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Abs_tract
.

The purpose of this thesis is to examine three major views’ of

f

7
-

- Gogol's art which came to the fore duri;lg‘ the intervening ‘years‘of a
Qhele century: from the. c'lomempor,ar'y reacxion‘.oflvq. G Belinskii in the -
1830's and i‘840's; followed by' ‘th"e symbolists' af Athe'_ gurn of the.
cem'ury ‘and finally that of V. \S (/Bippius“i.n' the 1-920'.5 and .1930‘5;

The pomt of discussion of the fxrst view" is Behnskus reahsuc.
. (x\ :

‘bias that has enjoyed great ,'popularity () both - pre- and

o o .
/ ! ;

a literary critic of

post-revolutionary Russia.  Belinskii's position as-
-~

Gogol's time was an advantaéeous one, for he could respond
- immediately upen the appearance of Gogol's work."This,-however, also

includéd the disadvantage of not being able  to look: dt Gogal's art

overall from a distance. Nevertheless, it is 1mpossxble to fmd any
N ‘
\!

subsequent.‘ volume of Gogol criticism which ignores the 1nﬂuence of
Beilnsklx This is especially so ‘with the Gogel cﬁtlcxsm of the Sowet'
perlod for whoﬁm Belmskn is .so. often the yardsuck&by whlc‘hﬂ Vall -else
is. measured

T e syn{bohst view was the first stronge opposition to andh
re-evalyation of ih‘e - w1c_lely . accepted realistic. trend” which had °

~



‘prevailed not only in Gogol criti_gisQ. but also in  Russian literary

LY

. criticism overall. ‘A separate chapter is devoted to I. F. Annenskii's
literary  criticism as being representative of -Russian Symbolism. 1
intend t6 pay particular attention to the contrast’ between the realist

intérpretation of Gogol's.work as a reflection of social conditions and

¢

the symbolist émphasis on Gogol's aesthetic viewpoint.
Gippius' literary criticism is the third one Which calls for special
attention amongst‘scholarship on Gogol during the period specified

- above. Gippius was the first critic who'did not atterppt  to categorize

'G.o"g‘ol one—sidgdly. Instead, he exami’he‘d Gvogo‘l,'s art . more from an
\. N ) i .

IS } ]
aesthetic and literary-historical point of . view, wt&le tracing Gogol's

e
t

personal .and artistic develdpinent and certain alleged literary

influences on him.

Before ' proceeding to examine these three approaches to ‘Gogol's

work, a general overview of Gogol criticism shall be given, - iricl-uding
some - other - relevant - scholarship  during and after the periog;

A\

concprned.



,I‘Aéknowlgdgemeiq:g L - , 

I would like‘l‘ to thva'nkr.'. several peoplé 'fdr’ th-eir‘ support ;nd"

encouragement duying the p"r?;pa"ration and writing ‘of .this.tl}esis. Firstﬂ

Dr. R, L. Busch for his guxdai;ce vahd patientsupenis;on. H;s ‘kﬁbw‘ledge

of the subject and constant assistancg' w‘ere. of invaluable ben‘cla‘fivt o
me.

I would also-like to thank ,my'ffigng and “forrr‘)er. colleague
James Méxv&;ell, who p‘la'yed a signific;ant, role“ in the ‘preparation of .this
work. . | |
| Thankls s'hould be ex;ended to "th'c_secretarfes of the Departmént

of Slavic and East European Studies - Janet Rebalkin, Doreen

Hawryshko, and Jean ‘AWil'man -<whor were “ also of gr at ﬂelp and.

assisted me whenever they ‘could.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

“Ch'apter | R | ' e ?age |
I'nt‘ro‘yduc.tion L - C ) oo L

L. Gogol Criticisth Since 1830 - General Overview =~ 4
L. ' V.G Belinskii's Gogol Criticism and its Aftermath 35

%I,‘ ‘ Gogbl’g Idealism 'in I. F, Annenskii's Views 571
IV | Vasilii Gippius ‘'on Gogol's Three Idylls -~ 791
g EEEY AN , o ;

V. + Conclusion e AT ' & . 106 .

. ) . s . | ‘ . -~ | ‘n‘;%l\ . . lfS "
" Notes | I S s 109
Bibliography = SN 124

‘) . ., - .



-~

Inwoduction ~ -

ot
v .

. ' -
It . is shared by all interpreters of Gogol that\ no two

" .
imterpretanons of hrs works are alike He has been seen as the father

a

,of realism who‘, abo\ve‘all, was interested in giving an aCCur,ate

*. s \ ;
B‘elinskii,‘\)vho" tende_d to find in ‘Gogol themes ‘and subjects which.
Wwould verify and sustain his own' social concepts.

The viewf of Gogol' as a realistr remained dominant in Rq’;sia until

. .
the end of the century, when the re- evaluatron of the literary past led

A

| , |
to a fresh look at  Gogol's wntmg This reaexammation denied the

primacy of conventional, m'aterial'"reality_" in his work, and stressgd
its“ extreme peculiaritie‘_s.' At thi§ 'stage some"“critics‘ saw Gogol as a
profound thinlt'er whose main concern was to reveal,‘ the presence in
the i_world of Ithe* A‘nti-Ch_rist,J and :‘to‘} advocate the establishment“of an
| lOrthOdo:t ‘theo‘cracy.A This view emerged iin-‘the' epiritualistic clima’te of
f the‘.Russian mtelligentsra at the‘ turn of the century and ‘was fll'St

’expressed by P S Merezhovsku It was later developed further by K -

W oy
\ .

v Mochulsku and N V. Zen"kovskul

Later m the course of the 20th century there developed a. thlrd

"



approach that favoured a formalistic examination of. Gogol's work as
an assembly of aesthetic devices.: Its originator ‘was Andrei Belyi.”
. . ’ L, ! o ~ ) ‘ ! "‘ s !

There have been other types of interpretations aside from the above
.and each of them' claimed Gogol as its own representative .-- for
L L ! ’ o : [ k " ‘ K . !

example, the Slavophiles ‘and ‘Apollon Grigor'ev viewing Gogol as. an
idealistic 'romanucxst.s,HoWever,‘all the different critics too rarely
tried to find anything - of value in the views of Others:nnd had tie

tendency to be preoccuﬂpﬁd _with justifying their own ‘theories,

*

convictions ' or interpretations.

L ‘One major char'aéteristic- of Gogol'S--/work s, however,

1

_mdls.putable This is its ambtgulty whxch is' the key to understandmg

how' hlS work’ could generate sQ many confhotmg mterpretauons One

// . : . .
must aeknbwledge the existence of each v/iew, not .as being‘th‘e ‘ true, -
. ' ' . : ' ° ' / . '

~4

the correct vie'w,'v‘hut' as -evidence of"one/of the ways in which Gogol's

work cap be read.

-'Asi 'an‘.'attempt‘ ‘te' :f—in'd‘v' e idence‘ ‘andh to a “c‘e‘rtain ‘-exten't‘
| Juetlflcatlen for the. vanou§ “con ‘ctmg tnterpretauens of Gpgole w‘ork\f
3 one, ‘shonld folfow three tnajor hnes of Gogohan. crmctsm vi.e.",‘ that ef ’.
‘Behnsku the symbohsts “and V V Glpplus, fer [hell’ crmcal 0utputj“ o

v”',prov1ded the, basm for th' "future development of Gogol cntmxsm,«'.h



‘Apart- from the ambiguity ‘G'ogol"s art provided, one'should also,‘
1 o ! o , ) N X .

consider his major influenee On ‘ the further development of Russxan

liter‘ature The effect of Gogols appearance “in the 18305 was . to.

‘detenninea the p‘ath of R’uSéian literat'ure for' nearly‘ three't decades to

- come. The questton therefore is why rt was partlcularly Gogol ‘ rather 4‘

i

t : . N
than any other wrxter or group of writers, who is felt to have been s0

.

, sx’gmftcant for the literary cfevelopment 'Of this’ ‘period. To ‘answer‘ this

questlon one has to take a. closer look at the Russxan ltte,rary settmg of

the 1 830's arrd-— 1 840'

\ ' ! ' .
~ . L -



' I.'Gogel Criticism Since 1830 - General Iv,erview‘ -

‘but hg.mogenous ‘ The‘
=ity :

followrng crtatron from D S Mrrskn perhaps ‘belt descnbes the ‘ mtxed

"

~ literary setttng for, the perrod under drscuss1on
~ ‘ B 2
The - 1mag1nauve prose of “the ISBOs and early; L
© 1840's” was g chaos, ‘but a fertile chaos.
" Romanticism and realis fantasy and’ everyday -
life, idealism and sattre‘in all mixéd and jumbled - .
‘together The chage was to take a form only in. the
. second half of #e 1840's... ‘The main’ tendencies of .
. . the fiction of the period mﬁy be classified under
7 three heads: German 'romanticism, French
‘, l‘romantrcrsm and Russxan» naturalism.! '

-~ ,
—

ML ‘SIOnim"’expressed similar Views in discribing the literary °
tendencies of the period . concemed, although he sees only the 1830's -

w2

“°

as "c'hziotic.
. N ! . ' \ K . N ! o ' v w’ " . . ) .} .
One, ean mentio’n‘ here .as Well V..V, VinOgradOv's view tha‘t"*

‘there ‘were three mam trends that 1nf1uenced the development of

Russran 11terature 1n the 1830s TheJ‘ first _‘trend_ _Was the narra_tive :
:method of Walter Scott, “the - second ,v'arious. forms of Ger'tnan“»

‘Romanttasm and the thtrd that of the French "école frenettque

.“u’




(neistovaia slovesnost').3
Obviously, according to these views, one could not speak of - a

homogenous literary trend for these two' decades. Most scholarship

.

regarding the development of XIX-century Russian literature, sees

homogeneity ‘coming about only in the second half of the 1840's,

Gogol,  so many of whose works date from the early 1830,

~stood at the beginning and not the middle of a literary evolution, one

-

that Teflected the late but powerful burgeoning of Russian prose.
Besides the above mentioned French, English .and German literary

strains, one can note the prominence of FifAte's and Hegel's aesthetic

thought. It can be argued that all of them coalesced to form both in

and through Gogol a peculiarly Russian identity with, as we will see
further'on in Chapter IV, an admixture of Ukrainian.

"

., From the numerous and varied biographies of Cogol\one can
- conclude that he constantly doubted the validity of his dwn-fd’eological
and aesthetic values, and was constantly struggling to find his own
identity‘bo.th as a_writer, .who feels himself obligated to continue the

cultural heritage of preceding centuries, - and as a human being

sharing in the common experience of existence. In his struggle to



’

establish his personal identity Gogol felt himself to be .(as ichcd he
was) isolated from lhose'around him.

Somewhat in opposition to the Mirskii, Sloni{m, Vinogradov line
" (re: the heterogeneity), D..‘l.lChizhevskii speaks of Gogol's isolation and

-~ v | ‘
extreme originality in relation to the ideological and artistic trends of
“his timc‘. According to’this‘vicw G(;gol did not belong to any reigning
political andlliterary trend, but rather, he reflected the ‘gencralion of

. . )
his father.* N. /V Zenkovskii attributes this  to Gogol's  having
aucgedly belonged‘ more to .the Alexandrian era, with its resignation ‘
and patriarchal h.ierarchy, than to the alien a.ge’ of Nikolai 1. He even
calls Gogol an  “epigon Aleksaﬁdrovskoi epochi."5 Arguably, the
difference between two political‘ structures helped.(o "bring qbout
Gogol'sy isolation and ideological outlook.

Those who take the Chiéhevskii -~Zenkovskii view to an extreme
would argue that Gogol had no litevr‘a"yy antecedents. -“Fhis was first
expressed in 1847 by V. G, Belinskii

Gogoliu ne bylo obraztsa, ne bylo
predshestvennikov ni v russkoi, ni v inostrannykh

literaturakh. Vse -teorii, vse predaniia literaturnye
" byli protiv nego, potomu chto: on' byl protiv nikh.

One must take Belinskii's asstrtion as coming from the representative



'

of a culture that was thirsting for a sense of its own non-derivative
""Tc'f\tn(ity. In any case, éclir;skii's ;tatemcn‘t' i.s disputable, for numerous
studies of Gogol have refuted it for very substantial reasons.7 : !

I't was, howevcf, Belinskii who would identify Gnogol'sv name
with Russia's very own natural school.. The writers of this school
rcsolved to deal with the "prose of life,” with "ordinary,” everyday

1

reality, and introduced into their works  the chinovniki (civil
Seman poor, the peasantry, strata of Ruyssian society ’that
had not‘hitherto réceived much serious attention. Not just the choice
of subject matter, but its treatment, as well, took a new departure. The
writers of this school st.ro‘ve to represent society, its classes, customs,
makr_mers. and language in meticulous detail, in a word, to depict byr .
Contempdrar'y critics such as F. V. Bulgarin, 0. L. Serikovskfi, N. L
Grech  (Belinskii called them' the "ritoricheskaia shkola")8 denied the
very existence of such a school, seein-g it rather as a trend which h
developed from the Fx;ench frenetic Aschool \(g’gglg\ frénétique or‘iun.aig
E_r_an_m_u_a)g They adjudged that the éhoice qf themés and the methods
of description fell well below the aesthetic and lite,raryl standards of

-

the day. For them Gogol's art was naturalistic in much the same sense



as Zola's would appear to his contemporaries later in the century,

However, this comparison,’ tempting as it may be, is to be avoided,

¥

since Zola's methed of naturalism achieved prominance only much

dy
' L -

later in the remarkably /‘d“(iffercm literary context of the 1860's and

v

J‘ . N
1870's, and was of a. different order.

}Shortly after \Mertvye dushi was published in 1842, Bulgarin

{ . {

and Grech voiced their opinion of Gogol and his poema. In tﬁeir view
Gogol had no merit whatsoever, and they went so far as to state that

he had a less than perfect command of the Russian language:

1
1

'. ‘ .
...dokazano matematicheski, chto ni v odnom
russkom sochinenii net stol'ko bezvkusiia,
-griaznykh kartin i dokazatel'stv sovershennogo

neznaniia russkogo iazyka, kak v etoi poeme.1

Sprashivaem" . vsekh russkikh liudei, vsekh
chitatelei russkogo iazyka i slovesnosti, vidali li oni,
chitali 1i chto-libo podobnoe i gde tut .smysl i
iazyk?11

They took great umbrage at Belinskii's comparison of Gogol and .

L)

Pushkin in which he saw Gogol as Pushkin's main literary successor.

-~

They judged Gogol to be a pure naturalist who in his subject matter

descendled‘ to a level beyond the ‘limits of literary .viability and -

acceptable taste.



A 'much bigger and more inﬂnential group of critics, headed by
Belinskii,. saw evi"dence in‘ Gogol';s writing of~ what they c’alied the
Ngm_[_alngm_s_h_kgm i.e.,‘ one wh;ch emphasned reality. On, thxs bas;s
Belmskn )udged Gogdl to have been the founder of the natural- school,
which  was then viewed as. vsynonymous with a realistic movement in
Rus>sian' iiterqtnre: "...naturalnaia shkola deistvitel'no proizoshla. ot
Gogolia, i bez ‘nego ee ne: bylo by."lz‘

Just pi’ior to his death, Belinskii wrote an article which can be
rcgarded‘ as a synthesis of his previous o;;inidns both of the natural‘l
school and of Gogo'l's siénifieance as a writer.1}3 His vindication 'c!>f the
natural lschool‘ had already been put forth in a previons article
entitled "Otvet Moskvitianinu" where he repudiated tne views df his
opponents.l»4 He is conyineed tha; the natural schgol wae both an
inevitable "and ‘a natural dutgrgv;—th, of previous; Russia’n__ literary
developments- and that it was a response to contemporary neelds.
. . v ‘ : . . . ] ) m.
Belinskii saw the natural school not only as a reacuor\ agamst,
rornanuc idealism, .but also as a hterary trend ‘that was cnaracte[nzed

, \
by an anti-idealistic attitude toward the portrayal of life, an attitude

whlch he called reahsuc In the-‘following quote one .can see how



~

Belinskii, ‘qua critic, argued for the hegemony of the natiiral school, R

/' Kakie romany i _povesti chitaiutsia“ publikoiu s
_osobennym ‘interesom, kak ‘ne te, kotoryie
prinadlezhat natural'noi shkole. : . ? ‘Kakaia kritika:
pol'zuetsia bol'shim vliianiem na mnenie publiki.
kak ne ta, kotoraia stoit za natural'nuiu- shkolu

protiv, ritoricheskoi?!?

v : ‘ ‘ ,
In order to prove that the natural school emerged ‘as a logical

necessity of Russia's literary development, Belinskii, 'in his articles <

"Vzgliad na  russkpiu literaturu 1847 goda" and "'Q_tvet

(4

Moskvitianinu” . goes all the way back to Kantemir, in whose
g y C I,
ji

i

personality and- works the critic alréady finds that: "....russkaia poeziia

obnaruzhila stremlenie k deistvitel'nosti, k zhizni, kak ona est’,
‘ ' b »";s 1
. 1

@
kY

osnovala svoiu silu na vernosti nature." 16

".Furthe’r on Belinskij hargues' that the ﬁa,tpral‘i.s‘tri‘“c elemeqts (1.3._ \
"rea‘li'stic). can already.~be trace.d' lback to‘ Fonvizi{\ andl _K‘ryiov. ‘z‘zlthou'g_h‘
these element_\s'-apipear- in thel'guisg of comédj' kar'xd"'bsa,tfiré. Wh‘ile a

"Pushkin had also (to: a certain extent), incorporated naturalistic . :?
devices into his work, it was still Gogol in whose work the naturalistic

| s T
or realistic elements achieved . their ‘greatest expression. - N .

‘Belinskii can be credited with recognizing comedy. and satiré as oot

=

‘the forebearers of realism, for it is true that realistic.'literature grew’

LY



’

1

I .2 b
i

\

out of "the' comic tradition. For all. its reliance on grotesque

"

exnggerntions, ‘the comic tradition attempted ~t“o depict the 'o‘bjechti'.ve
world 'yvitb mnxi'm'ai »clarit_y of ranguage and ‘witb minimal | emotliyonal ’
distortion, i.e., ivtA did n'o"t” delve ‘deeply in’to tbe soul, and avoideo
rhetorical ‘and emotional' exaggerations "so commonl’ylassoci'ated with

belles-lettres.l7 However, with ‘_respect to Gogol proper, ‘Belinskii

+

chose to ignore the fact that Gogol was pnmarrly concerned with

P T —— — R

expressmg his own aesthetic xdeals rathcr than confmmg hrmself to a

4 y . v

| str_aightforward depiction ‘of social failings_ and’ di§0rders.

“Gogol's 'identification® with the formation of the natural school
N Ao ' | ' '

was denied or qualified by literary _gritics in ‘the first quarter of -the
. XXth ‘century.h 'P‘rince. Mirskii for instance, considers 1846 the "annus

‘'mirabilis" of the natural schoo'l, for the first ‘novels of Goncharov and

Dostoevskii the first of 'Turgenev's‘ S_kmhg_s_qf_g_jp_q_gs_mg_& and the

flrst fragments of Aksakovs Eamgly gl_rrgmgle were pubhshed_m that :

v

year By 1847 all of Gogols arnsuc works (thh the excepnon of'

Mertv e dushl H,) had been wntten most of them datmg from the’

1830's, $0, evndently. Mxrsku could not consrder Gogol to have been a

member of thrs school 18

.



o

N .

Accordmg to V V thpnus it was only after 1841]- 1847 that t

Gogol moved away from romantlc‘realtsm towards naturaltsm19

Gippius connects this tuming—point‘ ie:, 1841 1842 ~with a gradual
s\bsxdence in Gogols 1nd1v1duallsm thptus accepts Beltnskus v1ew,'
. » {
N \- .

