Goncharov, 1. A., Goncharov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 20 vols (St Petersburg:
Nauka, 1997)

Gordin, Michael D., ‘Loose and Baggy Spirits: Reading Dostoevskii and Mendeleev’,
Slavic Review, 60.4 (2001), 756-80

——The Heidelberg Circle: German Inflections on the Professionalization of Russian
Chemistry in the 1860s’, Osiris, Second Series, 23 (2008), 23-49

—*Science, Technology, and Medicine’, in Dostoevsky in Context, ed. by Deborah
A. Martinsen and Olga Maiorova (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2015)

Gordon, Jan B., Gossip and Subversion in Nineteenth-Century British Fiction: Echo’s
Economies (London: Macmillan Press, 1996)

Gorizontov, Leonid, ‘The “Great Circle” of Interior Russia: Representations of the
Imperial Center in the Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries’, in Russian
Empire: Space, People, Power, 1700-1930, ed. by Jane Burbank et al
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2007), pp. 67-93

Granshaw, Lindsay, ‘The Rise of the Modern Hospital in Britain’, in Medicine and
Society in Britain: Historical Essays, ed. by Andrew Weir (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1992), pp. 197-218

Graver, Suzanne, George Eliot and Community: A Study of Social Theory and
Fictional Form (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984)

Green, V. H. H., Oxford Common Room: A Study of Lincoln College and Mark
Pattison (London: Edward Arnold, 1957)

Griffiths, F. T., and S. J. Rabinowitz, ‘Tolstoy and Homer’, Comparative Literature,
35.2 (1983), 97-125

Grmek, Mirko, ‘The History of Medical Education in Russia’, in The History of
Medical Education, ed. by C. D. O’Malley (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1970), pp. 303-27

Grossman, Leonid, ‘Dostoevskii and the Chartist Novel’, in Dostoevskii and Britain,
ed. by W. J. Leatherbarrow (Oxford: Berg, 1995), pp. 123-37

Haight, Gordon S., ‘The Carlyles and the Leweses’, in Carlyle and His
Contemporaries: Essays in Honor of Charles Richard Sanders, ed. by John
Clubbe (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1986), pp. 191-204

Hardy, Deborah, Petr Tkachev: The Critic as Jacobin (Seattle: University of
Washington Press, 1977)

Hedrick, Charles W., Many Things in Parables: Jesus and His Modern Critics
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2004)

265



Herzog, William R., II, Parables as Subversive Speech: Jesus as Pedagogue of the
Oppressed (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1989)

Holland, Kate, ‘The Legend of the Ladonka and the Trial of the Novel’, in 4 New
Word on The Brothers Karamazov, ed. by Robert Louis Jackson (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 2004), pp. 192-99

——The Novel in the Age of Disintegration: Dostoevsky and the Question of Genre in
the 1870s (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 2013)

—*The Russian Rougon-Macquart: Degeneration and Biological Determinism in
The Golovyev Family’, in Russian Writers and the Fin de Siecle: The Twilight
of Realism, ed. by Katherine Bowers and Ani Kokobobo (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2015), pp. 15-32

Hollis, Hilda, ‘Felix Holt: Independent Spokesman or George Eliot’s Mouthpiece?’,
ELH, 68.1 (2001), 155-177

Hurst, Isabel, Victorian Women’s Writers and the Classics: The Feminine of Homer
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006)

Hutchinson, John F., ‘Politics and Medical Professionalization after 1905°, in Russia’s
Missing Middle Class: The Professions in Russian History, ed. by Harvey D.
Balzer (Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe, 1996), pp. 89-116

Hutton, Richard Holt, Essays on Some of the Modern Guides of English Thought in
Matters of Faith (London: Macmillan, 1887)

Iaroshevskii, M. G., ‘Dostoevskii 1 ideino-filosofskie iskaniia russkikh
estestvopisatelei’, Voprosy literatury, 2 (1982), 103-12

Jackson, Robert Louis, ‘Napoleon in Russian Literature’, Yale French Studies, 26
(1960), 106-18

Jacobus, Mary, ‘The Question of Language: Of Men and Maxims and The Mill on the
Floss’, Critical Inquiry, 8 (1981), 207-22

Jakobson, Roman, ‘Linguistics and Poetics’, in Selected Writings Ill: Poetry of
Grammar and Grammar of Poetry, ed. by Stephen Rudy (The Hague: Mouton
Publishers, 1981), pp. 18-51

Jardine, Nicholas, ‘The Laboratory Revolution in Medicine as Rhetorical and
Aesthetic Accomplishment’, in The Laboratory Revolution in Medicine, ed. by
Andrew Cunningham and Perry Williams (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1992), pp. 304-23

Jasper, David, ‘Literary Readings of the Bible: Trends in Modern Criticism’, in The
Bible as Literature: A Reader, ed. by David Jasper and Stephen Prickett
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1999), pp. 44-64

——The Sacred and Secular Canon in Romanticism: Preserving the Sacred Truths
(London: Macmillan, 1999)

Jenkyns, Richard, The Victorians and Ancient Greece (Oxford: Blackwood, 1980)

Johnson, Samuel, A Dictionary of the English Language, vol. 2 (London: No
publisher, 1786)

Jones, Malcolm V., Dostoyevsky after Bakhtin: Readings in Dostoyevsky’s Fantastic
Realism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990)

266



—*The Narrator and Narrative Technique in Dostoevsky’s The Devils’, in
Dostoevsky’s The Devils: A Critical Companion, ed. by W. J. Leatherbarrow
(Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1999), pp. 100-18

Dostoevsky and the Dynamics of Religious Experience (London: Anthem Press,
2005)

Jost, Frangois, Introduction to Comparative Literature (Indianapolis: Pegasus, 1974)