-_of Gogol, as the . "Columbus ots naturallsm "'for Gogol states tht)tus

‘\

"

mtentlonally depicted the contemptible and the insi.gnificant By SO

doing, howﬁver argues Gippius, Gogol followed his own subjecuve
‘motrves,‘ rather than havmg conscrously set. out 'to depxct 'social

ailments, 20

. ) B A

In the course of the 20th century Soviet ltterary scholars.

followed Behnslm in contmumg to emphasrze the realtsttc substance of

‘ Gogols works. One of them is v.” L Kuleshov, who, while admitting‘ that.‘f

Gogols reallsm oversteps the boundartes of realism as defmed by the

critics of that school emphasmes that‘ "S natural noi shkolm pnshlo

L ‘ A
. . ¥

pervoe svezhee oshchu_shchenie pobedy rea'l,izma..{ A samoe '.glavnoe

ona byla detstvnel no splochena vokrug Gogoha i Belmskogo "21 But'

for’ the*a aforementtoned dlsclatmer about }Gogol -ov'er_st'epping', the

boundaricsjhf realism—,{one finds little ,incOngruence in the views ‘of -
' ’ - - :-. . e o : ‘ ‘ 1 o . . "h_ . ‘ .:" -

Coe

Kuléshov  and Belin‘Sltii." In fact, Kuleshov,‘.a“pr’ominent m‘ernber of :the T



J“r" ‘,"‘. . . S 4

So\fiet ’e.dueational establishment as 'developed in the 1930's and
' 1‘940',3 predictably employs much of the conventional. terminology

...and rhe,toric of his predecessor, . and, for, the most part, merely .restates
*" Belinskii's \ view' of Gogol. This is difficult “to understand given
I ) \ ) N |

-~ ' . ' y
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’develkopmen'ts in Gogol‘criticism ‘from 'Beltinskii to the 1960's.. '

How‘e‘)er, "it‘ is .nnderst‘anvdable in the context. of_,Sovxet Iiterary‘
-schol\arshtps overwhelmmg tendency tQ glorlfy realtsm from, say,
1930 1960 Thls meant that’schola.rs shoulti fmd realist features in
‘the works of all former hterary greats and, ‘1f possrble 1dent1fy them

fully and often anachromsttcally, with the’ norms of reahsm Thus, it is

not only Kuleshov who se‘Es Gogol as. the founder of realtsm Among

.

Sovret crmcs A. ‘G. Tseitlin and many others con31der Gogol as the

father of Russran reahsm 22 Tseitlin even goes so far as to state that'

v ’

‘ y - ‘
Gogol was one of ‘the ‘main representatives of'critical re‘alis'm for in

'Go‘gol"s :ime:'

.V 40e gody v russkm llterature ‘byli okoncatel no

utverzpdeny prmtsrpy kntlcheskogo realtzma "23 . As £or-naturalism‘ ’

m the ‘llterary works of the 1840' ' Tseitlin‘ admits there was some.

Hecalls it f21010g11024 B o R

@

It ‘was. primarily © ”e»a:rly - XX-century critics, who' began to .
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. ' L . ‘ \ ' . .
' . ) : ! ' .
) . i : . ! PN ' o ! toa '
- ' ! : . ' :
; \ / [ .
1

- emphasize Gogol's romanticism, rather than his aliequ ‘realism. 'Qne

such . critic, Zenkovskii, argueé that Belinslgii* and  his school chose to

’ I |

emphasize only one ‘aspect of Gogol"s t\alent,l‘namely his use‘of realism.

)

"Zenkovsku agrees with the earher interpretation of Gogol as a realist,
. '~ o ’ :
“but only t3 a certain extegf. ,
v “ o

U Gogollia my ‘nahodim romantizm, obr‘arhlennyi

_ real'nymi kartinami, svobodnyi ot vsiakoi. fal'shi.

..V efom svoeobrazie romantizma Gogoha - poeternu

Gogol ‘glava russkogo reahzma ‘no i glava russkogo
romantizma. | ‘

As can be seen from thxs cxtatlon the critic con51ders Gogols reallsm to

be a more comphcated and sophlsucated elemem than 1t was re,garded

‘ by Belinskii %d hlS followers., ‘.e., by N. G. Cherhyshevskii and‘ 'N. A.

~D_9broliubov. For Zenkovski-i. this com lexity re’sul(s ffom vGog(‘)l's

romantic ‘expectations of life. and mankind. To a' certain extent, these
. . “‘ " .. .. . . 5 cie ‘-ﬁ.
\expectations relate to his aesthétic ideas. In the critic's opinion Gogol

was the representvative of “aesthetic humanisrri, “his’ romantici‘sm

commg about as a- result of the. mﬂuence of German romanucxsm lnﬂ*
accﬂance with 1t he belleved m the umty of the beaunful and the,
‘good i.e.,- in - the umty of the aesthetlc and the moral It should be‘i'

_hotcd, khowever,,“tvh'at_git was. Gdg‘ol hi.mself ' v_v_hof Was,oul.t"imat‘elyffi

14



vre‘sponsible .for the destruction of this\ unity in his work, which "
eventually' led him' to “religious humanism.” Gogol saw . the struggle |

v

. ! ' ! .o vy
within ‘man as one between' the unobtainable ideals of beauty. and
B ‘ . ' ) L . ' ) . " “ .
good on one hand, -and the mediOcrity, the very vulgarity of ‘everyday
ex'i‘stenc‘e on the other. The destructton of the umty of the beaunt}(]WK

w1th the good is very evident in "Nevskii Prospekt," in ‘which' the

beautiful exi'sts‘independently‘of; and, to a certain . éxtent, in

”'«*op'position to. good.’ In Zen’kovskii's ‘opin‘ion Gogof's deoictions of life are

3

realtsuc in the sense and to the degree that they may deal (however
superﬁcrally) w1th plausrble | ‘and occasionallv ‘ _stereotypic’:a], “life
srituatIOns.‘“G.ogol uSes ‘a"'reali.stic}‘ dep‘i‘et‘ion vof everyday life as the
ba‘ckg'rovnndto. a romantie 'rn,ood and ideoioéy. C T - — :
" There is another" | s'iginifieantlv ‘in'.terpreta"t‘ion ‘of“' Gogol's _work" as.
vco-evo‘lvt"ng , withvthe 'naturcrl i sehool,. ' Wthh d.es.erves. ffspeci‘al : attention

he"re.‘This \Euthe mterpretatron of V V Vmogradov who has devoted

several major studles to the topxc hrs presentanon of whtch ‘would

-

| have ehcrted Belmskus attacks and brtmg remarks 26 The reason for

‘thls is that Vmogradov argues in’ hlS works that | Gogol was very close

e , . *

0" and strongly mfluenced by the archly romantlc Fr’ench frenetlc



i,

‘ -/
sc_lhool,27.

'

The mﬂuence of I’école frénéttque on the natural school had

been alleged on the pages of B;bhgteka dl m gm;m]g. ‘the organ of the’

rhetoncal school " The cnttcs who owned and publrshed,thts Journalt

»

considered . this to be‘ a negative influence. It should be noted,
therefore, that their - position in this controversy dide'not mean . .that

_they were trying to'defgnd Gogol and/or  his school. On the 'contrary_.

“they -claimed that in what some saw as a school ‘was really just the

imitation of - the French freneticists.2%

Vinogradov describes -the main literary influences on. Russian
literature - of the 1830's and is convinced that. it was the third,

"'frenetic',' trend which . influenced Gogol's art vbetweeh‘: 1832-1834,

..29

N \“ . N ' , ' N N ' .
from " 'Krovavyi bandurist" to Portret He finds ‘the '‘main

characteristics of the "neistovaia shkola" in 'some, of ‘Gogol's work, for '

\e‘xample, ‘the‘i depiction of‘city ‘life the 1ron1c posture of the author ,'

o

\whlle deprctlng the tr1v1al and the mundane 1n everyday Olrfe anl

emphasts on the grotesque on terror and on horror W1th reSpect to.

'3

-this la_st 1n_gredieht, ,Vinog'radov ,eites 5 Jules‘» Janin, ,wh’ose WOrds read

like ‘a manifesto of the' main characteristics of the frenetic school:

4 .



"nam nadobna natyra pzhasnaid, mrachngia:; i ona .

- ne zatrudit' pisatelia, i ona vozbudit obshcth,

' vostorg. Itak smelee' - tonen'koe bordosskoe vino
dlia nas shshkom slabo vypem luchshe bol shoi
stakan vodki . . . I ta ne ochen' krepka dlia nas . . . -
My mozhem glotat’ vmmj spirt; skorow -doidem do-

‘efira. . No krainosti da pnvedut nas k opiumu, 30

[l

In Vinogradov's ‘view's:_

. Dukh moveishei frantsuzkor shkolys, z‘arazi,v‘sh‘ii‘

" Gogslia il_s'ushc\k'stvenno 1zmen1vshu napravlenie
ego esteticheskikh . mteresov otvlek egé‘o Lot
sentimental'noi " idealizatsii, ot poetiki ukras ennoi
‘prlrody k porskam novykh form v0ploshchenua
golor «natury 31 .

.As can be seen,, Vino‘gradov comes to the conclusion that, in the

. . ) . . ;
! . . i - , *

period mentioned above',‘.'(‘}ogol ,is"look‘i'ng“ for new modes of

self;expre’sSion and finds in "I'école frénétique” the devices to suit this

\

artistic need. - - ‘e

Belinskii ard his circle, h'owever,‘ denied any connection with‘:

’the,*French ‘sc;‘ho'ol and d1d not concede that Gogol was under its -

dnfluence In fact they. had a very negatrve attltude toward thrs school o

~and countered 1ts effect by denyrng 1ts actual presence m Russran,
‘lhterature For lns part Vmogradov cxtes the censor A V Nrkltenkos‘ -

y‘_objectrons to G‘Ggol’““""Krovavyr bandunst " 1o ‘wnicn“"he.“_ refused‘ to

.fgrant pubhcanon authonzauon



Eto kartina stradamr i. unizheniia chelovechéskogo,
napisannaia sovershenno v dukhe noveishei
frantsuzkoi - shkoly, - otvratxtel‘nara
vozbuzhdaiushaia ne .sostradanit " dazhe ne uzhas
esteticheskii, a prosto omerzenxe.32

Belinskii's opinjion was even stronger: R :
"Vse, chto est’ otvratitelI'nogo ngv‘ chelovecyhes'koi' L
_prirode,. yse ee uKloneniia, vse chto est' uzhasnogo . -
v grazhdanskom obshchestve vse ego \
protivorechiia - vse €to oni (romannkl) otvlekli ot
prirody cheloveka i ot grazhdanskogo obshchestva,
~ i riad chudovrshchno - nelepykh romanov povestei’
i dram novodnil ' ves’ belyi 'svet.... Razvrat,
krovosmeshenie, r'azboi,' otsteubiistvo, detoubnstvo T

bratoubiistvo, predatel'stvo; kazni, pytkr “krov',

gnoi, reznia, tiurmy, i doma razvrata - sdelalxs
liubimymi  pruzhinami 'dlia vozbuzhdenna o
. " effekta.>3 « Lo '

'Belinskii returns to the rdi'scussion of ‘this theme in his article

"Vzgliad na rUssk‘uiu. lit'eraturu 1847 goda" where he again very'

k]

strongly expresses his vrews about French freneticism, admrttmg that

one wrlte‘g\Marlmsky, exemphfred some of the maln charactenstrcs of

'frenetlmst poettcs hyperbole melodrama and horrlfymg effects ‘lt_"‘

" o
' . _..‘-

"was Gogol however argues the’ cr1t1c who put an end to such a trend
[0 . ' ) : . ) . .
.before 1ts mfluence could become more wrdespread 34 Vmogradov
'.‘dtsmlsses Belmskns demal of thlS French mﬂuence : and argues that

laspects of French frenet1c1sm fell wrthm the framework of . the natural



school,

Vinogradov's argument was later opposed by Kuleshov,

although not on the basis of Yinogtadov's studies, In fact, Kuleshov

Doy

oy
R

does not even concern himself with opposing Vinogradov (a

formidabi€ task), but goes back to Belinskii's time to criticise Bulgarin

N "

and hlS“fO“OWCI‘S He strongly denies the influcnce of the French

to consider thé natural school and French

~

t,h"e_ freneticists were essentially pessimistic and

\

In contrast, the main purpose of

the . ﬂgxural school was to clevatc litetature from a -narrowby aesthetic
’ ‘3} ' s , 2
role to{'&@gvel Qn whxch it would be" abie to play a role in socio- polmcal

P

development.35

Kuleshov. exammes the developmem of the natural school in
detail, dxvndmg it intc‘)'_f_:_t;w'd branches: the ’ first he terms the

"obshc’h,eétv9‘!1bo~ps.i,‘k,hpl‘6gig:heskaia,"- ‘the representatives of which

oy

"

-any posd,tive values which might lead to an

19



were Grigorovich, Turgenev, Goncharov, and Dostoevskii. and -(Ee
second is the so-c:illcd “social'no-politicheskaia,"  the rcprcscﬁta‘tivcs
of which were Nequsov, Herzen and Shc‘hedfin.
_‘Kulcshov admits that the first branch (and only the first!)
| ' .

contained elements of sentimentalism and naturalism, which could

J

also be found in Gogol‘s work. However, he argues that these were

not essential to Gogol's art,

As for the natural school, Kuleshov emphasizes that: "V

!
i

luchshikh kfiziologicheskikh' ocherkakh .est’ glavnaia ustanovka

X ﬁ ol

podlinnogo realizma, ustanovka hfg obrisovku tipa. na obobshchaiushii
Cfeir -

smysl eskiza, 36 Kuleshov further contends that it. was in the 1840's

- "

that the pinnacle in the devclopment of the realistic trend in Russian

\
literature was reached and its governing method was that of critical

realism.37 Clearly, for him as for Belinskii, the natural school and

realism go hand in hand. X

It is ironic that the term natural school was first coined by

\ .

a

Bulgarin ‘whose own negative interpretation of this term was so

different from that of Belinskii, the . latter using it to define his own

’

ideas of the purpose of literature.

20



After Bélinskii's death, Chernyshevskii, who flourished as a
literary lcritic from 1854-1858, and who .was also noty‘ ac.i‘vcrse tfo
‘criticising other critics, attcmp‘ted‘ to rehabilitate Belinskii at a time
when he had fallen it;to official disfz;vour as a result of t‘he furor

'surroux{ding his battle with Gogol and others. In 1856 Chernyshevskii

began a campaign to restore  Belinskii's v'ievys_ to 'popularity by

returning to and developing his tradition of literary criticism. In fact, "

.

it was Chernyshevskii who first coined the term, Gogolevskii period . to

describe the Russian literary scene of the 1830's and 1840's. In his

series of- aniclés, "Qcherki gogolevskogo Deriod'a russkoi literatury,38
he described Gogol as the vflather of Russiaﬁ prose. He believed that
Gbgol was the most significant figure in cor‘ltemporal_'y literature, not
only because of his;extraordinary‘ talent, but also because he was the

leader of a literary school which was a source of pride to Russia:

"Gogol' vazhen ne tol'ko kak -genial'nyi pisatel’, no vimeste s tem i kak

T ' : ‘
glava*tisgkoly - edinstvennoi shkoly, kotoroiu mozhet gordit'sia’

-

russkaia lit,e@ura.":,’ 9.

By the-edd of the XIXth century a new literary movement. had

T » . ey — ) . ' - - . o .. ‘ o
.gained "prominence in' Russia, one which questioned the Belinskian
. . \ o . . .

21



belief of Gogol as the quintessential Russian realist,

The Russian symbolist movement projected onto man's aesthetic "

.

faculty a philosophy of life \ashic'h sought to enable him to understand
pis‘being, and by doing so, to find a rcmcd).' for his social ills. The
symbolists attempted to analyse the dual nature.of the world, and to
establish man's role in the gradual spiritualization of the material
world. For the symbolis.ts, art was, in essence, a projection of the mind.
and a unifying force, which can unite all the mind's separate aspects.
As 1. F. Annenskii, one of the representatives of Russian Symbolism
stated clearly:

Sozdaniia  poezii proektiruiutsia v'beskonechnom.~
Dushi pronikaiut v nikh otovsiudu, prichudlivo
prolagaia po etim oblachnym dvortsam vechno
novye galerei, i oni mogut bluzhdat' tam vekami,

vstrechaias’  tol'ko sluchaino.40

—a

The symbolists attempted to re-evaluate Russian . literary

tradftion, and, in doing so, they brought a fresh approach to the

appreciation of Gogol's art. There wgre many aspects to this new

critical,'approach, and it is useful -to consider 'brieﬂy the attitudes .of

r

some of the leading symbolists to Gogol.

D. S. Merezhkovskii, whose literary ‘dutput reflected his view of

22
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“tife and - art as a symbolist,” was famous for his belief that. art. was the
N ' : ‘ o : IR

handmaiden 'of ‘r.eligion. In Merezhkovskii's view GogolA représents-.a’

type of artist with one constant -tragicv.theme.41 In this connection

. B

Mlerezhkovski'i stresses that the Pevil stood at the centre. of Gc\)gol.'s l@fe
and work, and ’v&as, for Gogol, "the manifestation of‘ "bessrpermaia
poshlost’ !iudskaia,"42 which appears inevitably on every levei' of
' mén's cxistence. Mereih’ko‘vskii's interéretation ;waé\"l:;‘,?dt:“rstandablle in

‘the light of his own philosophical beliefs through which he attempted

both to foster spirituality and religior; among the Russian
intel,ligcntsia:.‘ and to win pre-eminence for his own views about: them.

'In’}man,'s ljfe. as Merezhkovskii see;,it, good . and evil (God aqd
the Devil) st.ruggle for control‘ over the ‘soul. The smailer a man is

spiritually, the greater the Devil seems to him:
Gogol' pervyi uvidel nevidimoe i sarhoe. strashnog,
vechnoe zlo ne v tragedu a v otsutvstvii vsego
tragicheskogo, ne v sile, a v _bessil'i, ne v
bezumnykh - krajn'ést'iakh a v slishkom
blagorazumnoj . seredine, ne v ostrote i glubine, a v
tuposti i ploskosti, poshlosn vsekh chelovecheskxkh
.Chuvstv i mysle1 ‘e v-samom vehkom av samom

;' “malom.43

23

Gogol's characters afe the representatives or, s0 to speak, '.;h‘g:‘ symbols/i* f



~

of polar archetypes whic‘h manifest themselves m “man's
consc“iousnes_se

One can élready sense the genesis of the symbolist.aesthetic
insightln' Merezhkovskii's “analysis of Gogol's w‘ork. especiztlly in his
.i.nterpre't'ation of,’_Gogol's Revjzg[;‘. the town exists m our 'spirituztlity‘
tyhe\ officials[ are ‘ou'r passions, and Khle.stakox": ‘.is‘ our‘-'decei“v.i'ng
conscience. Merezhkovskii goesl‘ so far. as to disco.v.er a parallel
between Khlestakov's fancie‘s anc{l the artist's power of jnyention.
‘snggesting that for ll(hlestakovt‘ asl’ot ‘any artist, what does not_exist is

more -beautiful and therefore more true than' truth it'self.44‘ln

o

Khlestakoy's person_allty we find again the symbol of the 'Devil. ‘_fo'r he

has the power to reduce anythtng noble or tdeal to the lowest level of

human consciousness For Mertv yg dushi Merezhkovsku ftnds thts

24

‘o

~-same ev11 mamfested in CthhlkOVS desire . £or zthmsmon to which

_goal all morals and; virtues are subordinated.

-Merezhkovskif concludes that Gogols tragedy, both m hts'

arttsttc and personal ltfe _arose from hlS constant struggle w1th the _'

'Devxl,. who' proved“to be -unconqtte'rable.

V. Ia.. Briusot\‘/,'.;a‘_second fFepresentative -of. Russian ,Sy'mbolismf«_ '
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also strongly denies the reallsm percexved by Belmskn and  his

~

followers in Gogol's art. On the contrary, Briusov belleved that Gogol:
...ostayalsia' mechtatelem, fantastom,'i v sushchnosu voploshchal v

- svoikh prorzvedenuakh tol ko 1deal nyi mir svoikh v1den11"45 Brlusow

emphastzes the 1nd1genous hyperbollc tendencres Wthh are found
' both in Gogol's work as well as in hlS life. He beheved that Gogols art ¢,
) deplcts only his own viSionary world.f”6

"Regardless of the theme Gogol is dealing with, ‘argues Brinsoy,

there 'is an omnipresent exagger‘ated' imagery mixed with improbable

“circumstances: " Dlia Gogolia net' nichego srednego, obyknovennogo,

on znaet tol'ko bezmernoe i beskonechnoe."47 .
o ‘G'ogol' constan‘tly mixes the fantastic J@ma the 'real ‘so the possible

l‘
can, at any moment transform 1tself mto the 1mpossrble and there 1is..

ultlmately no drsttnctron between "_these two’ contrasting 'realms.:'

Conversations and characters e dovedeny do nepomernykh razmerov é

[

‘slovno my smotnm ‘na mkh v srl no uvelrchrvalushchee steklo "48

'Bnusov sees these exaggeranons and hyperbole not Just 'asi.‘-"'
"charactensucs ef Gogol's art but of hlS 11fe 1tself Gogols fanta51es and

.

'-1llus10ns were always those of an extraordmary mdlvrdual and hls' '

Nt
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‘/co‘uid_ ‘fu‘lfil.‘ His e‘xagg‘erations'encompas's d-.hot only his “de.pict,‘i‘ons o'f‘ :
A life's banality,and absdrdity, but .are' al‘sq‘evident in his depictiohs of
“lbe'auty and _u;glin_ess. | :

Bridsov | eompare'e _,the Characters of‘ Bevizgv L with those ‘of Poe's
.49 e

short story, "King Pest, with ‘its charnel house grotesqueries and

- hideous distortions. Khlestakov and “his companions resemble Poe's
S ) ) o ) - . . ,‘ R ‘ - L ! . .
-\characters‘ to a "c‘ertain‘ extent, ~argues Briusov, but while Poe

concentrat%s on the physxcal srgns of degradauon and decay, Gogol

descrlbes a degradauon of ‘the spmt which, mamfests itself in his
,_I : : o .

characters’ ,speech. L 4
Just as" I-wi'th the l‘rg'l.y or the gréteSQde, Briusov ’al‘so find"s: ho K
'=restrrctidns in G~nglol's portrayal of beauty, and if ‘lvt'e consider'iKateriha.
from ~"Strashnara rnest' " or- ‘the mcarnatron ot beauty in Nevskn
prospekt | or".Ahnu“nziata trom le then‘ \ these examples would

ivalxdate Bnusovs v1ews Whether one emphaswes bodrly or Spmtualg

‘uglmess Bnusov fmd examples of exaggerated hyperbohzed ugllness

l"

.m such characters ‘as Ivan from ‘"Strashnara mest

monster‘ from : 7’Yii" © and ‘Che‘rtk‘cv/‘Chartkqv,_ 'the -hero ,'ef;-_n"Portre"t'.'"'} -

- ‘-the : -earthb‘ound‘



- Gogol's religious. inclination was also stressed by Briusov, who

claimed” that. this did not arise from a sharp change in his personality,

L 27

‘but was the result of a constant growth and development: from his .

. e

youth ‘onwards. For' Briusot/,_ Gogol's "tragedy ‘d'oes ndt lie in the fact -

“that he was unable ‘to,meet the'demand%of his religious c'onvictfons,

“an ~argument put forward by Merezhkovsku 50 but was  the result._of
'the htgh mystrcal demands‘ he made on hrmself These demands

became a torment for. hirn, and when thisr torrpenting “force erupteA,

"...ona deisrvitel“no ispepelila eg’o.'f51'

Briusov's views are very similar “to' those of A. B‘elyi, another

‘e

wlygssian .‘symbolist,,' who takes the argument !hat Gogol did no‘t

represent Russran realrsm even further Bely1 beheved that Gogol d1d

- not know reahty, 1ncludmg the people who mhabrted it, -nor dld he

"know the very ground on whxch he hved 52 As a result of thlS
'argues Bely1 Gogol lost the ground beneath hrs feet and subsequently

thls ground exrsted for h1m only in h1s memorles and v151ons Bely1

.‘assrgns to Gogol a romantlc desrgnanon from the earllest stages of hts

fcareer Nevertheless, Gogol d1d move mto other spheres in Whl(.h there

R

~"appeared m front of h1m ;' ne hudl a redlu baran ,‘ehe‘rnaia ‘k"oshkaj}'

Yoy,

. A )

[T
AR
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., ili gusak, ne mir liudei, a. mir zverei."d3 These are creatures whom,

¢

to regard as real under any circumstances:

Gogol' zastavliaet eto zver'e il Tep'e... tantsovat'
mazurku, odolzhat'sia tabakom, i dazhe bolee togo |
= ispytyvat' misticheskie ekstazy, i dazhe bolee
togo - amfibii i reptili u nego - pokupaiut

. chelovecheskle dushi.54

It is noteworthy that Belyi considegy the human activities to be the

I‘ a " - -~ ‘ i ‘. -‘ ‘- [} . “ - "‘
while they may behave as if they were human beings, it is impossible

28

least signifieant in this list\ Gdgol"populated, his landscapes with =

something ' resembling a human being, - ‘yet this being was essentially
non-human and thus incapable . of real human compassion. In

attempting to determine Gogol's - place in the evolution -of Russian

}\ - ‘.

literature, Belyi argues that this is no mere school- ‘book exercise: -

,Gogoi' geriil k. kotoromu vovse ne podoxdesh
.shkol'nym opredelgniem. Ia imeiu - sklonnost' ‘kf'
simvolizmu - . sledstvenno mne legche videt' cherty
~“simvolizma ' Gogolia, romantik _uvidit . v .nem
‘rom’antika,i reahst - reahsta.55

~
et

Bely;s statement is’ both cunous and SIgmflcant in that it allows for.;

each of the hterary trends ',- m pz@llel . to qualtfy Gogols art

It would seem that Belyl does not questlon Mere.zhkovsus_,'.‘."-



rellgrous despaxr was reflected both -in hlS art as well as ‘in his

+

| Gogol's s‘pirituality,"'frorn a «new | angle.

personality;

.
r
[
]

A

uglubhala svoiu khudozhestvennuiu stlkhuu Gogol'

‘»vyshel za predely svoei lichnosti i vmesto togo, chtoby
ispol'zovat’.’ eto rasshlreme lichnosti * v tseliakh _

iskusstva, Gogol kmulsra v bezdnu svoego vtorogo "ia"
- 'vstupil na -takjé puti, kuda nel zia ‘vstupat' bez...

- ‘opytnogo rukovoditel'ia;’

“In'the overall, Belyi offered a fresh view both on Gogol and on

his artistic and aesthetic devices.

T

emetgenice of the Formalist criticism of ‘Gogol in the 1920s.57

In doingi"vso, he. encouraged ‘Ithe

29

rnotions concerning Gogol's’ religiosity, “but he approaches the ongl_n of* .

Belyr belleved that Gogols .

'.After thev .symbolis‘tv're-e'\"al‘uationl‘of Gogol, new and diverse

approaches concentraung on Gogol and his art. came to the fore in the", .

1920's and 1930s

i

R A Magulre in hlS lengthy mtroductlon 0 a selecuon of

twenneth century crmclsm .on . Gogol outlines the mam areas of

dlscussmn 58 He grves prommence not only to the symbolxsts but also' '

tO

the

psychologxcal :mterpretatrons put forward by D N'

Ovsxamko Kuhkovsku Under the mfluence of Freud whose works had ;'
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\

by the 1920's, become familiar to the Russian intelligentsia, this line °

was further devéloped by I. D. Iermakov.

These critics, however regarded Gogol as- the representauve of

\

a psychologrcal type eg the "egoeentric (Ovsramko Kuhkovsku) ot

v’th'e‘ anaT’f (Iermakov), and this resulted “in reducmg Gogol to an‘

[y

example of a psychologrcal condmon rather than viewing. him‘as a.

‘whole aindividual,59 and,‘more.jmportantly, as an artist.

The ‘;Russ’ian,‘ formallSts represent another - Jeading .group of

critics." They insisted ‘that literary ‘studies should be earried out on a

+ strictly "scientific 'b‘asis,""and that' the artist's mind as well as his class

biases shou‘ld ‘be. .disregarded.60* Thei‘r approach to"‘literature‘ ie.,.

v '

their \em;ya\srzmg that literary . analysrs is properl an analysrs of : :

'lrterary features mdependent (at least mmally) of other non- llterary‘. -

~and hngursuc drscrp

contmued -

s, w1thered by the begmmng of the 1930'5 and;l )

dev‘op only in emrgratlonﬁ,l By the 19303 the Marxlst C

.‘lme of ¢ mcrsm . prov1ded the only xdeologlcally sound and approvedlg

 basis for cr-itici'sm".;.

‘An " .extreme. line of '.Marxist_fcri,ti'ci-s'm‘,,was f;‘that .of V- F. . . =

Pereverzev, who argued that: ."Bytie - eto tot Sotsial'no-ekonomicheskii -



~ protsess,. kotoryi determinuet i Zhitie liudei, i -ikh ‘soznanie, i
‘poeticheskoe tvorchestvo."62

Accordmgly, Gogol ‘could not escape thrs law whxch is, in'

Pereverzevs oprmon clearly delmeated in Eg 201 and Mg yg Dush

‘Pereverzev clarms that these are Gogols best works 51mply because he‘

‘was famrhar w1th hrs subject matter i.e., with the ‘world of the Small

'

‘land— and * serf- owners: . o o = o

‘ Vhame etoi sredy na tvorchesku genii Gogolra bylo
bez .somneniia, naibolee znachxtelnym Ved' -
“byla ' blizkaia'.emu, rodnaia sreda, v ‘kotoroi ' on
rod1131a i vyros. Eta sreda vliiala na nego
’ neposredstvenno ona chut' ne s pelenok 'sluzhila
~dlia nego. istichnikom zhivykh vpechatlemr 63

Pereverzev,‘as.a“ good, fconvinced somewhat one'-sided Marxis,t,'v‘
“'beheves that 1t 1s env1ronment alone Wthh determmes the person Inl,'
"such theory lxterary mfluences are dlsmlssed for the amst is shaped
.solely by hls socxo economrc hentage and 1S mcapable of deplctmg"
'other people except through analogy

,Gogollu ne nuzhno bylo» uchltsra po kmzhkam .

. potému, chto elementy -etogo ‘byta-: on vpxtal v sebra‘

. do "‘melochei s molokom materi. Sredr

‘,‘.geroev pomeshchlkov on chuvstvoval sebra kak;p’ P
o ryba v vode A dha togo chtoby napxsat povest



- zhizni . kazachestva, emu ne‘obl\hodlmo "bylo“i
zaglianut' ne v odin ' foliant, . ‘tak kak inykh
istochpikov i pullCl dlia oznakomleniia s bytovymr
elementami kazatskoi  zhizni on ne imel.
Estestvenno [v Tarase Bul'be, E.T.]..., ‘Gogo\l'.:.“tvoril c
men'shim  uspekhom, ' chem ‘v povesti iz
pomeshchichei “,‘zhizni‘ﬁé: L 3 : !

Pereverzeva‘ argument lvahont ‘the dominanc’e_of enVirOment
. ‘ IR

could not have been - accepted .by most. Marxist critics, for it would

»

“have ‘meant that Russia's most significant writers and poets, ‘e.g.

. Pushkin, Turgenev, Tolstoi etc., could never have been what they are

.

social b&kgrOug;,d. ‘ S Y

- Between. the 1930's and 1960"5; both Soviet. ‘literary‘ criticism

\

and ,Sovxet llterature itself ' was mainly ttendentlous, gmded by the

'method and pnncrples of Socnallst R allsm Much scholarshrp appeared

) ' \

on Gogol's life and ° work ‘especialy around’ the centenary,o'f,p his -

claimed to be in the development of Russian literature due to their =

32,

'deathr:6‘5 These, works, ‘ hoWe\?‘er, were . not nof much’. signiﬁcance,. o

EE }
o, g . "tv\

‘,because they d1d not approach @ogols art from a new llght but sxmply

.o

Ty,

followed the beaten path of Behnsku nL D s

o

o

/‘,

b

Nevertheless, amongst the presently accepted Sovxet v1ews~

-(especrally from the early 1970 s) thexr has been some 1mprovement\;

.m th-e qua‘l_lty ,',of‘»,Go‘gol.criticisrn.“ Tu, Mann‘_,f fortexarnple,- ’i‘n, his stud-y' |



a ‘

-~ to ‘a/,"certaln extent aesthetic developmert, rather than drawing

Poetika Qle olia awtempted to interpret Gogol's art in a fresh light,

‘While taking a formalist approach as a fundamental paint of

departure, he has succeeded in providing an analysis of Gogol's art in
a mosi origina'l . manner. Instead of emphasizing the “realistic” nature
‘ R ’ ‘

of Gogol‘s», WOrk “he sees in Gogol the artist, who synthesized the most

ﬂ{
P

: () ‘ n - .
'diverchclemegts of national life, and" who had succeeded in depicting:
. ﬁ. _ ‘ - A . X

"....o,vhé'“lovcchcskuiu polnotu v ee komxchesl\om grotesknom

1y
&

prclomlcnn 66 Manns main concern is to follow Gogols artistic, and

" atiention to his ideological outlook.

Just as Bakhtin had done in his revised work on Dostoevskii,

{3

} '
I\%Emn sees in Gogol's art 2 very closc tie with the tradmons of the

‘c‘arnival culture. While giving detalled anal‘yécs of the s;imilaritié§

S

be('ween Gogolfs work and the carnival traditions, he also shows

a9
w a . ' ’ :

through a series of examples how Gogol devnated from this tradition.
Gogol m his Vgghg ra.... had brought mto that tradition’s galety,
cheerful carmval behavnor and  overall dynamism, : evlements of

-

‘sadness, 'fear, and" a  "mekhanicheskaiia imitatsiia zhizni."®7 In this

Man%a]read'y fgresées the "mature” Gogol of Mertvye dushi. wherein

‘33
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”



a

momenty mertvennésti, avtomatizma, omertveniia - ves' kompleks

motivov mertvykh dush" would reflect Gogol's inner world and
oA . A

artistic viewpoint,
L] A) ()
According to Mann, Gogol's aim was to show the

“chelovecheskaiia, sushnost' . (naznachenie) i real'noe

v

sushestvovanie...."68 Gogol saw between‘il these two categories a deep

\

void, for his characters had detached themselves from their own '

J

essential being and existed like marionettes, like: “mertvye dushi.”

Mann sees Gogol's\ significance especially in an ability to show the
“estrangement” of man ‘f‘rom his oﬁwn‘being as having - universal
validity in Russia of Gogol's time,

Clearly, 20-25 years ago such an_approach would have not been
acceptéd and published m the Soviet Union. Mann's C‘}‘_d'gol‘ st.'udy shows
that, although the principles. of the Stalinist critical legacy -are still

o o

- 7 . ) .
around, they are being challenged by different views and approaches.

34



I. V.G. Belinskii's Gogol Criticism and its Aftermath —

LI

German philosophical and aesthetic influence  pervaded the

3

Rugsian intelleg:tual. atmosphere of the 1836'5 and .1840'5' when
Beliﬁskii wrote his literary criticism. It is thus ;xnderstahdabie that
Belinskii should have‘been influenced - by Gerrﬁaﬁ ae;thetic and
_philosophical thought.

Belinskii's aesthetic and bhilosophical developr;]ent is gencPally
dividcd'into three major periods. During the first period, which cove_rs".
the years 1832-36, he was inflﬁenced predominantly by'""thc
ph“ilosophy of Schelling, whb argued -‘that the univers'elis diffﬁsed 'with
an eternal idfaa. Through the historical_develépm‘em (')f_. maﬁkind this

idea is directly manifested' in each human being. It is thus the

L

responsibility of the individual to express this particular appercepiion'

a A4 A

of the universe. While contingent upon differences in ‘individuals, the

» comprehension of a universal etiology is, as such; the sine qua non for-

a person's existence in this universe. Schelling conceives of the course

of history as a more or less continuous effluxion, . which can be
intuitively known. According to ‘Schel‘ling, the artist, in the sensitivity .

‘and singularity of his vision, is' cognizam of the significance of the

-

35



historical instant, ‘and thus the artist bears responsibility for helping
to g’uide his own nation.

The high position Belinskii assigned to the artist,
whose power of intuition, expressed through
unconscious creativity, made him the sufest %uide‘
to truth, clearly derives from Schelling's ideas.

‘One may agree with the author of this citation, for in yreading

o

Bclinski'i's"first major article, "Litératﬁrnye mechvtaniia,"b ?t is obvious
that Belinskii perceives literature ~and art“' to be  the eminent
éxpression of national life.

The m;)st notable influence on Belinskii in the years up to 1842

was Hegel, chief pgotagonist of the German idealist.'philosophical.

movement ‘in the - first half of the 19th cemury.2 Hegel's school arose

\

from ° the disillusionment that followed the failure of thé French

Revolution to) establish a free and just society through the instrument

of p‘olitical‘ change. As'a consequence of this failure the pursuit of
\\ ‘ 0y ,

A

freedom shifted\from the practical to the theoretical, its arena being

' \" . ° ) .. - . ‘ . ‘
transformed from the domain of revolition (the practical) to the
- Vo K , ) .

A

domain of philosoﬁ?hy and art (the theoretical).. In Hegel's opinion" real

and genuine freedom is to be sought not in the materidl ‘'world, - but in

2

the world of the'Sp\rit evoked th;ough‘- philosophy and art, for it is



3
e

only here - that the reah:zation of freedom is truly po’ssiblc. According
to this theory the world is diviti'ed ‘into two, pa‘rts.:r the realm of visibte :
: ztppearahces and tho tealm ot the li“nco.rporeal ‘which is‘,matorialized in‘
philosophy ‘and art This incorporehl is onlﬁy“ itnperfeetly 'manifested ih
the material worid.

Belmsku however, took the Hegelian concept of phtlosophy one
step‘ further. To him Hegels the51s that all that. is is rationztl,. was
uhaccept:ible, for such a proposition led to the c’onclusionv that the
existing sdciat and oolitical regirhe was rational - something that was
deoidealy ;macceptable to ‘Belin'skii, whol beca'rhe ‘.j‘ncreasingly '
,committed to revolutionary change; o~

'An imhortant fdis/tinction between ‘Sch,ejljﬁgian and Hégelian
théory is that according to ‘the latter history can be understood. by
logxcal analysm rather than through mtuttnve rhystxfxcauon leen the
- ablhty both to analyse hlStOl‘)’ critically and to determug it, man can
actnvely part1c1pate in  the perfection of 'thoWideal world, fo.r the
1mperfect real world has tho potential for ‘embodying the 1dea1 The,

future . is, from this ‘.pointvo‘f view, more tangibl'e than ,the’ ‘present, for

it is.in touch with  the hiétoricétl' prdcc.Ss which moves from the real “



-

world toward ‘the ' virtual.