Jowett, Benjamin, ‘On the Interpretation of Scripture’, in Essays and Reviews, 12th
edn (London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1869), pp. 399-527

Kahn, Andrew, Pushkin’s Lyric Intelligence (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008)

— Life-Writing in the 1830s: Viazemsky’s Fon-Vizin and Pushkin’s “Table Talk™’,
Ulbandus Review, 12 (2009/2010), 83-104

Kaladiouk, Anna Schur, ‘On “Sticking to the Fact” and “Understanding Nothing”:
Dostoevsky and the Scientific Method’, The Russian Review, 65.3 (2006), 417-
38

Kantor,  Vladimir, Brat’ia = Karamazovy F.  Dostoevskogo  (Moscow:
Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1983)

Karamzin, N. M., Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskago, vol. 1 (St Petersburg: Smirdin,
1830)

Kariakin, Tu. F., ‘Zachem Khroniker v “Besakh™?’, in Dostoevskii: Materialy i
issledovaniia, ed. by G. M. Fridlender, vol. 5 (Leningrad: Nauka, 1983), pp.
113-31

Kasatkina, T. A., ‘Kategoriia prostranstva v vospriiatii lichnosti tragicheskoi
miroorientatsii (Raskol’nikov)’, in Dostoevskii: Materialy i issledovaniia, ed.
by G. M. Fridlender, vol. 11 (St Petersburg: Nauka, 1994), pp. 81-88

Katz, Michael R., ‘Dostoevsky and Natural Science’, Dostoevsky Studies, 9 (1988),
63-76

Kelly, Aileen, ‘Dostoevskii and the Divided Conscience’, Slavic Review, 47.2 (1988),
239-60

‘Irony and Utopia in Herzen and Dostoevsky: From the Other Shore and Diary of
a Writer’, The Russian Review, 50.4 (1991), 397-416

——The Discovery of Chance: The Life and Thought of Alexander Herzen (Harvard:
Harvard University Press, 2016)

Kichigina, Galina, The Imperial Laboratory: Experimental Physiology and Clinical
Medicine in Post-Crimean Russia (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2009)

Kiiko, E. I., ‘Dostoevskii 1 Renan’, in Dostoevskii: materialy i issledovaniia, ed. by G.
M. Fridlender, vol. 4 (Leningrad: Nauka, 1980), pp. 106-122

Kirichenko, Evgeniia, and Elena Shcheboleva, Russkaia provintsiia (Moscow: Nash
dom, 1997)

Kirpotin, V. Ia., ‘Skotoprigon’evsk (mir v romane Brat’ia Karamazovy)’,
Filologicheskie nauki, 4 (1983), 9-21

Kjetsaa, Geir, Dostoevsky and His New Testament (Oslo: Solum Forlag, 1984)

267



Kliger, Ilya, The Narrative Shape of Truth: Verediction in Modern European
Literature (Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2011)

Kliuchevskii, V. O., Drevnerusskie zhitiia sviatykh kak istoricheskii istochnik
(Moscow: Izdanie K. Soldatenkova, 1871)

Knapp, Liza, ‘Teaching Raskolnikov’s Dream: Regarding the Pain of Others in the
Classroom’, in Teaching Nineteenth-Century Russian Literature: Essays in
Honor of Robert L. Belknap (Boston, MA: Academic Studies Press, 2014), pp.
82-96

—*‘Darwin’s Plots, Malthus’s Mighty Feast, Lamennais’s Motherless Fledglings,
and Dostoevsky’s Lost Sheep’, in Dostoevsky beyond Dostoevsky: Science,
Religion, Philosophy, ed. by Svetlana Evdokimova and Vladimir Golstein
(Brighton, MA: Academic Studies Press, 2016), pp. 63-81

Anna Karenina and Others: Tolstoy’s Labyrinth of Plots (Madison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 2016)

Knapp, Shoshana, ‘Tolstoj’s Reading of George Eliot: Visions and Revisions’, The
Slavic and East European Journal, 27.3 (1983), 318-26

Knight, Mark, and Emma Mason, Nineteenth-Century Religion and Literature: An
Introduction (Oxford: OUP, 2006)

Knoepflmacher, U. C., Laughter and Despair: Readings in Ten Novels of the Victorian
Era (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1971)

—‘Fusing Fact and Myth: The New Reality of Middlemarch’, in This Particular
Web: Essays on Middlemarch, ed. by Ian Adams (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1975), pp. 43-72

——*‘Middlemarch: An Avuncular View’, Nineteenth-Century Fiction, 30.1 (1975),
53-81

‘Review’ [of several works concerning Thomas Carlyle], Nineteenth-Century Fiction,
32.1(1977), 73-80

Koshar, Rudy, ‘Foucault and Social History: Comments on “Combined
Underdevelopment™’, The American Historical Review, 98.2 (1993), 354-63

Kovalevskaia, S. V., ‘Vospominaniia o Dzhorzhe Elliote [sic]’, in Vospominaniia i
pis ' ma (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo akademii nauk SSSR, 1951), pp. 150-67

Kriesel, Deanna K., ‘Incognito, Intervention, and Dismemberment in Adam Bede’,
ELH, 70.2 (2003), 541-74

Kucich, John, ‘George Eliot and Objects: Meaning as Matter in The Mill on the Floss’,
Dickens Studies Annual, 12 (1983), 319-40

—*Scientific Ascendency’, in A Companion to the Victorian Novel, ed. by Patrick
Brantlinger and William D. Thessing (Oxford: Basil Blackwood, 2002), pp.
119-36

Larsen, Timothy, A People of One Book: The Bible and the Victorians (Oxford: OUP,
2011)