The influence of fthis theory is very clearlyj'seen- in ‘Belinskii's.

.tﬂ

critical work. Belinskii's dissatisfaction “with the aﬁrocracy of Nikolai ‘I

‘made him want to Iect Idirecrly'to e‘hange it. Through direct action he
‘aspired to aecelerate _rlre enivai of a future in Awhiclh man cerrld draw
‘n‘e'arer to a perfect »r/orld.

| ‘len thi; proc'es.s 'Belin‘skii assignedj a very signifieant role to the

o

artist. From writers and men of letters especially, Belinskii .demanded

a' complete and e'difying” illumirrariorr of the essence of national life.

'

38

Moreover, it was the artist's responsibility to institute reform, either -

@

through educating the nation itself or by arousing - dissatisfaction with
the current social order. .The relation of art ‘to man's potential for
‘historical  progress becomes the -plinth for all of  Belinskii's later

writings. - T

It is interesting to consider in .detail Belinskii's criticiSm'in' order

to apprecrate his use of Gogols work as a means to apply hrs reallsuc

criteria’ to llterature in general HlS posmon rs cemered m the concept'

of acnvrty and the 1nd1v1duals role m the moral a%d socral struggles a

'for the 1mprovement of the hum_an eondition.‘ ]



~ ' ‘ .
vGogol":s" appearance i‘n'.R'uls‘sian literature. came - at "the ’beginning
of the 1830, but it was Beli‘nsk‘iiy in. 1835. vyvho first recognized Gogol’s

significance as a ‘writer in a’ major 'w_ay In September of “1835

‘Belinskii's~ article, O russkm povestr i povestlakh g Gogolla based on -

“ Gogol's AL&D_Q&IQ_ and M__u_gg_gd was pubhshed It is one of the

39.

fundamental commentanes of the young crmc on Gogol the prodrome

“that establis_hes themes f0r_ the reflections of all his early articles on

“him, which will later. be"sirppleme'nted with additional analyses of .~

particular writings .by Gogol. From this ti_rne on Belinskii Aconsistently :

interpreted” Gogol's art. in terms of his sovereign aesthetic and
ph#osophical tenets,

. . . . .}9..

In "O russkoi. povesti..."

-

be the cruces‘ of the vepoch the questron of the development of, a.

-contemporary natxonal lrterature He begrns by companng two types

‘.Belinskii examines‘ what he judges to

of poetry, 1deahst1c -and reahsnc To Bellnsku 1deahst1c poetry does not

-'vanswer 1mmed1ate contemporary needs but 1s merely a romanuc and'

4

fp’ueri‘le r'nisrepresentation "of" life 3 On the other hand reahstrc poetry“ .

' can be described as:_

v poezua real'naia, poezuh zhrzm poezua’
delstvnel nostt nakonets 1st1nna1a i nastorashchala



‘p'oeziia nashego vren)eni. Ee otlichit'ely'ni‘i kharakter :
sostoit v vernosti deistvitel’'nosti; ona ne
peresozdaet zhizni, no vosproizvodit, vossozdaet: ee
-1 kak' vypukloe steklo, otrazhaet. v sebe, pod
odnoiu ‘tochkoiu zreniia, raznoobraznye ee. iavlenia,
vybiraia iz nikh te, kotorye - nuzhny dlia
sostavleniia polnoi, ozhiviennoi | edinoi kartiny
Before proceeding to Gogol, .Belin‘s'k‘ii atternptsgan evdlual‘iOn o'f‘

-

contemporary Russian literature. He returns to the 18th century, but

-

nges little credlt to the wnters of that era, for m hrs v1ew they left ‘

*

very little in the way of a national 3mark on Russnan hterature He

R

does however,‘ ~admit thel, L‘efulness‘.‘ of sentimcntalism as . a-

Tejuvenation from the barren path of what Belfnskii called’ the vek

shkolastitsizma.?

After giving a detaile’dj ‘account ab‘out the developrnent of

. /\» : )
‘vanous hterary genres (eplc poem fable ballad elegy, etc) Behnskn

'argues that lnterature is wnnessmg a change from th'e .'dominance.“of‘

" the novel to the ‘ascendancy" of‘the‘ IOng tale .or‘v.pbve‘fsz’.". In Belinskii's,

40

opinion it i$ the povesr’ which depicts most  thoroughly and_vividly

life’s: contradictions: - :
| Ee forrna mozhet vmestit. v sebe vse chto khotite -
ﬂlegku ocherk nravov, “i kolkulu sarkasucheskum
nasmeshku nad chelovekom i obshchestvom, i L
'glubokoe tamstvo (dushi, i ;zhes,t}oktiiuj'igru- 'Stra$tei.6



v . Y

In Belinskii's view, the passage from poetry 'to novel, to povest’

-~
A

.41.“

has no association with the inner , determinants of art, - per se, but

stems from . the influence of 'a developing  world" literature, the spirit
: e ‘ ,

of the age. This transmutation is itself a result of the general demands.

+of ' reality, or as Belinskii himself -put_s. it: ".L.pri‘chinat v ‘dukhe vremeni, .

'vo vseobshchem, i mozhno skazat', vsemirnom napravlenii."’zt

o

'Af‘terlexamining these “developments Belinskii briefly analyses

‘the role ‘of Gogol's predecessors in the shaping. of Russian prose.’ He |

rdlsc'uSs'es"the prose of A. Marlinsvkii, V. F. Odoe\rskii, M.f -P. Pogodin,' N.

A Polev01 and N F Pavlov notmg that in. therr prose style these K

wnters came closer to authentrc reallsm They fell short however of

the“.crlterra -establish'ed 'by»Belinskii for real_istic prose. It was Gogol'

" alone who was successful in achrevmg the transmon to reallsm in

prOSe The cntlcal qualmes wh1ch d1stmgulshed Gogol from these other

wrtters : were

'prostota vymysla narodnost sovershennala istina -

zhizni, orlgmal nost' i -komicheskoe odushevleme

. | ;vsegda pobezhdaemoe ‘glubokim chuvstvom grustxu
TR unynua. Gogol‘ . poet poet zhlzm dexstvnel'nor 8

'Belmsku draws attentlon to the ethos behmd Gogols work and

.delmeates each of 1ts dlstmgulshmg charactenstlcs I’t'_‘-‘"'i‘s-" w'or'thv-; RER



“examining ‘the lines of his argument,

42

He attempts to show the simplicity underlining Gogol's art,’

we

emphasising “how. the "true artist, such ,as Gogol, is able to .mirror the'

-

pearl contamed in even the least srgmfrcant subJect matter. Belmsku

~

',

beheved‘ that Gogo.l fou'nd poetry‘ in the\rno'st banal facets ‘of‘_lif‘e, e.g‘., |

“in the atmoisphere of habit ("Starosvetskie ‘pomeshchiki",);

~No v. tom-to i sostont zadacha reaanJ poezii, chtoby
izviekat' Mpoeﬁlu zhizni iz prozy zhizni i potriasat’

dushi vernym izobrazheniem etoi zhzni. I kak sil'na

i gluboka poeziia g. Gogolia v svoei -naruzhnoi

 prostote i melkosti! Voz'mite ego <<Starosvetskikh

pomeshchikov>>: chto v -nikh?, Dve parodii na

chelovechestvo v prodolzhenie neskol'kikh

“desiatkov let’ plut i ‘ediat, ediat i. p'iut, a potom, kak

~ voditsia isstari, “umiraiut.”. No otchego' zhe eto

~ocharovanie? Vy vidite .vsiu poshlost vsiu gadost'

etoi

zhlzm zhivotnoi - urodlivoi, karxkarturnor i
‘'mezhdu

-tem prinim'aete_ takoe uchastxe Y

| personazhakh povestr smeetes’ nad mmt no' bez

zlost1 9

B Furthermbre‘,

[

»n :

Belmsku underlmes the- 51gmflcance of Gogols

;abrhty to envrslon Irfe in all 1ts sundry aspects Speakmg of Gogols

'-,narodnost Belmsku takes as hrs example the depxcnon of the enure

i)

cast of characters m Gogols Arabesk and ergger, and categoncally

‘states that 1f the representatlon of llfe 1s real then 1t 1s m 'e_s_s_ence,‘,-'.-

K

/1'



“narodnyi. . ‘

—

While it is possible to relate Belinskii's gradual ‘interpr'etati'on of

. Gogol's art to his own aesthetic and philisophical doctrines 'on the

oy

development of social  conditions’ in Russian society, it is often

_prol')lern‘at'ic to“relate' 'his -interpretatjon to"'the essence‘ of'Gogol"s

'ltterary/art Belinskii.- concentrated on the realrs%gt clement in. Gogols‘;

work. Whrle&focusmg on the ‘fealistic content of the povestz he 1gnores
: deeper images 'of the fantastic and. the‘ g'r'otesque which contrast with,

" and 'ar'guab'ly' put into relief, Gogol's realistic 'settings. However, this

confirms Gogol's significance and originality, btxt it‘- does not set ’hirn‘-

aparti ,as the exclusi‘ve "‘"'father‘of Rea‘lism‘."‘ Indeed through an
exammauon of Gogols lrterary dev1ces it 1s possxble to show that

-realxst1c theorles about hlS works are usually m1sgu1ded He_ger_nployed

v

‘*reallstxc features essennally ,‘ las‘ a frameworlf fo'r"his‘. ‘~h'.yiperbollcv'

,f‘representation"o,f"themh,a‘bitual, eve"ryday World.‘ B

Belinskii"s mterpretatlon of Gogol 1sté more a passronate

.fpropaganda exercrse than an objecuve exeglsls of hrs talent It 1s true'

JEU A 0

43

'that Belmskn recogmsed-‘(iogols talent but he saw in Gogol the sum of .

. ' L . qnlm
"..i} K

."hrs own hterary %

i'c,al tenets, rathe_r :ft'hah the"es_sence' ofj Gogol?s



It is 'Itr‘uev th'at.;Gogol was a"frealist" 'in‘sﬂb la.r as he intredueed
into his ‘wo‘r‘k, ‘avs details ‘and “rnaterials; ',in'n’urnerable elements andy»“
.iaspects of realtts' whrch had hrtherto been eltelnded from lltera‘ttxre
"'He was a breaker of taboos a destroyer of literary prohxbmons and
he helped greatly‘ to underrnmle the‘ reign .of the beautiful', ,Which" was
replaced m his works w_ith the dominance d(})f pos‘hlo_st'.”

In -other' articles relating - to- Gogol 'Belinskii always' uses the same’
var‘gument = though he .constantly refines‘ and restates it - that

‘llterature should play an extremely active role m socral llfe In hlS',‘
Russkara llteratura v 1842 godu"lo Belmskn clearly states thatf

: Russ‘lan- 'lrteratu're in the .era of Nicholas 1. was. the only means ‘

[

‘avallable for descnbmg and thereby effectmg socral change Beltnsku

contrasts the role of hterature (as he percelves 1t) w1th that of i’ﬁ
..perceptron of the romantrcs Belmsku whlle recogmzmg the talent and L
acumenv ‘of ‘the‘ French ‘romantics,‘is qhic"k‘ to point -‘out;‘that' they' did -‘n‘ot'

* have a lastrng or. deep 1nf1uence on the socxal development of the LT
| penod He furth T argues that Ru‘ss‘ian, ‘romanti'cs;.,werejable,"',to c‘lear' _af_-,-. L
. ) : B P ' o Ty “‘\ ,".l
. s .._ ; . . . Lo

path. "throug.h ) “the" _‘cl’as‘sical;_ ,heritavge and “thus lay. the f,Oundatibn_s fora’



new . and .original literature. By original literature Belinskii ‘means that
which "does - not attempt ‘a _heightening of feelings and enlargement of

facts, but one ‘which shows life as it really is, warts and all11
 Whenever Belinskii finds siomething in Gogol which contradicts

his’ own theories, 'his fdisap'provalj is -always ‘strongly‘ pronounced. He

“believes that Gogol is an unerring ‘portraitist of real‘ityv,' but he does

~acknowledge that . there are limits ‘to Gogol's ‘veracit’y, These limits, ,in‘
: o ! L b , ' A ’

‘Belinskii's opinion, become Aa'p'parent when Gogol - attempts  to. enter‘

o Al \\,

\ _
“ mto phllosophrcal drscussron and scholarly dispute. These requrre a

45.

'hrgh level of mtellectual development whrch Belmsku felt was lackmgv"

in Gogol 12 7"\\\ ‘-
R

In kee in wrth\ Behns}ku S‘ ronuncratlons m favour of reahstrc
g \ P

1, \\., . L

(X1

'literature,‘ he. consider‘s the. ‘~story Strashnaxa prest as. a. truly_‘

¢

. ‘ o e “l" o - \ ' . .
- grotesque ,one', wherem Gogols \mrsunderstandmg of the concept of

k

: ndrodn‘o;s“'t.’ | m art can be seen.. He also sharply crmcrses ""Portret"‘ for -

\

"devranng from lxterary reallsm «In hlS exammatron of thrs story

ot

_Belmsku was unwrllmg to accept the premrse that man. 1s prey to fate

A

.'and chance He demanded that Gog\ shovO tn hls deptctlon of

;Chartkovs downfall the destructlve power o(’ avance 1n the pursult of
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o
. . . . | ' . 1. ‘ ° ‘ . ) .
cheap succes,s._Belinskii did not approve of "Nds" either since -the"
adventures of the nose take place in the realm of fantasy“ a realm he,

v

of course, held to be very ahen to. Gogols true talent

Mertvye dushr appeared at a time when Belmskns vrews on ‘

.o

the role of lrterature had fully formed In a short itime -there'\yere‘

[
I ‘ ‘2 | ' I ' L 2 ‘ K f N ea
many drfferent opinions’ expressed about‘ Gogol's new work. -Belinskii-

o divided them ' into three‘ major groups.m‘ The first consisted of
‘}v . ' ' ' . , . ) g Lo o .
. ‘ o o ‘-.‘ } § o . . l
Bulgarin,” Polevéi and Senkdvskii, ‘whom' he .believed had. no critical

~ worth since they were merely jealous of ‘Gogol's success. a‘nld_: would'

',stop‘ at nothing in their attempts to discredit” him. Such a position is
" perhaps’ understandable in the light of Gogol's article, "O dvizhenii

zhurnal"noiv.literatu‘re‘v 1834.‘i 1835 gody'.' in Which he ‘diseussesv'

.hterary joumals of the day, and cntrcrzes in parucular those edtted by "
b \1

Senkovskn Bulgarm and Grech 14

. The .main - agruments of the second group were expressed m% S

‘-““qr-—' ' . . ' °

—_—

) Aksakovs arucle,}"Neskol ko slov o poeme Gogolxa Pokhozhdenua

Chtchzkova zlz mertvye dusht" 15 Awh;ch met w1th a strong polemxcal

K]

""f,response from Belmsku Aksakov argues that MLLJQ._QJLS.E.I Wlth ltS

“_-characters, content and poetlcal form 1s a resurrectlon m Russran



) ) \ i ( . ‘ . ~
literature of ‘the tradition..of the Homenc epos. The* disappearance of

~

this genre "had led 1o the decay of contemporary lneratux’e\ a decay |

now halted by the appearance of Mertvye dushi, Belmsku fgund this

idea preposterous, for he believed thdt the Homeric epos was

immutable ‘and unrelated to historicalﬂ cpnditiOns or movements of a
. 0 |

J‘.

later age. Lrter.nure Belmsku believed, should' not concem itself with

the study of the past, but _should look to its present and future

\

relevance to societlys,!6 Belinskii opposed . Aksakov's argument by

asserting that while life “was glorified in the Homeric epos, it is, in

\ng vye dushi, shown as being negatxvely fragmented This follows

"Behnskus cntlcal gurdelmes for through its negauve deprcuon of life

as it really is, Gogol('sv work en‘courages disgatisfaction with the current
: ‘ Wy . e o
social order.

(e
-Belinskii further argues that, while the Homeric epos ias a

1

universal cultural application, M.Gogol's work is restricted to Russia by

\

the very nature of 1[%5subject matter. Thrs polemic was continued in

’

‘furthe?r arucles17 and Belinsk_ii's convincing arguments~ and Sarcastic

tone . won' out, '_so his" became the preeminent interpretation .of Gogol,

~particularly in progressive literary circles and among" the educated

47
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reading public. Ve

“lrn‘
o

~Gelinskil felt that the publication of Vybrannye mesta iz

‘. .

perepiski s druz'iami!® was an inexplicable aberration on Gogol's
part. Since he could not fit this particular. work intp his overall
scheme, Belinskii simply chose to ignore it.” He said: "... velikoe

znachenie Gogolia v russkoi literature osnovyvaetsia vovse ne na etoi

‘Perepiske,’ a na ego prezhnikh tvoreniiakh..."!? In his article "Vzgliad

na russkuiu literaturu 1847 goda" he continues to champion Gogol as

the father of Russian realism, but only on the basis of his works

before Vybrannye mesta iz perepiski s druziami.
Belinskii established Gogol as ‘the measure of all new Russian

literature for decades to come. Apollon Grigor'ev gives an accurate

picture of Belinskii's relation to Gogol. He states .that after Vechera na

khutore bliz Dikan'ki, "Belinskii shel s Gogolem ruka ob ruku, tolkuia,

"

poiasnaia ego, razlivaia na massy svet ego vysokikh proizvedenii."zo.

Given this, it is easy to understand .Belinskii's disappointment and

‘feelin’gs of betrayal following the publication 'of Gogol's Yybrannye

.

mesta

in 1847, after he had already established him as the literary

paragon par excellence. - o >
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It should be noted of this work+“that Gogol's opinidn of himself'

as the spiritual guidé of the Russian nation caused a great furor

amongst contemporary critics, who refused to fake him seriously. It
was only much late.r, i.e., in the 20th century,‘ that some critics began
to pay "attlentivon ‘tc')' Gogol's r‘o‘le in- the dcv¢lopmen't of Russian .spifitudl
thought. For »‘example; K.‘ V. Mochulskii'sv study on Gogol .a£gerﬁpts to
'defenglhi‘s religiqus ideas,' ana he empﬂasizesb t“h‘e philosophical and
spiritual elements in Gogol's work:

Belinskii priznaet tol'ko vneshnie gdsudarstvennye

metody preobrazovaniia obshchestva,
unichtozhenie . krepostnogo prava, otmena
telesnogos  nakazaniia, izmenenie

gosudarstvennogo stroia - u Gogolia vse metody
vnutrennie, psikhOlogiéheskic,; perevospitanic
dushi  cheloveka... Psikhologicheskii put" Gogolia
obuslovlen spiritualizmom vsego ego
mirovozreniia. Dusha v tséfitre mira, vse ot nee
iskhodit i k nei vozvrashchaetsia. V nej kliuch' ko

VSCﬂ'lll..21

. - N , .
~ Mochulskii traces Gogol'S‘ religious development from his early
childhood to his death.: Fr.om;his'ig:eresting an'd, vers' fﬁscinating study
it ‘is possible to be persuaded of the viability of this particular pbint of
vi}ew. Mochulskiifs argument, however, is somewhat on’e-svigded, ‘si'nce

he is highly selective in his use gof citations, -exéluding 'those,which do
. ’ = . - ’
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' not -answer his purpose. .

His interpretation of Belins

estg s deserves attention. Moch\

skii finds that from the middle  of

the 1840'5 the Russian intelligertsia was slowly tmoviné away from

religion. The so-called zapadniki, amdng whom Belinskii, Gertsen and

Be\kunin had leading roles, tended toward a trend in Hegelian

‘philosophy that was based on atheism at\rd materialism.