Leatherbarrow, William, ‘Misreading Myshkin and Stavrogin: the Presentation of the
Hero in Idiot and Besy’, The Slavonic and East European Review, 78.1 (2000),
1-19

268



—“Conservatism in the Age of Nicholas I and Alexander I’, in A History of Russian
Thought, ed. by William Leatherbarrow and Derek Offord (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2010), pp. 95-115

Lermontov, M. Iu., Sobranie sochinenii, 4 vols (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia
literatura, 1964)

Lerner, Laurence, ‘Dorothea and the Theresa-Complex’, in George Eliot:
Middlemarch: A Casebook, ed. by Patrick Swinden (London: Macmillan,
1972), pp. 225-47

Levine, Amy-lill, Short Stories by Jesus: The Enigmatic Parables of a Controversial
Rabbi (New York: HarperCollins, 2014)

Levine, George, ‘George Eliot’s Hypothesis of Reality’, Nineteenth-Century Fiction,
35.1(1980), 1-28

——The Realistic Imagination: English Fiction from Frankenstein to Lady Chatterley
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981)

Levin-Stankevich, Brian, ‘The Transfer of Legal Technology and Culture: Law
Professionals in Tsarist Russia’, in Russia’s Missing Middle-Class: The
Professions in Russian History, ed. by Harvey D. Balzer (Armonk, NY: M. E.
Sharpe, 1996), pp. 223-50

Lewes, G. H., Problems of Life and Mind, 2 vols (London: Triibner, 1874)
Lewis, B. E., ‘Darwin and Dostoevsky’, Melbourne Slavonic Studies, 11 (1976), 23-32

Li, Hao, Memory and History in George Eliot: Transfiguring the Past (London:
Macmillan, 2000)

Lim, Susanna Soojung, and R. D. Clark, “Whose Orient is it?: Frigate Pallada and
Ivan Goncharov’s Voyage to the Far East’, The Slavic and East European
Journal, 53.1 (2009), 19-39

Lischer, Richard, Reading the Parables (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press,
2014)

Lisle, Bonnie J., ‘Art and Egoism in George Eliot’s Poetry’, Victorian Poetry, 22.3
(1984), 263-78

Logan, Peter M., ‘Conceiving the Body: Realism and Medicine in Middlemarch’,
History of the Human Sciences, 4.2 (1991), 197-222

Nerves and Narratives: A Cultural History of Hysteria in Nineteenth-Century
British Prose (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997), pp. 166-71

Loudon, Irvine, ‘Medical Practitioners 1750-1850 and the Period of Medical Reform
in Britain’, in Medicine and Society in Britain: Historical Essays, ed. by
Andrew Weir (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), pp. 219-48

Lounsbery, Anne, ““No, this is not the provinces: Provincialism, Authenticity, and
Russianness in Gogol’s Day’, The Russian Review, 64.2 (2005)

—*Dostoevskii’s Geography: Centers, Peripheries, and Networks in Demons’,
Slavic Review, 66.2 (2007), 211-29

——Thin Culture, High Art: Gogol, Hawthorne, and Authorship in Nineteenth-
Century Russia and America (Harvard: Harvard University Press, 2007)

269



——The World on the Back of a Fish: Mobility, Immobility, and Economics in
Oblomov’, Russian Review, 70.1 (2011), 43-64

Lukécs, Georg, The Theory of the Novel, trans. by Anna Bostock (London: Merlin
Press, 1971)

Macauley, Thomas Babbington, Lays of Ancient Rome and Miscellaneous Essays and
Poems (London: Dent & Sons, 1910)

McDonagh, Josephine, ‘Space, Mobility, and the Novel: “The Spirit of the Place is a
Great Reality”’, in Adventures in Realism, ed. by Matthew Beaumont (Oxford:
Blackwell, 2007), pp. 50-67

—*Place, Region, and Migration’, in The Nineteenth-Century Novel, 1820-1880, ed.
by John Kucich and Jenny Bourne Taylor (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2012), pp. 361-76

—‘Imagining Locality and Affiliation: George Eliot’s Villages’, in 4 Companion to
George Eliot, ed. by Amanda Anderson and Harry E. Shaw (Hoboken, NIJ:
John Wiley & Sons, 2013), pp. 251-69

—*Rethinking Provincialism in Mid-Nineteenth-Century Fiction: Our Village to
Vilette’, Victorian Studies, 55.3 (2013), 399-424

McKenzie, Rosalind Y., ‘Secularizing Tendencies in Medieval Russian Hagiography
of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries’, (unpublished doctoral thesis, UCL
SEESS, 1998)

Mackie, Hilary, ‘The Key to Epic Life? Classical Study in George Eliot’s
Middlemarch’, The Classical World, 103.1 (2009), 53-67

McLean, Hugh, ‘The Countryside’, in The Cambridge Companion to the Classic
Russian Novel, ed. by Malcolm V. Jones and Robin Feuer Miller (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998), pp. 41-60

——*Claws on the Behind: Tolstoy and Darwin’, Tolstoy Studies Journal, 19 (2007),
15-32

Maitzen, Rohan, ‘““This Feminine Preserve”: Historical Biographies by Victorian
Women”, Victorian Studies, 38.3 (1995), 371-93

Markovits, Stefanie, ‘George Eliot’s Problem with Action’, Studies in English
Literature, 1500-1900,41.4 (2001), 785-803

Marotta, Kenny, ‘Middlemarch: The “Home Epic™’, Genre, 25 (1982), 403-20

Mathais, Manon, Vision in the Novels of George Sand (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2016)

Mathewson, Rufus W., Jr., The Positive Hero in Russian Literature, 2nd edn
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1975)

Matzner-Gore, Greta, ‘From the Corners of the Russian Novel: Minor Characters in
Gogol, Goncharov, Tolstoy, and Dostoevsky’, (unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Colombia University, 2014)

——Kicking Maximov out of the Carriage: Minor Characters, Exclusion, and The
Brothers Karamazov’, Slavic and East European Journal, 58.3 (2014), 419-36

270



McReynolds, Louise, Murder Most Russian: True Crime and Punishment in Late
Imperial Russia (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2013)

McReynolds, Susan, Redemption and the Merchant God: Dostoevsky’s Economy of
Salvation and Antisemitism (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 2008)

McWeeny, Gage, ‘The Sociology of the Novel: George Eliot’s Strangers’, Novel, 42.3
(2009), 538-45

Medzhibovskaya, Inessa, ‘On Moral Movement and Moral Vision: The Last Supper in
Russian Debates’, Comparative Literature, 56.1 (2004), 23-53

Meister, Joseph, ‘The Causes and Detection of Crime in Zola and Dostoevsky’s
Novels’ (unpublished Master’s thesis, University of Oxford, 2015)

Menke, Richard, ‘Fiction as Vivisection: G. H. Lewes and George Eliot’, ELH, 67.2
(2000), 617-53

Mikhailov, Mikhail, ‘Dzhorzh Eliot’, Sovremennik, 11 (1859), 103-30

Miller, D. A., Narrative and its Discontents: Problems of Closure in the Traditional
Novel (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1983)

——The Novel and the Police (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988)
Miller, J. Hillis, ‘Narrative and History’, ELH, 41.3 (1974), 455-73

——A Conclusion in Which Nothing is Concluded: Middlemarch’s “Finale’’, in
Middlemarch in the Twenty-First Century, ed. by Karen Chase (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2006), pp. 133-56

Miller, J. Hillis, et al, ‘Middlemarch, Chapter 85: Three Commentaries’, Nineteenth-
Century Fiction, 35.3 (1980), 432-53

Miller, Richard C., ‘The Biblical Story of Joseph in Dostoevskii’s The Brothers
Karamazov’, Slavic Review, 41.4 (1982), 653-65

Miller, Robin Feuer, The Brothers Karamazov. Worlds of the Novel (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1992)

—*Dostoevskii’s Parables: Paradox and Plot’, in Cultural Discontinuity and
Reconstruction: The Byzanto-Slav Heritage and the Creation of a Russian
National Literature in the Nineteenth Century, ed. by Jostein Bertnes and
Ingunn Lunde (Oslo: Solum forlag, 1997), pp. 168-84

Minogue, Valerie, ‘Nana: The World, the Flesh and the Devil’, in The Cambridge
Companion to Emile Zola, ed. by Brian Nelson (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2007), pp. 121-36

Mjer, Kare Johan, Reformulating Russia: The Cultural and Intellectual
Historiography of First-Wave Emigre Writers (Leiden: Brill, 2011)

Mondry, Henrietta, ‘Doktor Gertsenshtube — “Obshchechelovek™ ili ideia rastvoreniia
tudaizma v khristianstve?’, Dostoevsky Studies, 9 (1988), 45-61

Moretti, Franco, Modern Epic, trans. by Quintin Hoare (London: Verso, 1996)
——Atlas of the European Novel, 1800-1900 (London: Verso, 1999)

——The Way of the World: The Bildungsroman in European Culture (London: Verso,
2000)

271



Graphs, Maps, Trees: Abstract Models for a Literary History (London: Verso,
2005)

Morris, Marcia A., Saints and Revolutionaries: The Ascetic Hero in Russian Literature
(Albany: State University of New York Press, 1993)

Morson, Gary Saul, ‘Verbal Pollution in The Brothers Karamazov’, PTL, 3 (1978),
223-33

Hidden in Plain View: Narrative and Creative Potentials in War and Peace
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1987)

——*Genre and Hero/Fathers and Sons: Inter-generic Dialogues, Generic Refugees,
and the Hidden Prosaic’, Stanford Slavonic Studies, 4.1 (1991), 336-81

‘Introductory Study’, in Fyodor Dostoevsky, A Writer’s Diary, vol. 1, trans. by
Kenneth Lantz (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1994), pp. 1-117

—*Anna Karenina’s Omens’, in Freedom and Responsibility in Russian Literature:
Essays in Honor of Robert Louis Jackson, ed. by Elizabeth Cheresh Allen and
Gary Saul Morson (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1995), pp. 134-
52

—“Tempics and the Idiot’ Celebrating Creativity: Essays in Honor of Jostein
Bortnes, ed. by Knut Andreas Grimstad and Ingunn Lunde (Bergen: University
of Bergen Press, 1997), pp. 108-35

——*Paradoxical Dostoevsky’, The Slavic and East European Journal, 43.3 (1999),
471-94

——*The God of Onions: The Brothers Karamazov and the Mythic Prosaic’, in A New
Word on The Brothers Karamazov, ed. by Robert Louis Jackson (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 2004), pp. 107-24

Anna Karenina in our Time: Seeing More Wisely (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 2007)

Morson, Gary Saul, and Caryl Emerson, Mikhail Bakhtin: Creation of a Prosaics
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1990)

Moser, Charles A., Esthetics as Nightmare: Russian Literary Theory, 1855-1870
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989)

Murav, Harriet, Holy Foolishness: Dostoevsky’s Novels and the Poetics of Cultural
Critique (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1992)

Russia’s Legal Fictions (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1998)

Naiman, Eric, ‘Kalganov’, The Slavic and East European Journal, 58.3 (2014), 394-
418

Napoleon III, History of Julius Ceesar, vol. 1 (New York: Harper and Brothers
Publishers, 1865)

Neill, Stephen, and Tom Wright, The Interpretation of the New Testament, 1861-1986
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988)