Perepiska Gogolia obnaru hila, chto russkoe
-obshchestvo uzhe raspalos' na dva vrazhdebnykh
lageria i chto razediniaiut ego ne stol'ko raspri
politicheskie skol'ko problema o religioznom
_prizvanii Rossii.22 ' ' :

Mochulsky also believes that Gogol considered .R'u'ssian culture and;

society to have a spiritual basis, and that Russia itself had a messianic

role to' play in the spreading of the Christian faith.

!

Gogol's Vybrannie mesta ,,, was an extreme blow for Belinskii.

As a matter of fact, Gogol's renunciation of literature for preaching and

prophecy,,dstonishe'd his contemporaries. Belinskii's‘famo'us letter and

demonstratton had, however a tragtc effect on Russnas sense of the

loss of her desttny Although Mochulsky admits that m Beltnskus

s~

S0

ii's reactlon to Gogols ybmnny; '

-

reaction. there is a certain, f)athos‘ and good-natured'_-jsense of freedom
) "_ . N . A I ' P



and humanity, he finds that it was essentially an attack upon religion:
‘ o ‘ . ‘ Ay

From here onwards, in the mind of the revolutionaryvintelligentsia‘.

autocracy and orthodoxy - were - indivisible.

It is generaily acknowledged that Belinskii ,triurhphed over

vt

Gogol. In the 18505 and 18605 this led to the appearance of a

phtlosophtcal attitude whtch demed the spmt in favor of matenahsm

.Mochttlskii goes so far as to state that
urovnia, sumerk1 kultury '23 Howevef"‘the critic sees in Vybrannie
mesta ... such a great sngmftcance that it é:ould and did- lead kussxan
hterature off on the path to ' nevedom&e dah o

Perepiska.est" plod dolgoletnei, napriazhennoi
_nravstvennoi refleksii, bol'shogo dukhovnogo |
opyta. V nravstvennoi oblasti Gogol byl gemalno
odaren: emu bylo suzhdeno kruto povernut' vsiu

~ russkuiu’ literaturu ‘ot estetiki do religii; sdvinut' ee

s puti Pushkina na put' Dostoevskogo . . . § Gogolia -
nachinaetsia shu‘okata doroga, . mirovye prosto.ry.
Sila Gogolia byla ‘tak velika, chto emu udalos’
sdelat’ neveroiatnoe: prevrant pushkinskuiu -
'bpokhu nashei slovesnosti v epizod, k' kotoromu "
~vozvrata net i byt"l \ ne . mozhet. ¢ Svoim
‘sv1ashchennym bezumtem on razbil garmoniiu_
~klassitsizma; narushil estxttcheskoe ravnovesie,
chudom dostignutoe Pushkmym vse smeshal,’
~ sputal, zamutil; podkhvatil vihrem._ russkuiu
g.llteraturu i pomchal ee k nevedomym dallam 24 '

,, A . .

After Belmskn the study _ of . ltterature was to- become a task as’

. nachalos smzheme 1de1n0go
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important as the study of the .reality it attempted to' reproduce.
~According to most commentators, the condition of Russian lvitcr’ature‘

was to: become a barometer for the moral state of the nation.

L]
PN
v

Following | Be‘liqskii-'s death t'here were no rﬁ‘O‘mentqus
'ngﬁilfferences between cy:ri‘tics until the ‘middle of the ‘1‘8505'.'. The ‘first : ;
disagreemems over" the function of imaginalili“ve. lite‘ra\ture : o'ccur‘red‘ '
between'N. G. ‘Cherny'shevsk'i'i and A.‘ V D_ruzhinfn .who‘c'ach‘attempte‘d‘
‘to;‘ pu; forward ,theirl o‘wn‘ interpretation: of 1iterat|1're ~and the proper

path for_ its future development.

. Druzhinin, in his Biblioteka dlia chteniia. began . to question not
only Belinskii's assesement of Gogol as -a realist, but the strefigth of

\
A

| l'hisl “criticdl worth in gelne.ral'.‘ZS.IHé argpéd that . inﬁvaginativé literature
should'not be. ~pu't‘to_ ‘either éocial or“politicél use. ,_Aéc@rding’ to his B
'analysis'th'.ere are iw_o__ type§ of imagiﬁativ'e‘,writcrs', the .artistig- and

'- »‘the ‘didactic. | szh*inin_had 'lilgtle use forv‘the "vdi_dacti'd t‘y;;e.-“in -his\l v.i‘e'w‘ ' 
:thef, artistic 1 Writer:s‘:'s'l.ogan :is ar: fé;' bri’s fv@ké', and such ;:}‘writ‘e;‘ 1s “

' u'nc‘or‘)ce;fnéd ‘with‘i ‘thef | tr‘an‘sito}rinesis of. a | glven m‘c.)mer‘x‘t, ‘forjv. hé‘ -
:cqncer_l'tratc;s‘, on .dep‘i:c;_t.ing ‘t‘h‘_ve-'lin'chiang‘in'gk é’liém,‘eniév in ,'h;.xman _vﬂlilfg,i;.‘!.

‘riam‘ely"th‘e. concept;off "'e't;crna.l be}aut"y»,.“ good ahd . truth. ,‘S;'Jch..aft ‘In“e",é‘d
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have no direct contemporary . relevance, is not directly beneficial to
€ | ct co pora | | |

‘ ‘ t‘ . - ‘ ‘. ‘. ’.
the -writer's contemporaries, ‘but, if it is relevant at all, then to .all men.

The didactic ‘writer, on the other hand, uses his artistic talent in

the Service of‘ mankind at a'g.ivfen ‘historical' moment. Keeping
constantly before hlS eyes. the common good he attempts to fulfrl

moral poltttcal and - scientific goals of great toprcal 1mportance

: Druzhmtn criticizes: Belinskii for suggesting that it is only this

didactic writer who has any value as an cartist. He believed that

53.

Belin'skii's 'legacy was not. entirel’y ‘beneficial :to the development of

Russran ltterature though he did recogmze that it was Belmskn who
first established the great s1gmf1cance of Pushkm and Gogol Druzhimn
also clalms that gtven Belmskus total supremacy in ltterary criticism

“durmg the second half of the 1830's and 18405 and the lack of any

opposmon to l‘llS vrews, there was al consequent loss of objective‘

'Judgement on hts part Druzhinm beheved that 1t was Belmskns‘

cntical dominance .whtch was responsrble for over emphasrzing the,“.

’tmportance ‘ of d1dact1c1sm in - Russran llterature

Druzhmms Btbltoteka dlia chtenna was a serious nval of

S_Q_r_gmen_m_lg, a Journal which numbered Chernyshevsku and

Ve
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g
Nekrasov amongst its contributors, and it was such writers wh were

to give it an increasingly utilitarian and radical slant. :
Chernyshevskii's aesthetic and ' philosophica! views -were.
B ) + ’ N N ' ' v ' ‘r'\ 0

\influenced"by t;hyose of Feuerbach, who ‘believed 'that mankind stands

" at the centre. of the universe, and that everything is done by and for

C

man. Chernyshevskii, however, substitutes the. concept of narod

(narod combining both the meaning of people and nation) ‘for' ‘that - of

 man, and places the narod at the centre of the universe;

Chern'y'she'vskii, ‘ also made. a number of obJectzons to Hegeltan"

“aesthétics, and he belreved on the,basis of his‘inte'rpretationﬂs of

'to be

Feuerbachfs , materialism, ‘that the real wor,ld is supe'rior to the world )

of 1deas For Chernyshevsku beauty was not -an absolute extstmg onlyl

m the world of the 1deal but somethmg whrch was grven shape and.

-

of - beauty more sattsfymg than those provrded by any work of art.. Hei

thus argued for the superrorlty of . real life over art and he asmgned

three subordmate functrons to art o ‘represent life“'as ‘_it'(really Tis; to”

[
who

N

'form m the real world He held that the real world afforded exampleszl“

explaih ity and fmally, to judge_it, ie., to state or show how it ought''



It‘is “on the‘ ‘basis of thtese conditions that Ch-ernyshevskii
k ;')roce‘eded to: analyse Gogols work. He found ‘th‘at whrle Gogol could"
bé;:ald to deprct real lrfe in contemporary Ruaera 'he drd so‘ m a
“:fragmentary mannerand farled "to‘ analyse an,d jud‘ge the-sitnations 'he'

‘depi_eted' and their. causes. On the other hand unlike Be'lins.kii’,’f

Chernyshevskn d1d not consrder Gogols : Vy'bran'nie mesta ... 0 be

a

fsuch a traglc event. It Was' more a logical outcome of Gogol's whole life,

and - artistic ‘endeavour. Chernyshevskii believed that existence

determines ‘consciousne'ss, therefore, to understand’ man, one must

'examih’e ‘closely ‘his ,milieu "in'stead o\f‘ looking‘ for Strictly personal

1ntent10n and motlvauon One can easrl canclude - from thrs that in
y can

'Chernyshevskns optmon Gogols artistic outlook was formed by the.j

"‘

soc1ety_,m ‘whrch ‘he hved.

By theif 'end of"‘ -'th'e K ‘18'50’5 however Chennyshevs{m | ‘was

55

~devot1ng hrmself mamly to hrstorlcal and economrcal problems. and

'

‘- hterary crmcrsm 1n the ngrgmennt was taken over by N A _'_'

_iDobrolmbov who contmued to follow the lme of» cr1t1c1sm expounded~

‘Y‘by both Belmsku and Chernyshevskn Therr 11ne of cxvrc cntrcrsm mayfﬁv v

,not have always prevatled but 1t would survrve untll the Revolutron



- after Which‘ it would 'be‘,_cangnizéd' by Soviet literary officialdom. |
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III. Gogol's Idealism in L. F. Annenskii's Views

As was . mentioned in the introduction the “_firs‘t,major
opposition to V. G. Belinskii's realistic trend came from the symbolists
at - the turn. of the' 'ce'ntury.-;"

\

I F‘ Annensku was one‘of the representatrves of‘Russmn
' Symbollsm‘ Hra approach to Symbollsm ‘however : was " cruc1ally
ldlfferent from the approaches of other S)rmbollsts of his" day He was a
classicist who enriched his classical studies thh ‘an appreciation of me‘-
aesthetic: In Rhis way ‘his. ovt_/n lvl‘iterary .and | critlcal output offers 'a
‘a‘ynthesis. of “his echolarly and aesthetic “views. His‘, main characteri‘étic
| was' a concern for everythmg cultural and this led ‘to hlS developrng .

the 1dea of the umty of ¢ e“and ae'stheti‘cs Durmg hrs years as‘,v

professor of language and lterature (fmst in Klev | and then 1n St. 2
Petersburg) Annensku placed great emphasrs on aesthetrcs He was' :

,already convmced that

“'Izuchenie prorzvedenm dolzhno byt tsentrom
_ "'vsxakogo hteraturnogo Kursa. Prorzvedenua ne. sut’
o pnmery dlia_teorii slovesnosti - ili illiustratsii dlia, ee, )
‘f,-“-‘;.‘7’"'\1stom, oalt samostoratelno xzuchaemye*_f,b.~




voploshcheniia‘ pocticheskikh idealov.!

He "did 'not- approve of Merezhkovskii's'r‘eligious ‘approach; nor

N

did he acc‘ept‘_Blok_"s and Ivanov's symbolie_myStii:ism; In his article

LS

"Chto takoe poeziia?”, - one ‘can’ clearly.-trace Annenskii's orienta‘tio_n:
Vmesto skuchnykh giperbol kotorymi- v staroi
poezii uslovno peredavalrs . slozhnye' i neredko
‘vydumannye chuvstva, - novaia poeziia ‘ishchet
tochnykh simvolov -dlia oshchushchenu t.e.
real'nogo 'substrata. zhizni i dlia nastroenii, t. e. toi
- formy dushevnoi zhizni, kotoraia - bolee vsego

- rodnit liudei mezhdu sob01 vkhodia v - psikhologiiu |
s taklm " zhe pra\{om, kak ' v “individual'nuiu .
psrkhologuu 2 B o

The other main ‘characteris,tic‘ of Annenskii's work"was, to
O ‘ | | - |

symbollsm 3 Ivanov argued that m the process of artxstxc creauon

Annenskn d1d not assocnate hlS theme w1th one concretely defmed‘_,

"~

‘ phenomenon ‘but rather in an effort to establlsh and to expand the"

‘umversahty of hlS statement he used assoc1at1ve hnks, whrch grve to‘

borrow a term later used by V I. Ivano_'fv 'that of "associative

'58

the orlgmal denotee a much w1der and more recogmsable'mner -

tsubStance.=ﬁ;?« L ;_;‘ T ;”vﬁl,'t,ir;;' A

. Annenskii, inthe introduction to his critical work, establishes .

LY
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~ the criteria by which he selected authors for criticism. He approached . .
-these prominent figures in Russian* literature as he would a theme in

“his own poetry:

()

Ia zhe prsal zdes tol'ko 0 tom chto mnoj. vladelo za
chem ia sledoval chcmu ia otdavalsra chto - ia
khotel sberech v sebe, sdelav sobom4

l

"Perhaps this is why he entrtled hrs book ngg Qgrazheml, or The Bgok .

QLLMQQLL.Q_&& for he approaches hlS subject matter basrcally from a'

‘ ers ectxve whrch I ects hrs own sub ectrve world Thus one fmds a
‘P p )

t

'oarallel reflectlon of the Ilterary work ir'l the‘cohséioUSne’ss of the
,poet.;ahq critic. It viS‘ ‘the literar')" wo‘rk "thz'it arouses the .eriric's
philosophical and .,"ae.‘sthetvivc.judgemen‘t, vwhic‘h he lthen,‘ reflects back
sobjecrively. However, Annenskii' was' not interested 'primarily in th‘e
work"of“art, ‘ but ini‘ its ao‘tho'r, ‘for .as. he. hrmself' r)uts it: Mema'
1hteresova11 n‘e stol ko obekty 1 ‘ne samye fantosm skol ko tvortsy
-f'khozme‘va etllkh fantoshe1 "5 L E |

| Ih the‘ ‘seoond book.of hls‘study, Annensku sgaxn pomts to ana
.,asp'ect he wrll dxscuss further‘m h1s enncal anlysrs' namelythat of the'- |
ereétlre Aa‘ct | as embodred prxmanly by “thev'ereatory:, ,"'Prob_ie‘rn'af‘

j:tviorehe_sgtv_g odno voIneme s kotorym podobno vam 1shchu



HER

}_rﬂdqniia zhizni."6 - o e

“Annenskii wrote only five - articles on Gogol’ - a small amount
in’ comparison with that of Belinskii and other major Gogol critics.

Qualita.ti\(ely, however, they' are extremely important ‘in the' .way 'they

consider .Gogol's art by concentrating on: 1) realism in -conjunction with |

“the fan'te‘stic;‘ 2) ”Gogol's essentijal" idealism: 3) .Gog’ol's-desthetic views.‘

Before begmmng our exammatron of Annenskxis critical . stud1e5‘

-of Gogols art, attention should be Qrawn to the srmrlarmes between
B ;

- their aesthetic' perception of the world. 'They"were both‘ concerned

s

- with the - harmonious relationship between man~ and the laws. of '

o

beauty - which ~was for them a perceivable reality. Annenskii's:

A
Bl .

-impressions .and experiences in Italy were sometimes very .similar to .

e .
I

‘those'of"'Go’gol‘ in the same ptace:‘ o T

)

It is. 1mpossxble to. descrrbe the luxury, glxtter and ,
7 1mmensrty and -together with that, this amazmg
".',harmony, you feel everywhere and- 1n everythmg
L a sense of . love beamy and mmd8 o '

[

Thusdxd "'A'nn'en'skii' write: ‘frorn: Rome." |

Gogol in hlS 1831 35 artlcles on- aesthet1cs,9? expressed hxs own

I

«

vrews (however mfluenced by German aesthettc theory) on the nature

'60
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of beauty and its.manifestations in human ckistence. For example, in°

-

his‘ article, "S'k'ul'ptura, zhivopis' i muzyka," he considered the -

meaning and nature of artistic creation in" these three art forms, and
0 ‘ i} . ’
assigned to sculpture ‘the main role in acting as ‘a manifestation of
beauty: .
!
V  prozrachnom mramore krasotoi, negoi i
sladostrastiem, © ona sokhranila odnu ideiu, odnu

~mysl: krasotu, gorduin  krasotu cheloveka...
vsegda v nej chelovek iavliaetsja  prekrasnym,
gordym i- - nevol'no ostanovit atleticheskim,

© . svobodnym svoim polozh‘cﬂiem.lo

In further articles on art Gogol clearly showed that, in his view,

i "

thcilaim of art is to create an ideal of beauty which cannot be found in ,

nature. 1. Gogol's and Annenskii’s views ‘are’ close in this respect. For

¢

both Gogol and Annenskii beauty is coexistant. with harmony and

-virtue, but in Gogol's art it is in constant struggle with a disruptive
© :
o ,

.evil. Simi_larly, the basic motif 6f"Annenskii's poetry is the "feel'in'g of

‘anxxety for the beautlful thc feeling of: the constant danger to beauty
| » o

ki

from [a] real' I?fe "12

Given these similaritfes, betweﬂn"mmenskns and Gogqls

"aesthenc . perception - of . art . and . tgg world it may ‘be easier to.
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undcrsmﬁd Annenskii's i“ntefprctation of Gogol as an artist. For,
'whatever‘ the particdlar approach used, Annenskii'ls“ elevated
aesthetic outtook is evident, and it was he who first paid partiéular
attention to aésthetics as an. important means of better‘undcrstandihg
Gogol and his art. - ‘

As mentioned eaflicr, Annenskii focuses on three major
qualities in Gogol's work: - 1) thé fantastic, occasionally ex.pahdéd into
the 'humorous; 2) idealism; 3) aesthetic perceptioﬁ, Alfnenskii proceeds
by first introducing 'his‘ own 'philosophigal and aesthetic ~views, and

then he tries to elaborate on thém by using Gogolad his concrete

ey
i

example.

He devoted his first article on Gogol, "O formakh

fantasticheskogo u Gogolia," to an examination of the’ blend’ of the

fantastic and the real in Gogol's work.” According to Annenskii the

fantastic is .that which does not and cannot exist. The real is its

opposite and is typically depicted in .art. There is, however, ’a}n‘

intermixing of the real and the fantastic. in art, since art "ne prosto
. . , . - .54 :

“izobrazhaet zhizn', a raskryvaet, ob'ektiviruia to, chto sovershaetsia v

L

dushe cheloveka.”!3 SR LT

62



In Annenskii's opinion:

Sblizhennost' rantasticheskogo i real'nugo v
tvorchestve osiaovyvaetsia - na- tpm, chto
tvorchestvo raskryvaet vam po preimushchestvu
dushevnyi mir, a v etom mire fantasticheskogo,
svérkh"estestvennog’o v nastoiashchem smysle
“slova - net.14

Thus, what we understand by rhe concepts of the real or the fantastic

depends both on the aspect . and on the subject' from whose

perspective they are being considered. As technology and science"

i

develop, the apparently ‘fantastic hay fit well within the laws of

nhturg.‘ Consequently, the fan‘tastic remains fantasticf only so long as it
is unexplainable. The fantastic explained becomes the real.

" Annenskii argllx'es that the felationship bet;veeﬁ 2 work qf art
and- the fantastic 1is of,_t«wovtypes. The first is a naive relationship,

which is mainly characterisic of folk literature, where -all' the events of

the ‘plot take plaée on a fantastic level. It should be noted here that

N

Gogol put together the material for his Vechera na khutore bliz

i

Dikan'ki from his research into Ukrainian folklore wherein the

fantastic’ predominates. The second relationship between an artistic.

creation and the fantastic is the so-called “uslovnoe ~otnoshenie,” 15

63



‘whicli; varies de'p'ending dpon the artisti%: purpose of the work - as
examples'of this varying, conditional ’fantastic, Annénskii offers the
works of Homer, Ovid arlxd Oss?an/Macphersbn. Tﬁe write}#r‘clan chob;e
from any form of the fantastic in order to sa‘tisfy‘ hxs purpose. The
‘fantavstic element can serve different purposes, it all depending uvpon

the artistic goal.
- ) , ‘

Reality, argues Annenskii, is- expressed in Gogol through
polshllost’, which is perhaps best described as smug inferiority of both
a moral and spiritual order. 16 According to Annenskii, the purpose of
the fantastic in "Nos" is to make the reader .aware of the banality or
poshlost’ within and around him.

In" Annenskii's view there was an overwhelming desire on the

part of Gogol (as there should be on ‘the part of e_v'ery writer), to

convince the reader that he is right. Not only does he wish to convince

the reader of the righteousness of his feelings, desires and ideals, but

he also wishes his reader to undergo the same aesthetic experience as

’

he himsélf had in creating his work. ,G'ogo'l believed that this j)oshlost“\

and his attitude to it could best be depicted by méans of the fantastic.

In ‘Annenskii's view Gogol uses the fantastic to enlarge and empha;izb

- 64
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A

his revelations about reality, for while the reader follows the fantastic

~adventures of .the nose and ‘its metamorphoses, he’ is also presented
~ with a series of everyday banal events from the life of Kovalev, who is

v

s

himself thc'pers‘on'ification of poshlost’ :

~Poshlost’ - eto melochnost’. U po'shlosti odna mysl’
"o sebe, potomu’ chto ona glupa i uzka i nichego,
krome sebia, ne vidit i ne ponimaet. U poshosti
‘net dobroty, net ' ideal'nykh stremlenii. net
iskusst.va,‘ net boga’.lf'7 o L
In order to illustrate his argument further, Annenskii turns to
. ‘ . . . v

"Vii," a story_i;y LQQ_gvoﬁl‘, which in subjéct and cdntent is:\far removed
from "N‘o‘s.". A;lneqskii \ seeé, the. fundamental psychplogiéal motif 'of.
"Vii" as bei.r'lvg 'Ithle' fg'ar of tﬁe' unknc;wn and the m\‘ystic‘al. Th_e
appeafancé or .arrival ’of‘ death and the pro‘blém o‘f life af~te.r‘ deﬁ_Eh
have always confronted man. Vziriqus images' of death' havc; ..pr‘oducéd A
an 'e_xtr'cm;al‘y »pd\;verful sense of fear in man 1v§'rﬁcn he has trigz'c'i‘ to
fu‘nderstand, it -

- .".vlThere‘ is "n_qthin'g ‘eSpeci.f.illly e‘xtr_aorc.iir‘xary ‘about ,,Khomg B‘n‘n‘, but
b')" puttmg hlm in an 'gx.tra‘o"rdi‘n'ary ‘S'ituati§ﬁ' Glogél_ ].ehab:l'e‘s ;he frez‘ide'r. :
.' to“'tx;igw.‘ vhis—-p‘érl's:dnal‘ity‘v ’frém a‘~diffe.'rer.1t{ pe‘rspegtif/'é.},l 'D"uring' h'is

-mysterious Iadventurqs' ‘Brut's attitude to _the. ‘WO_rld{‘ afOunﬁ ~him )
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gradually changes Inmally, he behaved as 1f life. were a merry prank

but as the story progresses his fear develops and'gr'ows to- such an -

extent that it eventually -destroys him. In "Vii" ° Annenskii sees a

'perfect fusion of the two discordant elements of terror and humour, a

wonderful blend of romantic incongruity  and .realistic comedy in

~which the fantastic is realised in the' form of the mystical. Besides the

mystical level, the c¢omic and the fantastic also co-exist on the

v

mundane level, or, as Annenskii puts it, on the level of the bytovqe.'18
In each case, however, Annenskii assigns’ to the fantastic a certain .

ethical relevance. In "Nos” its purpose is to point up poshlost', in "Vii" ¢

to emphasize fear.

Later "on, Annenskii returns to. his analysis of "Nos" and

emphasrzes the comrcal srde of the story. His approach is . hrghly“
orrgmal for he argues that the comic drises as a result of a desire’ on .
* the part of the nose’ ttself for revenge Thts vendetta allegedly grows'

out of the nose's behef that lt (should we say he") had been shghted .

“

"1t/he,- now p’rornotes feelings, 'ofv»fear’ﬁandr respect in -'the ‘mind of ,th‘e,' o

by the barber who treafed 1t/h1m with 1nsuff1cxent respeCt Justrce lsf :

66

done however when the nose is restored to tts/hls rlghtful place for‘f.;_«f';‘f-‘_



hapless barber.

Fifteen years separate the two preceding articles, but Annenskii
still “stresses the ethical role of a work of art, i." e., the "moral'naia

razviazka:"19 B ' o

.NeuzhtO‘pravda prekrasna tol'’ko, - kogda. ona

. vozvrashchaet Liru ego K‘ordeluu i Kordelii ee Lira?
Razve, naprotiv, ona ne bessporno ' prekrasnee,

kogda ona vosstanavlivaet  neprikosnovennost',

zakonneishuiu. neprikosnovennost'- obizhennomu,

nezavisimo ot ego literaturnogo ranga, pust' eto .
| budet sushchestvo . samoe nichtozhnoe, samoe
. mizernoe, dazhe i ne sushchestvo, a tol'’ko "nos

“maiora Kovaleva?20 : ‘

However, it 1s notrceable that now frfteen years later Annenskii

i

approaches hrs work from a- more aesthenc pomt of v1ew He can be
seen as a ,symbolist aesthete when'he,),, argues that art has an' all-
embracmg role whtch enables it to create a masterprece from any

level or: toprc of human ex1stence

" -
R

In "Shmel'" Annensku sees an ethrcal relevance in the flgure

V"of the avenglng ghost whose purpose 1s to ensure ‘that- JUSIXCC 1s fmally

-v.done. The reahstrc 51de of the story tells the tale of the declme and fall

j’of Akakn Akaklevrch a pathetlcally humble and mfenor flgure



Ahnenskii | n‘_clj‘tés‘ ”how',- }in recountin’g the deStruc‘uonv of Akakn‘

'Akakie‘vic;h-'s | hfcs dream, the. narvratlon.passes. éhrough a whole rangc ‘.

of "attitudes towards ﬁim, fr‘o‘m s‘vtraig‘htforv‘vz‘ird‘ m‘ockcry‘ to poignaﬁt \‘
" In ordér ‘tila‘t jﬁStice ‘may. finally ‘be done for Bp;hﬁachkin:.. his

superior must realise, however briefly, that he is the representative

of pbshlost'. ‘To do this, Gogol turns to the fantastic,

- Annenskii was able. to establish a ‘le"gitimac‘y lf‘orvthe . synthegis cv>lf‘
: th'el" réal and vthe fantastic in Gogol's" vt./"o’rk. He “agrce.s “that jt.he‘ fantastic .
‘. denies fea}ity, but .qualvifie;‘this by‘u_st‘ating vtﬁat ‘r‘eéli‘ty‘ is"‘necessary
only for life. Art cofmes 'cloﬁs.'e' _fo l‘if;, nét ihréllxgh' the rebreséhtation' o‘f‘:;
*reality,‘ 3ut tﬂrouéh ‘t.ruth,: | ie. in, dis,ti'nguishi'r‘xg. biletw'ee'n‘\go'o‘dj and | é\;il;f ';

or as Annenskii puts it:

delstvuel nost' est" neobkhodxmala forma tol ko

-~ dlia zhizni. Iskusstvo sbhzhaetsm c zhizn'i iu. vovse
: ne v deistvitel’ nosn av pra.vde . e v razllchemx
e ‘dobra i zla21 L | ‘

In the ,‘,c're,atiOn-: of th’is‘ 't‘ruth.,*. ‘continues ' Annenskii, the fantastic can

play ‘just. as ‘great ,a role, if n‘ot,f“ixide'cd;' agreater one, than.. . °

‘Tepresented reality. -



'

In" his analysis of Gogol's short stories Annenskii does . not look .

A ‘ ' —_—

. for any social - messages, "though * at this: point in his | critical

\ r
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development, the ethical basis of the tales is given much attention. As

~ Annenski's criticism deepens, ethical questiohs and aspects . diminish

in importance. . L

Annenskii's fascination with the effect of art on man is shown' in

‘his analysis of Gogol's "Portret.” Just as in' many .other articles, he first

. establishes his “own particular views on the subject. Annenskii thought

that at a certain level ‘the creative spirit. of the artist may éon(;uer the

‘material ‘frorn which it was faShioned In $O domg the artlst goes

beyond the’ matenal to create a masterpiece which stlmulates in the

ap‘precr‘atlve reader feeling‘s and._emotio‘ns similar ,to‘those which he

himself' exp‘erie‘nced.: during the cre’ativeﬁpr‘oces‘s. . As' we have- seen' -

‘thls argument has already been expressed by Annensku 1n an earherﬁ' :

.'arucle, but 1t 1s worth stressmg that hrs ass1gmng such ‘a hrgh role to

S oy

the artlst and hls work as well as hlS repeated emphasxs of thxs pomt o

t

.:recalls SChe“mgS Opmlon of the' role of the arnst thbug‘h"\.from‘,_fé_...'_'“‘"'

-r\dlfferent perspecﬂlve - Schellmgs bemg hrstoncal Annensku si

..'.aesthetlcal 22 Anneisku had the strong COﬂVlCtlon that a true. work of o



-art, by means of its intellectual characteri‘stics, is able to inspire the

highest level of aesthetic feeling in man.

. Annenskii} sees in Gogol two  different 'methods - of ‘d'epictin'g _

nature. One is a mefe slavish or mechanical imitation, which, according

'to Annenskii, has no legitimate existence. As an exa’mple of an

appropriate, non—s_la\)ishi approach, Annenskii shows how the early

Co

Chartkov did not 1m1tate nature but mvented it and attempted to add
:on‘his.ov‘Vn inimitable touches; The second depic’tion_of nature is the i

- aesthetic, which must “include the totality of the artist's personality -in’

the depictionl of nature, the symbiosis of the artist's intellect and ‘the

.

object depicted. In the. case of the painting of the .old .moneylende'r it

‘was nature, - in  its: unfathomable qualities, which conquered the 'artist

_through its" "".',.est'eit'iche‘skaia , nerazreshimost"."-231.Interest‘ingly,

70

'Annenskn draws a parallel between the old usurer and Gogol himself

f“who created frctional characters Wthh dommated and eventually

E

destroyed h1m E ST

Annenskus symbohst V1ew 1s ev1dent in. hlS mtgppretatton of.',f'f',.»_‘-

.,‘

f"Portret " The painting 1tself may have dlsappeared re the matertal

f.slde of the work of art disappears at the storys end but there sull"':“ |
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,‘remams its srgnrftcance whrch by ‘means of the symboltcﬁ ‘power of the
: ‘vwo‘rd | bnngs about | feelmgs and "’e'ffects? 1n man'svconsciousn‘ESs B
" accordiné 3toyhis ‘aeslthetic ~capa;city to perceive. -

It is “.interesting‘: hl‘ow Annensl‘(ii' compares. such seelming‘ly‘,, '
"dif.ferent c'haracters' *as “C‘h‘artkolv Khlestakov and hrs compantons ,and B

ﬁhe-‘characters of Mgn xe gs i, In hlS amcle ""Portret Annenskii
| )
Zo

begms hlS argument by statmg that Lrteraturnyc brazhenua

/

“_ﬁlmetut kak by dve storony 24 One of these srdes explams Annenskn

is revealed ; to ‘the.reader, -but th“'e other i.s 'i‘mperce’ptibl‘e, t'hou'gh

inseparable- from the...'fi_r's't‘.v | This‘ "second side  exists .only vt/ithih' the .

inner’ g*périence of the artist. '. There 1s a ‘contact between | these “two
sides. whtch :can' be ‘.f'co‘mplared 't'o the relationshio betyveen» a .
‘f'psychologlcal act and the yvorld wrthm vyhrch 1t 1s made mamfes't‘ for -

" j_v‘gtom,-i v drugom sluchae est ltsh' sosu's'hchestvovanie,-‘a ‘ne‘
_'.vnutr_enn.ee' srodstvo "25‘ However whrle the external srde of a R o
1ltterary type carnes w1th1n 1tself the possrblhty to produce the same

"emouonal expenences 1n the reader as the artrst hlmself feels ,he" S

a

word 1tself through whrch the character 1s bemg deptcted has only a

‘_conventlonal relanonshlp to thoughts The external 51de of a character'-r_“.*'.,



b
»

. L, e , A . et .. }
could "gligiterthe reader's laughter, while, according to Annenskii, a
writer may well have a. totally different intention.
"Gogol's tragedy ' is that the ,char'acter‘s he created in his,

, tormented ‘imaginatio‘n 'Wer‘e,'seen 'by his readers as -merely fimny

72
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@

'objects of laughter thxs hé%ng been espemally the case for Rmm

' and its cast of characters

"Gogol, howel?er,' was h'orrified by the characters ‘he h'ad ct.eated

‘smce they revealed a world devond of sense and harmony @l
‘Annenskii“s‘ words:‘ Gogol ne “tol'’ko’ ispugalSia‘ glubokogo\ smysla

:yyvedennykh im: tipov‘, no.. glavnoe; on ‘pochustvoval,[chto ‘nikuda ;ot
mkh uiti uzhe ne mozhet26

| 4 -
. Anrienslcii believed that

B

B

by the time Gogol came to writé

"'"P,o‘rt_re,t,'" he had a hopeless and pesSimistic attitude toWards life.

B

'thle drawmg a parallel between "Nos and Portret Annemkn sees-

*

m the flrst the representatlon of mans physwaltty, m the second hxs,”

. y
a

; splntuahty In companng Kovalev and Chartkov one feels be 1t orly‘ B

‘.-fOr g'a ‘moment the absurdlty and 1mp0831b111ty of mans exlstence

" . I o - ' 4

.‘Annensku saw Gogols gloomy and dlscouraged attltude, as, evxdent m

";"ffPortret,,'"'.vtoj Z'have'~been,_ a reSult“.of hlS g'ro'wing‘a 'disencnantnten’tfﬁv.:v‘gr)i_»thf;

B W
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idealism-
Annenskii, however, expresses some doubts "as to “the

- appropriatness of his own way of interpreting Gogol's art:
A ved'" mozhet byt i to, chto zdes' proiavilsia |
o "‘vysshii ‘no  dlia nas “uzhe ne dostupnyx iumor
| tvoreniia, i chto muchltel naia dlia nas zagadka
cheloveka kak -nel'zia proshche reshaetsia v sfere -
vysshxkh kategom bytna 27 o ’

'A‘nnenskn, in commemeration“of the ‘50th‘ anniA‘versary ‘of Gogol's
death gave a speech Wthh was pubhshed in- 1902 Thxs speech can ben ,
v1ewed as a summary of Annenskus views . on Gogol Therem he_-;“
emphasrzes that‘“Gogols 1nfluence vyas felt both by his own land ‘future
:‘ generation's de’splte t-he fact that, in terms} of Ioutput, ‘-Gogol’ was 'not, a
prolific yvriter, ‘He argues that ,Gogol's idealism “"was .the maln"reason he '
had such an mfluence and it is for th1s reason that Annensku chooses

thlS ideallsm as the mam theme of hlS speech

Hist,_starti"ng“ omt is that of 1deallst1c phtlosophy, accordmg to"

whxch man 1s surrounded by two worlds the world of ObjeCtS and the |

3 ; . . . N o . Sy

world of 1deas.‘It 1s man alone who can attempt .to umte these two

L]

worlds. Ma_ S essentzal bemg is: determlned by _;ust how close he can R

K . P
‘(~<. . , . , “y

% on the world of 1deas



:
. ¢ ! "
~ Ta oblast’ zh1zm, gde veshch1 nalbolee pokorény
ideiami i gde ideal’ nyj mir zakhvatyvaet nas vsego
" polnee, blagodaria tomu, chto on zakhuchen lish' v
obmanchivuiu, szmvolxcheskutu .obolochku
veshchestvennosti.,. nazyvaetsia 1skusstv'o.m.28 o

Annenskii's statement suggests that each human being should have as

4 : ] . , o ! o I

his aim a striving towards the' ideal, but it. is ‘art, especially . verbal’ ‘art.
which has’ this striving as its quintessential quality and purpose: "Iz

vsekh ‘iskusstv poeziia iavliaetsia samym obrazovatel'nym; i ona
tesneg vsekh sviazana s ~umstyennoi i nravstvennoi zhizn'iu
;ehelovek‘a;"%‘g' ! o S . - ‘

"

‘I‘

Annenskii further expounds' his views' by drawing. attention .to'

1
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the materialistic and idealistic. sides of poetry. He sees the idealis'ti’c_mas“

comstantly’ changing, both in time and space, while the materialistic

‘remains comstapt. . ' ) . '

He is convinced that Gogol's charactérs have managed to *

NERE

syurvivev,;\, because they ‘are represematives'c;f this ideali‘stic"t‘rend" ie.,

they are symbols of Gogols own’ 1d’eals Any contemporgry percepuon i

'fof ‘le xdeal ‘or. non matenal m Gogols art 1s condmoned by h

'

'changes whxch have taken place m the mterpreta;mn of hlS art. smce

‘his-f

wn. time. | Gong"s.‘idealiSm' .c,l"e.v‘eloped " g’ra,d.ua‘l‘ly ep‘d; ‘i'n‘- w..gu\ vdefin‘ed“a_’--‘: S



\

[ I

- .- \

* .
’

~ N . ‘. ’ '
stages. In the’ Vechera,,, the demonic appears in the world of beauty
sylmbolised by péasant life in the Ukraine. Though Gogol's treatment is

. folkloric, each "of the stories .can be seen as having . as its base the

" theme of the intrusion df the deﬁic into the realm of the beautiful,

~

. i - N - . .‘ N
where ‘it attempts to destroy harmony. This demonic intrusion is  at
! [ ) ' 2

. . " '

"‘his point, however, less than frightening, for the events occur within

the framework of the folk: tale.
. - (\ R i . ’
Annenskii sees  the .next step in the *development of Gogol's

-idealism as being the portrayal of love, which already contains within
: / ol .

”

. . ’;“ . ' . }' . L ‘. .
jt Gogol's perception of a frightening power for the disintegration of

“harmony and idéal love. This might be Seen in Taras BuPba where

Taras’s love for his homeland is in Annenskii's words not just heroic

at - .
H ! .

and grand, bul also ‘cruel: "...liubov, konechno, i geroichna, i
- ' ’/ - . ‘ !

velichestvenna, no Gogol' ne gkryl ot nas vsei zhestokosti ee':

“Yelichiia."30

. ‘}-{ B | LY . . ‘ .