Newton, K. M., ‘George Eliot and Racism: How Should One Read “The Modern Hep!
Hep! Hep!”?’, The Modern Language Review, 103.3 (2008), 654-65

272



Nicolosi, Riccardo, ‘Eksperimenty s eksperimentami: Emil” Zolia i russkii naturalizm
(“Privalovskie milliony” D. N. Mamina-Sibiriaka)’, Novoe literaturnoe
obozrenie, 134 (2005), 201-20

—*Das Blut der Karamazovs: Vererbung, Experiment und Naturalismus in
Dostoevskijs letztem Roman’, in Laien, Lektiiren, Laboratorien: Kiinste und
Wissenschaften in Russland, 1860-1960, ed. by Matthias Scwartz, et al
(Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 2008), pp. 147-80

Odinokov, V. G., Tipologiia obrazov v khudozhestvennoi sisteme F. M. Dostoevskogo
(Novosibirsk: Nauka, 1981)

Okun’, S. B., Dekabrist M. S. Lunin (Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo Leningradskogo
universiteta, 1985)

Pallot, Judith, and J. B. Shaw, Landscape and Settlement in Romanov Russia (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1990)

Pals, Daniel L., The Victorian “Lives” of Jesus (San Antonio: Trinity University Press,
1982)

Paperno, Irina, Chernyshevsky and the Age of Realism: A Study in the Semiotics of
Behavior (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1988)

Suicide as a Cultural Institution in Dostoevsky’s Russia (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1997)

—*Sovetskii opyt, avtobiograficheskoe pis’mo 1 istoricheskoe soznanie: Ginzburg,
Gertsen, Gegel’”, Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie (68), 2004, 102-27

——*La prose des années 1870-1890°, in Histoire de la literature russe. Le temps du
roman, ed. by Efim Etkind (Paris: Fayard, 2005), pp. 789-823

Paris, Bernard J., Experiments in Life: George Eliot’s Quest for Values (Detroit:
Wayne State University Press, 1965)

Parker, W. H., An Historical Geography of Russia (London: University of London
Press, 1968)

Pattison, Mark, The Present State of Theology in Germany’, in Essays, vol. 2 (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1889), pp. 210-62

Pavel, Thomas G., The Lives of the Novel: A History (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2013)

Pearson, Roger, Stendhal’s Violin: A Novelist and His Reader (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1988)

Perkin, Harold, Origins of Modern English Society (London: Ark Paperbacks, 1986)

Perkin, J. Russell, 4 Reception History of George Eliot’s Fiction (Rochester, NY:
University of Rochester Press, 1990)

——Theology and the Victorian Novel (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press,
2009)

Perlina, Nina, Varieties of Poetic Utterance: Quotation in The Brothers Karamazov
(Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1985)

273



Perry, Menahem, and Meir Steinberg, ‘The King Through Ironic Eyes: Biblical
Narrative and the Literary Reading Process’, Poetics Today, 7.2 (1986), 275-
322

Petch, Simon, ‘Law, Literature, and Victorian Studies’, Victorian Literature and
Culture , 35.1 (2007), 361-84

Pettitt, Clare, ‘Legal Subjects, Legal Objects: The Law and Victorian Fiction’, in The
Concise Companion to the Victorian Novel, ed. by Francis O’Gorman (Oxford:
Blackwell, 2005), pp. 71-90

Pieretto, Gian Piero, ‘Staraia Russa and Petersburg: Provincial Realities and
Metropolitan Reminiscences in The Brothers Karamazov’, Dostoevsky Studies,
7 (1986), 81-86

Pirusskaia, Tat’iana, ‘Spletnia kak mekhanizm: avtorefleksii v romanakh
Dostoevskogo “Besy” i Dzhordzh Eliot “Midlmarch’, Voprosy literatury, 2
(2015), 193-216

Pisarev, Dmitry, ‘Progress in the Animal and Vegetable Worlds’, in Selected
Philosophical and Political Essays (Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing
House, 1958), pp. 297-496

Platonov, Rachel, ‘Remapping Arcadia: “Pastoral Space” in Nineteenth-Century
Russian Prose’, The Modern Language Review, 102.4 (2007), 1105-21

Plotz, John, Portable Property: Victorian Culture on the Move (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2008)

—*The Semi-Detached Provincial Novel’, Victorian Studies, 53.3 (2011), 405-16

Pond, Kirsten A., ‘Harriet Martineau’s Epistemology of Gossip’, Nineteenth-Century
Literature, 69.2 (2014), 175-207

Pope, Richard, and Judy Turner, ‘Toward Understanding Stavrogin’, Slavic Review,
49.4 (1990), 543-53

Porter, Roy, The Greatest Benefit to Mankind: A Medical History of Humanity from
Antiquity to the Present (London: HarperCollins, 1997)

——Flesh in the Age of Reason (London: Allen Lane, 2003)

Prestel, David, ‘The Kievan Caves Monastery: What Do Monks Have to Do with the
World?’, Russian History/Histoire Russe, 33.2-4 (2006), 199-216

Price, Leah, The Anthology and the Rise of the Novel: From Richardson to George
Eliot (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000)

Prickett, Stephen, Origins of Narrative: The Romantic Appropriation of the Bible
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996)

— Biblical and Literary Criticism: A History of Interaction’, in The Bible and
Literature, ed. by David Jasper and Stephen Prickett (Oxford: Blackwell,
1999), pp. 12-43

Priest, Robert D., The Gospel According to Renan: Reading, Writing, and Religion in
Nineteenth-Century France (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015)

274



Proskurin, Boris M., ‘The Reception of George Eliot in Russia: The Start that
Determined the Paradigm’, in The Reception of George Eliot in Russia, ed. by
Elinor Schaffer and Catherine Brown (London: Bloomsbury, 2016), pp. 262-74