.&ff “*In "Vii" - and. "Portret” Anne
| ' L \ R . \

“torally svictorious. "Vii" is, for example, the conceptualisation of ' the

»
!

i finds that evil ds already

v
\

earthbound and purely physical natureof “man, the embodifent of

~
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passions untied to- moral and intellectual restraints, The struggle



between Khoma Brut and the witch " is a symbol of the struggle

between the worlds_‘;of good and evil. This climaxes in the contrast

S y RS
between the events of night and day,

Annenskii's final article on Gagol was "Estetika/"Me.rtvykh dush

“iee nasledie," which. can be regarded not only as Annenskii's view of

-

| . o . ' C
the epitome of the aesthetic approach in a work of art,. but also as

. " .>.'.\' N “ ' ' ' - ' ' - ) ’ ‘ N . . 4
Gogol's final confession of his earlier emphasis on the ethical role of an

artistic work.¥

Annenskii begins; his argument with a discussion of 'man's dual
‘ v o -

nature. There are two persons in ‘man, he argues. One is tangible and

)

rea‘liable“ in ‘vqicAe, ciolour, pI)Se, moverheﬁt, size, la,u,gh‘telr, étc.;Athe other
is a mygtery “which carries _w_ithir; .i'tself an ‘indivivsiblfl: and
lincommunicable selfitqod. ‘The fir'st.p‘ersc'm eats, lsleeps‘ aﬁd- fuﬁCtibns
in an eVeryday environment, but it is ‘only the‘seco.nd which - can

respond to' moral demands. In' Annenskii's opinion Gogol destroyed the

’

connection . between these -two sides of man's being and this. resulted

o 8 o
in an_ astonishing domiffance of the physical

a

selfhood. Moredver,_'the.intangible_is ‘completely vanquished, and thus

‘the predominantly physical reigns supreme in Gogol's literature - and

over the indivisible
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relishes in its total victory.
Man's physical character becomes so dominant that even the

normal  human shape is changed into grotesque imitations of a normal

part of the body. One does not regard a Gogolian character. as a human

entity, but sees him in terms of the partial, as hair,. lips, eyebrows,
qdour, stomach, etc, and this, Annenskii argues, elicts fear and loathing

in the reader.

In this process Annenskii sees a self-sacrifice on Gogol's part;

for Gogol felt the need to show, at great personal cost, thé'vabyss which

separates the ideal and physical worlds. It was Gogol who took a major

-step towards the depiction‘ofAtt”le' physical, and in doing so, he

emphasized meaning instead of form, thereby ‘creating true art:
' | ' R

; [
i
\

Chtowby bylo s nashej literaturoj, esli by on odin za
} vsekh nas ne pod ial kogda-to etogo bremeni i
" etoi muki i ne okunul v bezdonnuiu " telesnost’
nashego stol' eshche robkogo, to rassuditel'nogo,
to zhemannogo, pust’ dazhe osiianno-vozdushnogo
‘pushkinskogo slova.31 “

~Annenskii's st’iitements in his“"‘earlier article, "Chto takoe ’

poeziia?" could also be relatcd to his analy31s of Gogol when he

stresses’ that he has ‘no desxre tommpose hlS mterpretauons on others

77



LY

In his views-on Gogol Annenskii sought only to give voice to his own

impressions, which are based both on his studies of and reactions to.

Gogol's art.

As " a final remafk, Annenskii stresses Gogol's ‘all-c.mbraéing v

influence on the fgér;\éf\zliﬁm ‘follcSWirl‘g the. so-called "Go'go.l-pcriod," for
G‘o‘gol's work continued to live during the succeeding decades..‘\Nritcrs
~learned frofn Gc;gpl and followed in h‘is path by adding new comeqt
and nuzinces‘, to . the Gogolian heritage. Thus

\

Devushkin already demands sym'pathy and for.gi‘vness for . himself;
Goncharov learned from Gogol how to see ‘tl.ﬁngs;‘ Ostrovskii lvearned
how to listen to the people; and ' Pisemskii éhangéd .Gogdl's aesthetic

sensitivity into cynicism. .

t
L ]

While admitting that the' peogle were frightened of Gogol's

'characters, Annenskii sees Gogol's significance in leaving behind:

. .

"...dve zavetnykh, gogolevskikh mysli. Pervaia - ia
budu sam soboiu.” Vtoraia' - ia budu liubit' odnu
~zagadku, tol'ko -odiu, tu, s kotoroi ia rodilsia,
 zagadku moei roi:liny.32 T o o

E3

Dostoevskii's: Makar



b - IV. Vasilii Gippius on Gogol's Three Idylls
Around the time when Formalism wa’s locked in Iits"l”c')‘sing battle
with Mérxi_st cr'i't‘icism,.V. V. Gippius began to publish on' Gogol's art.
After some attempts at writing pbetry and translating such writers as
Horace, Novalis, Moli¢re, Tieck and ‘Heine, Gippius devoted his life to |

scholarly pursuits and criticism. of nineteenth century Russian

literature, and of Gogol in particulz'lr.l His major works on Gogol were
‘t . “ . )
published between 1924 and 1936, but it is his first work, entitled

Gopol (1924), which ensures him a prominent place in- Gogol
“scholarship.

As was mentioned earlier, it is very significant that Gippius
does not_ attempt to interpret Gogol. one:si.dedly in this book. In his |
foreword he clearly Aexp‘resses this:’

P'rotivorec'hie” Lnezhdu ] Gogolem-realistom i
Gogolem-romantikom, Gogolem-oblichitelem i
'Gogolem-reaktsignerom, Gogolem-iumoristom. i
'Gogolem-propovefinikom ne ustraneny i etimi
- rabotami . . . /voprosy skoree staviatsia, chem
‘reshaiutsia."2 o e R

v

In his later works,\however, ‘Gippius, in an attempt .to .trim_his
literary - sails  to the prevailing political . and ideological wind of the

. . SRS . PR

LC
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1930's, does a compléte volte-face -on h‘is’earlier ooinions of Gogol's
art.3 Accordmg to G M Fridlender, "V. V thptus schxtal €go [hlS‘ first |
'study of . Gogol] ustareyshlm i s metodologxcheskot i s fakucheskm
‘tochek zrenii."‘4 | | |

Howevet, Fr'idlender avoids men'tion:ingw'that‘ as’ide"from | the’
eriteri.a he- cited.;. thete is a ‘third' ‘one of 'no‘ less- signi‘fieanee, .the
ideological ah;toach' to Gogoll's art. For Gippius begins: his stuvdy,
"TvOrcheskii-'Put' Gogolia" with‘ cliches reflecting the' current Soviet -

ideology:5 -

\% mesto = Pushkina = Gogol' iavilsia
0snovo- polozhmkom krltlcheskogo realizma v

~ russkoi literature. . Imia ‘Gogolia. ‘bylo- znamenem
revoliutsionnoi - Rossii & . . V. glukhie gody.
krepostmcheskogo mkolaevskogo rezhima Gogol‘ S
strashnoi siloi oblichal pomeshchxkov tsarskikh .
chmovmkov i prlobretatelex6 ' '

“ . o

It 1s hard to belleve that Cnpplus could have undergone such a
‘total 1deologlcal change m less than i decade Since Glpplus as‘;
. offered and took a posmon at the"’Pushkmsku Dom in 1932 and was

later appomted to a professorshlp at Lemngrad Umversuy,, these‘_y“,ff"
T”:‘- - . :

_,changes were, at the very least systemlc and were probably due amors_”"f o

‘.’\<

%

to expedlency and the destre tto surv:ve than to a genulne‘;v.-!f‘.";”;"'

.
¥ .'-‘l



' ‘re-eya‘luati‘on. ‘o‘fl his ‘lit.e,ra'ry yalu‘e‘s.“ This‘ helps to: ex.plai'n-‘ why E}ippiu‘s'
- more. blatant volte faces altgn themselves with the tenets of Soc1allst‘
“Reallsm &ﬁthe l9203 however Glpblus had‘ provxded a vhrghly; B
' objectlve v1ew of Gogols art, one that was untrammelled by polmcal
'c.on51deratrons. | | | |
' '-"Gli.‘]’)piusi m a most origina'l‘myan\ner;._divl.idles ’Gogol's.‘ artistle
de\'}elobment into. pe_rilovds which he lab‘els "'idyll.s." These 1dylls .ar\e,‘ ‘in,‘ |
his .opinion; elosely vlinked “to -t)ers'onjalvand‘ artistic turning .points in
:'f-"f;Gogol's llfeThe .idylls are. synonymous with the' life-sty‘le‘ ol' the small
‘ land-owner “ Whlle e"mphasi;ing that thlS was"Gog'ol'sg‘ heritage, "(~}.ippius

believes - that, Gogol himself remained' unaware. of the power of its.
‘.'mfluence The more Gogol trted to break away from this mdxgenous )

flnfluen\ce the more he fell under 1ts sway lt was in thlS way, Grpplus

_sugg‘e'stS, that the dramattc-antagomsm.whtch may be traced

s

throughout the course of Gogol‘s lee was created Tlns byue theory
Z'Viforms the only common ground between GlpplUS»‘and Pereverzev 72_',‘
However thxs theory, forms the 4fttters whole argument Z whlle"v’ffj';f

ithptus feels that 1t ts 1mportant to. examme more extensxve sourcesf_

and ﬁmfluenCes whlch helped to shape' Gogol's art He beheves‘ that.'?".'f



Gogols work is better understood if placed in.a well deftned ltterary N

-‘and htstoncal perspectrve In thxs Glpplus shared in the - thmkmg of‘
' the formahsts and others close to them )

Gogol's 'first idy'll,1 according' to Gippius,' ',wa,s‘- that of a small

_ provincial; dilettante. lan_d-owrting family, one: whose outlook _mi‘ght“

best be viewed .as semi-religious. While trying to trace Gogol's

religioUS ‘7"'Weltanschauung',",j:.Giopitts" empha'sizes (élready ‘at’ the

-begir'min\'g..of hisfstudy‘)‘ . that Gogols youthful rehglous experlences ‘

were only the result - of the superflcral and external mamfestattons of

the church‘, ,expenences, whlch did not 'satisfy GOgol, a'nd toward which'*' “

he. had'a critical att_itude. Gipp‘itxs c1tes an 1833 letter from Gogol to |

_‘ hrs mother to 1llustrate the allegedly superfrcral spe;ctac*le,.based:f‘ .

nature,of ‘Gogols pzety, m the»set early years.: el
-"IVnushtte ei ‘(sestre) pravrla relrgu - Eto t?undament
..~ vsego. - Eto’" nemnogo “tozhe sdelaet. dobra, esli ona’
" budet besprestanno khodtt v tserkov'. Tam “dlia”
' vdmatl ‘tozhe * vse. nepomatno m 1azyk ni- obrrady

iOna pnvyknet glladet na eto, kak na. komednu8 com

"Grppms evrdence however hardly supports a case for Gogol betng‘-',"_;[ﬁi\:

{:negauvely dlsposed to rehglon and does not accord well wrth the,_jl"f{"..i

! ‘-«u.

‘{‘rehglosuy of GOEOI'S later yearsa



prplus beheved that Gogols development was especxally

I

‘shaped by hlS fathers work as a wnter and that many of the elder

,‘Gogol s "sources and't‘echniques vwere';_to beu‘i‘ncorporated”into his son's

later ‘.artistic achiev'ements.‘ ‘

For Grppius Gogol‘ \is a highly emotional ‘ egocentri'c‘ individual :
w’) was, even in the provmcral ‘and medrocre atmosphere of hrs carly

'

sc,hoolv years m Nezhm, becoming aware 'of hisunique ‘po‘tential ‘as a

v

wrlter Addmonally, however nalvely and paradoxrcally, Gogol was .
‘already becommg convmced that h1s lrfes work in the government
“‘servrce‘ would brmg h1m fame because of 1ts 1mportance ‘ This 'vision‘_ o

‘of herorc govemment servrce can be seen as the result of Gogols

.

" ,’youthful ldeals and s’trange egocentrlc personalrty9 Of course Gogol s :"_e' ;

"vague grandlose fantasres were 1mmed1atelyr _}dashed upon hxs arrlvalv .

?i'

in’, St Petersburg where government ser;vrce eluded hrm and hrs

-f’hterary debut brought h1m only blttér drsappomtment [ f.~




\
,
1.

,,Gants' ultimate _decision, ,Gippiero%inds that tqris' work _‘ref‘lects‘ ‘Gvogolﬂ's‘

b o
+

ou/n personalxty, for it was Gogol hlmself who was' trymg to tﬁ'\d &x

. answer to t@ questlon. SR &

o " Ne luchshe I' v tishine ukromnm
'~ Po poliu zhizni. protekat . ﬁ
L Sem'ei dovol' stvovat'sia skromnoi = e
- I shumu sveta ne. vmmat”10 L \ | |
‘The answer is yes, it is ‘"luchshe,‘" and “‘Gippi‘us ‘believes. that ‘Gogol

"réturns to ‘his idyll ‘over and over ‘ag‘ain, fon".f;'l"it would seem from Gogol's
| bi'Ogr'aphy: tha‘t, a‘fte_r his first defeat“ ianetersbu'r_g',*he‘ was unable' to.

Y

~come to terms w1th the urban world around h1m Thrs 1dyll accordrng%'

to Grppxus represented for hlm a refuge to whxch he could escape in’

i

times -of“cnsts‘._' L e

' The failure  of Gogol's early ,ambitions -after his arrival in St.’
: P'e'ter‘sbur”g‘ (came' ‘at' a time when the‘,question\ o,f: th"e natu'r‘ev "of RuSSian o

natxonal 1dent1ty was assummg paramount 1mportance Attentron

W ‘ oL I R T

ow bemg focused on the past and 1ts tradmons a;_nd‘_u'a‘ hei‘ght‘ened?}--
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1 " -

background it s 'p‘e'r,haps then‘ not altoget'her' accidental that Gog“ol} -
'hlmself was mfluenced by the renewed mterest m L1ttle Russran or"l\‘
| Ukraxman‘ folklore.‘ Consequently, after‘ the.des’truétion of ”his' hope‘s 'fo‘r‘ \

‘a ‘career in . the pubhc servrce he could fmd solace and 1nsp1rat10n in

t

the redlscovery of hrs natlve Ukralman roots 12

,V y

: ‘Gippius consider‘s; that B
outcome. of this revival of folklore, and he' stresses ~Gogol's . originality -
L | , e o o -
‘in‘ combinin‘g{ elements from Ukrainian comedy, e.g. anecdotes, and
'puppet plays with the tr,a'di't‘ions, of folk literatur“c Glpprus ‘is*,

convmced that Gogol had learnt much from his father about the nature

L J

. Of'_. Ukrarnian 'QomCdieS, Wh‘lch . ‘

‘ . vyrosh iz’ traclitSu anekdotrchesklkh tip‘ovf"i.
'.anekdotlchesklkh /brodiachikh ', ﬁtotlvov kbtorye o

) ?;__razhclmym obrazom otrazrhs iv tzhlvshlkh uzhe
-.;‘mterlluduakh SNV ‘, bytovavshem ’ eshche,

v ukrainskom vertepe, A pervoosnove vertepa SRR

vnarodnykh anekdotakh skazkakh, pesnlakh lf',‘f‘.'.,;x»;

‘f':,}_f:nakonets, cherez .ikh-! posredstvo plsannor"‘f :
/%" ukrainskoi - hterature v pervm chetveru 19 go
] ’"“j"»"‘iill'i':veka kak raz ozh1v1vshe1s1a 13 R
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‘_‘particular Grpprus notes the 1mportance of L TlCCk and E. T A

»I‘Hoffman who combmed 1mages of the demomc wrth a sense of manst |

‘_"tragrc fate 3

y

: A's for' Vgghgra ,\,,' specrﬂcally, thplus admrts that it‘_con'tains

‘eatures based on rehgron K »HoweVer, he 'argues' that the

mtrusrom of the demonic and the exposure of the devxl dlsgutsed

BN

human ﬁorm appear in terms of myth and church rrtual but not 'as - an
Y j R o

‘expre»ssiOn;o'f Gogol's own religious ex_periences About Gogols own
' | % ) ' . " Sy .' :
‘ rellglous mclmauons he is cautrous in staung that* ‘o hchn‘om

v,v ‘ L 5

X 1

rrhrovozrenu Gogolra v etr gody net dannykh sudxt' ~15

'\'-

Grpplus é’ercexves all the stones in_ Veghera .. Aas vanauons on -

. -

a s1ngle Lﬂeme that of the demomc mcursron mto human exrstence

. P,'.'». . 4 . N .
.-“~‘» L 428 !

;"-‘vand the contmual battle agamst [hlS force Wthh gradually gams in

"B . LU, . L
[

r'vstrEngm as the struggle progresses The process of how the demomc:' L

-

stones, "Sorochmskala 1armarka" "'ari"d
;fego tetushka




- "Zakoldovannoe 'mesto." In .the love stories, “Maiskaia noch, .ili

. utoplennitsa” - gnd “Noch pered rozhdestvom,” , the contest between

“light and dafkness becomes much more fierce, and the pinnacle 'is
reached when the denionic gains.the upper'hand inusuch stories as
o B ) : ' ' . ' " : . ' ' Co
“+"Vecher nakanune Ivana Kupala":. and - Strashnala mest’ "16

oo o Coe )

LY

Gippius expresses doubt about - the: realistic- éle;nent in these .

| stoti;s;‘ | R — o
B dolzhny byt ogramcheny mverzhde&m)ia chto v
™ 1zobrazhenu, po. kramex _mere, starshego pokolenua
‘ - Gogol reahstlchen - (Kotl[iarevskii],
APerv[Pereverzev]) Uzhe v Vecherakh namecheny/
~ budushchie gxperbollcheskle karikatury Gogolia,
poka . v sil'noi zavisimosti = of_ ukrainskoi
komxcheskox tradltsu17 | I

prplus belleves that by followmg the dlctums of the. romantic

\ a'
P e I

,school Gogol sought mtumvely to . deplct an amsuc -rather than a B

natural_ reahty,” and he ‘,sces ;"ih catiéatures,, of : Véch'era* . the typlcal

°

87

‘ro,mant-ic characters of both forexgn and domestlc provenahce 18 o g

as a‘ be_ seen from his.collecnon Aﬂbﬁik.l.~ pubhshed at:- the begmmng*:"j_ﬂ;‘]'f‘:;;;-,‘;-':i



g . " [ .',’._‘ ,_“:' v“ { ' ‘ .

~ of 1‘835.19‘ Gippius a‘n‘alyze‘s i _Gogol's articﬁs “on aesthetics 'as‘“ af
t’mifie_d literary thle whxch grves an accurate prcture of Gogols

"

aesthetrc behcfs from 1831 to 1835 20

In "Skul'ptura, .zhr}iopis' .i‘muzy‘ka,'.' \Cogoi defines s‘cuipture.“

o

‘painting, and. music, the three branches’ of “the fine arts . as: "t .
prekrasnye tsaritsy . mira." Because of its abthty to 1llummate an

ideal  ahd hberate mankmd from' the confmes of everyday hfe Gogol
g,‘a'scri‘b'es to music the-:highest value, and conside‘r‘s- vit'irttrirtsic'al'ly

' necessary‘ _‘for“,t.he .w'orld.yzz ‘Here Gogol reﬂects the‘»z‘ieSthe’tics[ ’of‘ the

O |
t

- t

German romantlcs for whom mu51c .was the hrghest mamfestatlon of

Il

art As Glppms puts 1t .- ;’muzyka,!uncsiashchﬁia otlzerﬁl‘i, \ 'inye ‘mirvy.v‘
byla dha mkh sovershennexshlm 1skusstvom‘2’3ﬂ o « -
Gogol assrgns a very htgh place to sculpture and pamtm'g “as

well for they show \the creauon of 1deal beauty in manklnd In hlS

arﬁcle dfoslednu den Pompet he sees pat\ntmg as betng of equa,l{

-s‘1th sculpture Con51dermg Bnulovs art Gogol states U

~

Bnulova 1av11aet51a chelovek dha togé chtbby pokazat vsxu krasormv‘,f"“

9- o : . o
v "

svom vse verkhovnoe mashchestvo svoet pnrody "24 .:; LRI

,- l‘t‘

In hlS overall analysus of Gogol‘s aestheuc developmem, thptus



assigns great importance (o the dntluence of German romantic
aesthetics, according to which: "iskusstv‘o bylo -svérkllchuvs(vennym
otkrovcnieﬁl chisioi beskonechnosti, i'dz&kom. na kotorbm chelovek
govorit s bozhestvom,"2?