Pushkin, A. S., Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 16 vols (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo akademii
nauk SSSR, 1937-1949)

Pyle, Forest, ‘A Novel of Sympathy: The Imagination of Community in George Eliot’,
Novel, 27 (1993), 5-23

Qualls, Barry, The Secular Pilgrims of Victorian Fiction (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1982)

Rak, V. D., ‘luridicheskaia oshibka v romane Brat’ia Karamazovy’, in Dostoevskii:
Materialy i issledovaniia, ed. by G. M. Fridlender, vol. 2 (Leningrad: Nauka,
1976), pp. 154-59

Reed, John R., ‘Laws, the Legal World, and Politics’, in A Companion to the Victorian
Novel, ed. by Patrick Brantlinger and William D. Thessing (Oxford: Basil
Blackwood, 2002), pp. 154-71

Reizov, V. G., Iz istorii evropeiskikh literatur (Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo leningradskogo
universtiteta, 1970)

Renan, Ernest, The Life of Jesus (London: Watts and Co., 1935)

Reyfman, Irina, Ritualized Violence Russian Style: The Duel in Russian Culture and
Literature (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1999)

Riasanovsky, Nicholas V., Russia and the West in the Teaching of the Slavophiles: A
Study of Romantic ldeology (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1952)

Rice, James L., Dostoevsky and the Healing Art: An Essay in Literary and Medical
History (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1985)

—*Dostoevsky’s Endgame: The Projected Sequel to The Brothers Karamazov’,
Russian History/Histoire Russe, 33.1 (2006), 45-62

—Foreshadowings of the Karamazov Sequel’, Russian History/Histoire Russe,
35.1-2 (2008), 157-64

—*The Covert Design of “The Brothers Karamazov”: Alesha’s Pathology and
Dialectic’, Slavic Review, 68.2 (2009), 355-75

—Letter to the Editor’, TLS (22 February 2010), 6
—“Letter to the Editor’, TLS (9 April 2010), 6
Richardson, Ruth, Death, Dissection and the Destitute (London: Routledge, 1987)

Robbins, Bruce, ‘Telescopic Philanthropy: Professionalism and Responsibility in
Bleak House’, in Bleak House: Contemporary Critical Essays, ed. by Jeremy
Tambling (London: Macmillan, 1998), pp. 139-62

—*The Cosmopolitan Eliot’, in 4 Companion to George Eliot, ed. by Amanda
Anderson and Harry E. Shaw (London: John Wiley, 2013), pp. 400-12

Roberts, Neil, ‘Epic and Novel in George Eliot’, in Face to Face: Bakhtin in Russia
and the West, ed. by Carol Adlam, Rachel Falconer, et al (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1997), pp. 299-310

275



Rodensky, Lisa, The Crime in the Mind: Criminal Responsibility and the Victorian
Novel (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003)

Ronner, Amy D., Dostoevsky and the Law (Durham, NC.: Carolina Academic Press,
2015)

Rosenshield, Gary, Western Law, Russian Justice: Dostoevsky, The Jury Trial, and the
Law (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2005)

——Challenging the Bard: Dostoevsky and Pushkin, a Study of Literary Relationship
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2013)

Rothfield, Lawrence, Vital Signs: Medical Realism in Nineteenth-Century Fiction
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992)

Royle, Stephen A., ‘The Development of Small Towns in Britain’ in The Cambridge
History of Urban Britain, vol. 3, ed. by Martin Daunton (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000), pp. 151-84

Russell, Norman, The Novelist and Mammon: Literary Responses to the World of
Commerce in the Nineteenth Century (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986)

Russell, Robert, ‘From Individual to Universal: Tolstoy’s “Smert’ Ivana II’icha’’, The
Modern Language Review, 76.3 (1981), 629-42

Said, Edward, Orientalism (London: Penguin, 2003)
Saraskina, L., Besy: Roman-preduprezhdenie (Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1990)

Sazonova, Iu. I., Istoriia russkoi literatury: drevnii period, vol. 2 (New York:
Izdatel’stvo imeni Chekhova, 1955)

Scanlan, James P., Dostoevsky the Thinker (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002)

Schramm, Jan-Melissa, Testimony and Advocacy in Victorian Law, Literature, and
Theology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000)

—*The Victorian Novel and the Law’, in The Oxford Handbook of the Victorian
Novel, ed. by Lisa Rodensky (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), pp. 507-
28

Schweitzer, Albert, The Quest of the Historical Jesus: A Critical Study of Its Progress
from Reimarus to Wrede (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1998)

Scudo, Francesco M. and Michele Acanfora, ‘Darwin and Russian Evolutionary
Biology’, in The Darwinian Heritage, ed. by David Cohn (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1985), pp. 731-52

Seeley, Frank, Turgenev.: A Reading of His Fiction (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1991)

Semmel, Bernard, George Eliot and the Politics of National Inheritance (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1994)

Semple, Janet, ‘Bentham’s Utilitarianism and the Provision of Medical Care’, in
Doctors, Politics and Society: Historical Essays, ed. by Dorothy Porter and
Roy Porter (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1993), pp. 30-45

Shapiro, Barbara, 4 Culture of Fact: England, 1550-1720 (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 2000)

276



Shaw, Harry E., Narrating Reality: Austen, Scott, Eliot (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1999)

Shaw, J. Thomas, ‘Puskin’s “The Stationmaster” and the New Testament Parable’, The
Slavic and East European Journal, 21.1 (1977), 3-19

Shortt, S. E. D., ‘Physicians, Science, and Status: Issues in the Professionalization of
Anglo-American Medicine in the Nineteenth Century’, Medical History, 27.1
(1983), 51-58

Shtraik, S. Ia., ed., Dekabrist M. S. Lunin: Sochineniia i pis 'ma (St Petersburg: Trudy
pushkinskogo doma pri rossiiskoi akademii nauk, 1923)

Shuttleworth, Sally, George Eliot and Nineteenth-Century Science: The Make-Believe
of a Beginning (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984)

Sontag, Susan, Regarding the Pain of Others (London: Penguin, 2003)
Spacks, Patricia Meyer, ‘In Praise of Gossip’, The Hudson Review, 34 (1982), 19-38
Gossip (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1985)

Stambler, Ilia, ‘Heroic Power in Thomas Carlyle and Leo Tolstoy’, The European
Legacy, 11.7 (2006), 737-51

Steiner, Lina, For Humanity’s Sake: The Bildungsroman in Russian Culture (Toronto:
Toronto University Press, 2011)

Stepanian, Karen, ‘““Eto budet, no budet posle dostizheniia tseli...” (“Zhizn’ lisusa” D.
F. Shtrausa 1 E. Zh. Renana i roman F. M. Dostoevskogo “Idiot”)’, Voprosy
literatury, 4 (2003), 140-58

—Realizm Dostoevskogo v bol’shom vremeni (Shekspir, Servantes, Bal’zak,
Makanin)’, Dostoevskii i mirovaia kul 'tura, 30.1 (2013), 13-64

Stites, Richard, The Women’s Liberation Movement in Russia: Feminism, Nihilism,
and Bolshevism, 1860-1930 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978)

Strakhov, N. N., ‘Klod Bernar o metode opytov’, in Filosofskie ocherki (St Petersburg:
Tipografiia brat’ev Pantekheevykh, 1895), pp. 123-73

Strauss, David Friedrich, The Life of Jesus, Critically Examined, trans. by George
Eliot (New York: Cosimo, 2009)

Stromberg, David, ‘The Enigmatic G—v: A Defence of the Narrator-Chronicler in
Dostoevsky’s Demons’, The Russian Review, 71.3 (2012), 460-81

Suvorin, A. S., Dnevnik A. S. Suvorina (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo L. D. Frenkel’, 1923)
Suvorov, A. V., Pis 'ma (Moscow: Nauka, 1984)

Svintsov, Vitalii, ‘Dostoevskii i1 stavroginskii grekh’, Voprosy literatury, 2 (1995),
111-42

Svistunov, P. N., ‘Otpoved’ P. N. Svistunova’, Russkii arkhiv, 2 (1871), 334-53

Swedberg, Richard, The Art of Social Theory (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2014

Tambling, Jeremy, ‘Middlemarch, Realism and the Birth of the Clinic’, ELH, 57.4
(1990), 939-60

277



Terras, Victor, Belinskij and Russian Literary Criticism: The Heritage of Organic
Aesthetics (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1974),

, ed., 4 Handbook of Russian Literature (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1985)

——A Karamazov Companion: Commentary on the Genesis, Language, and Style of
Dostoevsky’s Novel (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2002)

Thackeray, William Makepeace, Vanity Fair, ed. by Helen Small (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2015)

Theen, Rolf H. W., ‘The Political Thought of P. N. Tkachev in the 1860’s: From
Reform to Revolution’, Canadian Slavic Studies, 3.2 (1969), 200-23

Thompson, Diane Oenning, ‘Poetic Transformations of Scientific Facts in Brat’ja
Karamazovy’, Dostoevsky Studies, 8 (1987), 73-92

——The Brothers Karamazov and the Poetics of Memory (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991)

—*Problems of the Biblical Word in Dostoevsky’s Poetics’, in Dostoevsky and the
Christian Tradition, ed. by George Pattison and Diane Oenning Thompson
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), pp. 69-99

—*Dostoevskii and Science’, in The Cambridge Companion to Dostoevskii, ed. by
W. J. Leatherbarrow (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), pp. 191-
211

—“Letter to the Editor’, TLS (22 January 2010), 6
—Letter to the Editor’, TLS (26 February 2010), 6

Thomson, Fred C., ‘The Legal Plot in Felix Holt’, Studies in English Literature, 1500-
1900, 7.4 (1967), 691-704

Thorslev, Peter L., Jr., The Byronic Hero (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 1962)

Tihanov, Galin, The Master and the Slave: Lukacs, Bakhtin, and the Ideas of their
Time (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000)

Tkachev, P. N., Liudi budushchego i geroi meshchanstva (Moscow: Sovremennik,
1986)

Todes, Daniel P., Darwin without Malthus: The Struggle for Existence in Russian
Evolutionary Thought (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989)

Ivan Pavlov: A Russian Life in Science (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014)

Tolstoi, L. N., Sobranie sochinenii, 20 vols (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo
khudozhestvennoi literatury, 1960-1965)

Tonnies, Ferdinand, Community and Civil Society, ed. by José Harris, trans. by José
Harris and Margaret Hollis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001)

Tougaw, Jason Daniel, Strange Cases: The Medical Case History and the British
Novel (New York: Routledge, 2006)

278



Travis, Roger, ‘““Shattered Mummies” to “An Epic Life”: Casaubon’s Key to All
Mythologies and Dorothea’s Mythic Renewal in George Eliot’s Middlemarch’,
International Journal of the Classical Tradition, 5.3 (1999), 167-82

Trigos, Ludmilla A., The Decembrist Myth in Russian Culture (New York: Palgrave,
2009)

Trott, Nicola, ‘Middlemarch and the “Home Epic™’, in Master Narratives: Tellers and
Telling in the English Novel, ed. by Richard Gravil (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2001),
pp. 139-57

Tucker, Janet, Profane Challenge and Orthodox Response in Dostoevsky’s Crime and
Punishment (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2008)

Tucker, Jeffrey T., Example Stories: Perspectives on Four Parables in the Gospel of
Luke (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998)

Turgenev, 1. S., Polnoe sobranie sochinenii i pisem, 28 vols (Moscow: Nauka, 1960-
1968)

Tyndall, John, ‘On the Scientific Use of the Imagination’, in Literature and Science in
the Nineteenth Century: An Anthology, ed. by Laura Otis (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2002), pp. 128-30

Valentino, Russell Scott, ‘Paradigm and Parable in Goncharov’s An Ordinary Story’,
The Russian Review, 58.1 (1999), 71-86

Vance, Norman, ‘Law, Religion and the Unity of Felix Holt’, in George Eliot:
Centenary Essays and an Unpublished Fragment, ed. by Anne Smith (London:
Vision Press, 1980), pp. 103-23

Bible and Novel: Narrative Authority and the Death of God (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2013)

Venturi, Franco, Roots of Revolution: A History of the Populist Movements in
Nineteenth Century Russia, trans. by Francis Haskell (London: Weidenfeld and
Nicolson, 1960)

Vetlovskaia, V. E., Poetika romana Brat’ia Karamazovy (Leningrad: Nauka, 1977)

Virtanen, Reino, Claude Bernard and his Place in the History of Ideas (Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press, 1960)

Vucinich, Alexander, Science in Russian Culture, 1861-1917 (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1970)

Darwin in Russian Thought (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985)

Wachtel, Andrew, ‘Pushkin’s Long Poems and the Epic Impulse’, The Cambridge
Companion to Pushkin, ed. by Andrew Kahn (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2006), pp. 75-89

Walicki, Andrzej, A History of Russian Thought from the Enlightenment to Marxism
(Oxford: Oxford Clarendon Press, 1980)

Wasiolek, Edward, Tolstoy’s “The Death of Ivan Ilytch” and Jamesian Fictional
Imperatives’, in Tolstoy: A Collection of Critical Essays, ed. by Ralph E.
Matlaw (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1967), pp. 146-56

Tolstoy’s Major Fiction (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978)

279



Weber, Max, Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretive Sociology, trans. by
Ephraim Bischoff et al, vol. 2 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978)

Weisberg, Richard H., The Failure of the Word: The Protagonist as Lawyer in Modern
Fiction (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1984)

Weisberg, Richard H., and Jean-Pierre Barricelli, ‘Literature and the Law’, in
Interrelations of Literature, ed. by Joseph Gibaldi and Jean-Pierre Barricelli
(New York: MLA, 1982), pp. 150-75

Welsh, Alexander, Strong Representations: Narrative and Circumstantial Evidence in
England (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1992)

Wesling, Molly W., Napoleon in Russian Cultural Mythology (New York: Peter Lang,
2001)

Wicksell, Kurt, Selected Papers on Economic Theory, ed. by Erik Lindahl (London:
George Allen & Unwin, 1958)

Widdis, Emma, ‘Russia as Space’, in National Ildentity in Russian Culture: An
Introduction, ed. by Simon Franklin and Emma Widdis (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003), pp. 30-49

Wiesenfarth, Joseph, George Eliot’s Mythmaking (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1977)

—*Carlyle and the Prelude to Middlemarch’, George Eliot—George Henry Lewes
Studies, 50/51 (2006), 143-46

Williams, Raymond, The Country and the City (Nottingham: Spokesman, 2011)

Witemeyer, Hugh, George Eliot and the Visual Arts (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1979)

Wortman, Richard, ‘Russian Monarchy and the Rule of Law: New Considerations of
the Court Reforms of 1864°, Kritika, 6.1 (2005), 145-70

Wright, N. T., Jesus and the Victory of God (London: SPCK, 1996)

Wright, T. R., The Religion of Humanity: The Impact of Comtean Positivism in
Victorian Britain (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986).

—*The Letter and the Spirit: Deconstructing Renan’s Life of Jesus and the
Assumptions of Modernity’, Religion and Literature, 26.2 (1994), 55-71

—*The Word in the Novel: Bakhtin on Tolstoy and the Bible’, in Biblical Religion
and the Novel, 1700-2000, ed. by Mark Knight and Thomas Woodman
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006), pp. 25-38

Yeazell, Ruth Bernard, ‘Why Political Novels Have Heroines: Sybil, Mary Barton, and
Felix Holt’, Novel, 18.2 (1985), 126-44

Young, Sarah, ‘Bibleiskie arkhetipy v romane F. M. Dostoevskogo “Idiot™, in
Evangel’skii  tekst v  russkoi literature XVIII-XX vekov: Tsitata,
reministsentsiia, motiv, siuzhet, zhanr, vol. 3 (Petrozavodsk: Petrozavodskii
gosudarstvennyi universitet, 2001), pp. 382-90

Yu, Anthony C., ‘Recovering the Sense of the Story’, The Journal of Religion, 58.2
(1978), 198-203

Zimmermann, Ruben, Puzzling the Parables: Methods and Interpretation
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2015)

280



Ziolkowsky, Margaret, Hagiography and Modern Russian Literature (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1988)

Zohrab, Irene, ‘Darwin in the Pages of The Citizen during Dostoevsky’s Editorship
and Echoes of Darwinian Fortuitousness in The Brothers Karamazov’, The
Dostoevsky Journal, 10-11 (2009-2010), 83-103

Zola, Emile, ‘The Experimental Novel’, in Critical Theory Since Plato, ed. by Hazard
Adams (San Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1971), pp. 647-59

Zorin, Andrei, ‘Tolstoy Replays History’, 7LS (18 March 2015) <http://www.the-
tls.co.uk/tls/public/article1 532362.ece> [accessed 26 September 2015]

281