In his 1831 article, "Zhenshchina,” Gogol gives vent to similar

views, although he does not yet speak of artistic beauty, but tries to

T - c
express the spiritual divinity of female beauty;

Chto ghenshchina? lazyk bogov! . . . Ona poezijal
Ona mysl', a my tol'ko Voploshchenie ee v

deistvitel'nosti. Na nas gorial ee vpechatleniia, i A

chem sil'nee i chem v bol'shem ob"eme oni

otrazilis’, tem  vyshe i prekrasnee my
.0 -

stanovimsia.2®

——

According to Gippius, this, ideally beautiful woman is eifidem" in the

depiction of the Cossack’s daughter in "Vii," although she is already
being' infiltrated by demonic powers and brings ruin to the people
around her (but then thi§, too, is. consistent with the essay's termisfg
woman the demonic creature of Zeus.) |

Gippius finds that the most recurring theme in Gogol's work of
this period (1831-35) is th; tragic fate of beaut‘y, the world's highest

value. In "Nevskii prospekt” and "Vii" the beautiful is represented by

its female manifestation. However, because this beauty is spoiled (in

89
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"Nevskii prospekt™) the artist, for whose jconsciousness it was so vital,

"

also perishes, for man's aesthetic sense is unable to survive the

~

A

destruction of his ideal. Gippius' even goes so far as to call Piskarev the

- > .

first 'decadent of Russian literature, since he chooses imaginatibn over |

.

reality: "Otritsaia deistvitel'nost vo imia voobrazheniia, Piskarev.

pitaet svoe voobrazhenie narkotikami i etim predskazyaet dal'neishie

putt 1 pereputia esteticheskogo illuzionizma v Evrope .

In "Portret" Gippius further develops his aesthetic argument by

claiming that demonic forces are out to destroy beauty as embodied

v

in artistic_credtion. It seems that the way.-Gogol explores his own

.

. aesthetic views in this story puzzles Gippius, who was unable to fit it
neatly into his overall plan, and found in it elements which disagreed
with ~a uniform interpretation. Gippius admits that the story

introduces. the presence of a universal demonic/demonicheskoe,

N

"

which:

He also recognizes in Gogol an emérging religiosity, but only in so far

as’ it is dependent _upon an appreciation of the aesthetic. It is

somewhat contrédictory that, while Gippius has downplayed the

religious content of Gogol's work for this period, his concludin
: . g s €O 8

dolzhno byt' pobezhdeno vo vsem mire - kak mirovoe zlo."28 .

90
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remark: "estetichesl\joe sqznanie . . . uzhe zad‘cvael sos_ednie"sfcgy
psil\hik‘i,”‘29 is clearly relatqbfc to .pcligion (lhrqggh i(s}v.‘qssociation,
with Fathé‘r Grigorii, .the arti;t who strfxgglcs. with the the demon inhlan
~ attempt to ovcrcomek world evil.) | .- e

n "Vii‘."."'Neﬁvskii Prospekt” and "Portret” Gippius sees a link

4 A

with Vechera and Gogol's aesthetic articles. The présence of '(hc‘
‘mystical and‘.thc supernatural, as well as the use of elements

associated. with Ukrainian puppet plays, establish an affinity with

Vechera,.,, Gippius' argument is based on ‘Gogol's writings on
. | N | N .
desthetics ha%_iang been more or less contemporary with ~the
i ~§ B ‘9’3‘ : . - i
appearence of;% %,V;ghgrg .. and Mirgor collections. However, he
also notes thaMistinction between the two works, for in  Vechera .. it
PN ’ . A .
is man's"lifé which is invaded by the demonic, but in Mirgorod the

' A\
-

beautiful itself is threatened. .

3

In Vechera ... the comic is ‘constantly intertwined with the
demonic. A duality of theme and mood dominate the cycle, and this is
‘already evident from the first story, "Sorochinskaia iarmarka,” whase

endir‘lg' is . marked, by a sudden lapse into sadness. In "Vii" and "Nevskii

*
|

Prospekt,” however, the comic mixes with situations which are



; :
\
* ' D) o

' fundamentally tragic. In .‘Gippius' opinion this device -6f contrAst chas T

§

: ‘g - . ’ ) . . - ! .
‘its roots both in Gogol's individualism and in a dualism. inherent in the . !

late romantic tradition. Therein, the existential world and its

A -

inhabitants were low and ugly (and comic) by comparison with the .
artist and his ideal creations.3? Additionally, Gippius considers that

Gogol's dualism results from his ambivalence to_the cultural and social
31, . ‘ ) .

El
&+

7 mores of t;is day.

A5
This was already evident in "Gans Kiukhelgartgn" wh(;, despite
'his “high, 'albeit \)ain"aspirgtions, decides to retqrh. to ;he‘ world from
which ﬁe 'had fried to escape. The world ip question is that of the
small landowners in’ "Starosvetskie pomeshchiki” which, accofding to
Gippius, represeated Gogol's seconld, id’y‘ll‘, and the apogeep of that vein
in his- w'orks.3.2 Gippius regards this story, with its bucolic sméliq
landowner society, as Gogol's: own.idealilzed réfuge, aﬁ escape from his
o§vn strugg\lekAwhich. found' expression in: his works as a battle against ¥

. . . |
the intrusion of the demonic into the realms of everyday life and .

N

beauty. : \ ‘ -

This idealized world of the mid:1830's,  Gippius einghasizes,, has*

no ideological basis, and ,it cannot be regarded as 'foreshadowing“



i
LN
v

Gogol's glater‘aesthetic' and philo‘sophicalv viewé‘ which will be

1dcologlcally grounded For Glpplus it is 51mply a qucstxon of Gogol :

bemg still very strongly attached to those social and cultural roots

from which he‘ was also dcsperately"attempting to e.sc'ape.33

A
[

B ‘ 1 - L .
* Gippius finds that when Gogol moyes the settings of his stories

- s -

to contemporary St. Petersburg, théglatter appears in an unreal light;
' '. " '
"Impressionisticheskie obrazy samoi priblizitel'nost'iu ochertanij
P .o \\ o . ", §
priblizhaiutsia "k karikaturg, ‘otkuda 'nedaleko do fantastiki."34

Gippius emphasizes that Gogol, in his Petersburg stories and in his

<

plays, introduces plots, characters, and situations which were not dealt

with in the earlier Vechera ... stories. This new line coné€ntrates oh

‘the officialdom of St. Petersburg and th;n spreads to include that of

-

‘the Russian provinces.

§
Among the stories which have civil servants as +their main

| ' oo !
characters, one of the central themes is that of insanity induced by

- ambition. ‘In an unfinished work "Vladimir 3-i, stepeni,” *Gogol

B . B N
N \

describes a -character '“_/h‘oso ~insanity‘ is the direct” résult of his

o

i o . SR
: - o : . N o
ambition,” which in this case is his desire to obtain " an a\bz\ird. His

y !

insanity reaches such a height that his own p}érsdnali‘ty. is : swallowed

o~
Y.
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. up by the physical presence of this orden and he‘ceasgswto exist._ ‘,J)’l

i . " "'" . . \‘ ' M . . ‘
Kovalev in "Nos" represents, the lowest level,of‘umamty, for "he lacks

even the smallest modicum of the dreams and ideals possessed ‘by

Poprishchin in "Zapiski sumashchcd’éhego,' nor does he possess thes
’ s

l‘ '“.

madly inspired ambition of Barsukov in "Vladimir 3-i stepeni.” His

desired Achievements are all of a very low nature: to be called a
’ .

major, to dress well, to flirt, etc....

Gippius' observations .in connection with Gogol's, depictions of

'

civil servants are especially -well expres€d| in connection with"

‘ T .
Poprishchin's  ambitions. He finds that it was Roprishchin alone who

[

- realized that his dreams and ideals were unrealizable because of social
¥ 1 : -

factors. Without giving these undue emphasis, Gogol does introduce

A

‘them, along with personal emotions into this story of unreqixiteg love.

! ‘ - - ‘ - X - .‘ -
I<atér‘in 1835 Gogol wrote his comedy. masterpne‘;@e,:Rewzor.

- . » - i > . 1;?- - '
Gippius sees this work as.a major turning . point both 'in~ Gogol's
personal life and in his art. Significantly, it was .at this, pimé that he
began to relate his work as a writer to a personal mission --notably ‘to-

fulfilling the role "of a comic author. Gogol felt that a good influence
. . - » LE
y‘[fg'.h\t be exerted upon society through the medium of laughter:



A% B;v:zg;g ia re/hxlsm sobrat’ v odnu kuchu vse
durnoe v Rossii, \al\oc -ia togda’ znal, vse
S nespr&vedlxvosm kakie delalutsm v tekh mestakh i
Vv . tekh sluchaiakh, gde bol' she vsego trebuetsia ot
cheloveka spravedlivosti, 'i za odnim razom

posmeiatsia nad vsem.3 5

In.his _Aviorskaia ispoved' Gogol implies that the comic in his

S . , :
earlier wdrks, i.e., before Revizor was necessary only as self-

- diversion: S

A

Na menia nakhodili pripadki toski, mne samomu
. neobasnimoi, kotoraia proxskhodxla 'mozhet byt’, ot
moego boleznennogo. sostoianiia. Chtoby razvlekat'
_sebia samogo, ia pndumyval sebe vse smeshnoe,
chto tr&ko mog vyduriat' . . . vovse ne ‘zabotias' o
tom, zachem eto, dlia ‘chcgo i komq ot etogo vyidet
kakaia po]'za. 36 '

A Y
' ;

Gippius, however, does‘.hot accept this- €xplanation. ~He sees in

-

the works written by'.G'og'ol in the years 1831-“3\5 .more than a

carefree, spontaneous laughter -which Gogol ‘had associated with pure

~

amusement. For Gippius, these works show Gogol as having reached.

an extremely high stage of aesthetic 'self-awereness. It is only in‘thé

‘tyo stories, "Shpon'ka” and "Povést’ o tom...
] . . . .

abodi laug‘hter has any rclevancc. for Gippius.‘37

Gogols earher works than 'pure amuSement, he does a’grcc that

\ : .
that ‘Gogol's statement

While Glppms argues that much more was. .at issue m most. of

95
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Revizor marks a major stage in Gogols art/;rc\deUpmen} It is in
connection w1th this play that Gogol undergoes a new transformatlon
This is the beginning .of Gogol's' new\ 'profile ie., the moralizing'

mdrvrduahst whrch further mcreases the complexrty of his already
. _ ‘ ~\ : L . .
dominant personal aesthetic proflle38 3 ‘_ o o

A

It ‘should be noted that Gogol had already touched upon the

moral influence of art in, "P,ortret"‘ and in the essays from Arabgg_lgg,

where, for example, in hrs drscussron of musrc he stfesses its power

as having a positive effect on even the most callous mercenary:

. *
Y

Pust', pri mogushcheétvennorn udare - smycha
tvoego, smiatennaia‘ dusha grabitelia pochuvstvuet,
khotia na‘' -mig, ugryzeme sovesti, spekuliator
rasteriaet svoi raschety, besstydstvo i naglost' i

nevol'no vyronit slezu pred sozdanrem talanta.
.* ne ostavhar nas, bozhestvo nashe'39

.‘ \-/.- '

_In his dlscussron of Rgvrzg Grpp;us consnders in some dep

traditions and develOpment of Russian ‘comedy, which he —se"es as an
‘ “ o . o . ‘

outgrowth of the ‘French] classical"“ traditi'o‘nv" of Mollere and

.Beaumarchais'.‘ He fmds thelr comlc mﬂuence (mvolvmg the farc1call

devrces of both French natronal comedy and commedza dell’ drte) sull‘,

}dxs.cernl,ble -.‘m the f1rst-‘ of the mneteenth century, when’

vaudevxlle dommated the Russ1an sage thle Gogol borrowed many-‘ﬁ%'n B
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of the elements of farce from this tradition,’ he also inxroduced into hns

v’

v ’ ?l
plays‘elements oﬂ»the Ukrainian, puppet theatre wrth which he had

been in more direct contact. 40 Furthermore Gogol'could call upon

4 Ca .

recen‘t ‘achievements in the hea’vily dialogized societal comedies
N . ' T “ ' ‘-~ . \I‘ ‘
‘(svetskaia‘ razgovornaia komediia) of - Russian writers like Griboedov,

-

Shakhovskoi and Zagoskm a1 ! . o o . !

‘What ’Gippius fmds original in Gogol's pl’ay was Lt,hatA he:

0

combmed both the elemens of chance misuhderstznding SO common

¥ - ‘ A”
to comedy with a cpnscrous ‘deception on the ‘part of an imposter

(Khlestakov movin"g from an unwittin’g' beneficiary of - a

misunderstanding, to a conscious exploiter of the situation). Gogol's

transformation of a typical comic’ archtype,< the liar, into a fantasist: -

for_this is what Khlestako‘v is - is also 'novel. v

Another featuije in Gogoy's comedy whrch Gippius consrders

worthy of notice 1s that both hlS settmgs and hlS characters are highly‘

| 1mag1nary. His characters are not portrayals.‘of'r_eal people,'but artis_tic’

creations of certain types drawn from real life and refracted through

the prism of the author's .mind. Gippius is strongly convinced that

S o

¥

Gogol doés not want to depict virtuous heroes - for. there is not a

M

ot "

&
g
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'srngle posmve character in the play, another hnghly onotnal feature of‘

‘the work —rand- that h does‘ not deman‘d from his characters any

‘ vdeg‘ree of - verisimilitude. Instead ‘Gogol retlfats the despicable and the

insignificant, for' it was part of his task to expose these vices in society.

\

- Additionally, “while Gogol ~adhered to many _traditions “of

.classigal theatre, he rejected one of its main features, that of the love

intrigue.” Gippius’ sees an explanation for the absence of this tradition

L. ' ' } .“ ~. . . V. s . . e .
in Gogol's -belief in his self-proclaimed mission as a ¢omic writer, for

whom social Sjgnificance w‘as especfally‘ important.,4~2'1'rfdeed, ‘Gogol

| .
. L

believed that laughter could have a. moral effect, that it could reform.

mankind, or as Gippius puts it:
' &

. '[Gogol] v polovme 30-kh godov . . . rassch\tyvaet ‘
' bol'she vsego na silu vysokogo i tonkogo uma,
kotoryi dolzheh sozdat’ smekh "elektrichegkii,
zhivitel'nyi,” raznesti “"po vsem nervam
osvezhaiushchego ' naslazhdeniia" i etoi svoei’
es'tetich‘eskoi de‘istvennost'iu pr01zvest1 . effekt .
moral'nyi 1spravrt" cheioveka 43.. | T

Rw_q_ did not fulflll Gogols expectatrons and so, fbr theﬂ,

98

second trme ‘he - departed the scene of his shattered hopes ’the perxod, )

‘in hlS lee followmg thlS fallure is generally consrdered the time when,

v

hlS a‘estheucal development reached 1ts peak Gogols SOJourn m Italyl
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was to a great extent responsrble for thts behef and thptus belteves,

.;' R

regarded ‘as Te fullest expression of the aesthetic . awareness Gogol

developed in the 18305 Gogol was preoccupred with the questton‘

v

"vsiakii li material vozrnozhen dlia l(hudoznil(a‘?"44 Gippius believes

that Gogol's answer to this was yes, but as a result of his aesthetic -

development, Gogol now lays emphasis’on the fact that:

Iskustvo B svet, ozartaiushchii- wzhasnuiu
deistvitel'nost’, i etot svet, -- visshaia tsennost' v
mire, oslozhniaetsia novym zadamem sdelat’ etot
~ svet - svetom nuzhnym dlra vsekh liudei, ne dlia
odnogo khudozhmka 45 o / ’

/o
/o

It was in 'ROme als‘o 'that» G/ogo_l's _eaﬁier solipsistic .

\ ) /
/ -

individualism begins to have a greater effect on his moralizing stance-

—-—

According to Gippius ' this tendency

3

J

when he was preparing .to leave Russid in '1836,' by ‘which time @gol

allegedly" saw  himself, if only snbcnscio‘usly‘, as the chosen ‘arbiter of .

Rnssia's : spirituél - development.
" his earlier‘wri'tings' as - beiflg due to the . growth ‘in - this moral

L
_messianism.

- USRS

The 'messianism. is/ also to .be seen, for example, in having the.

“thar "Rim wrrtten after three’ years i‘n~~thc-j”Eternal City" can,"be-

.‘ippi'us ‘explains ‘,G‘o'gol's reworking‘: of

as~clearly noticable in~,‘G‘ogol‘, -
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important perron. “in "'Shin"el"v be punished’ by having his coat. stolen,

be'cause .he_failed to meet his’ mora'l'obliga‘tions to Bashmachl;in‘,‘4§ It
wgs this® moral messianism which Gippius finds "responsible for leading"
‘ . \ o . -
Gogol to his third 1dyll but before he was to expenence this, Gogol cwas

1 yet to wnte hrs most famous work Met ye dgg hi where in G\pprus

oprmon Gogol chose to write" about a llfestyle w1th Wthh he was quite
/ ¥ , ’ ' '

“unfamiliar, that of provincial Russia.*7

-
2

- One would expect that, since Mertvye dush1 1s Gogols most

™~

| srgmfrcant work' of art, Glpprus would devote a lot of attentron to 1rs

'c,haracters and plot.‘, This is hOwever, not the case. Whlle Gippius'

',treatment of these is nol 1nsubstant1al his drscussron of the poema is

4

subordxnate to his overall aim» of giving' an‘ accurate plcture of Gogols
artrstlcrand personal development He considers that Mertvye dush1 is

the hlghest.step.in this develOpment, but at this level Gogol had

trans"’cended real life. He sees his own creauons as- amusmg or temble '

N

cartcatures w1th whrch he can ﬁnd no common ground

—_—

It 1s to thplus credrt that unlrke Belmsku and hxs followers
(who saw in the poema the htghest level of Gogols realtstzc deptcuon
. . “ Co . ‘, . .

of llfe and socml ills) he trted to avmd gwmg a one- 51ded analysrs of
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Gogols work In Glpplus op1mon up to the tlme when Gogol started .
o+ . |

writing - MQ[I yg dush he could have moved i

vdxrecuons ‘ . .

one "of' three 'poss‘ibl‘e .

"

Pervaia - - sozdavat' ‘ide‘al'nye‘ otr shennye fie tol'ko
ot soyremennosti \no i voobshche ot deistvitel'noi
. 4 zhizni- - miry... | Vtoraia ' - 1dea1121roy,a{, .
romantizirovat’' dexstvntel nost’. “'Tr‘et‘i?a |
' vozmozhnost' - prouvopostavn zhxzm 'S'r‘neshn‘bi‘
e strdshno‘i‘ svoiu, podmavshunusxa nad nei 7
li€hnost' fi s ‘vysoty lichnogo samosoznaniia (
. izobrazhat® iavleniia - zhizni, kak, “smeshnye «ili = = @
. strashnyeu‘karlkatur"" 48 ’ |
. . ! ‘ ) k e ’ i | li ! > ' RPPSE
.. In Gogol-‘s choice, i.e., ‘Ehe thlrd dxrectlon, Glpplus sees the
\ ‘ ‘ Gr« ‘ : , N L
eSSence of Gogols reallsm a rezﬁlsm Wthh never . ceased : being

roma‘ntic. 'Gippius attributes 'Gogol's realistically inélined" romanticism

¢

to the author's close ties with the traditions of Ukrainian comedy, his -

own 'psychological‘ characteristics and Pushkin's ,in‘ﬂuence.‘49‘ . B

i

Before consxdermg the whole of Mertvye dush1 in fhe hght of 3‘,

:.r"
)

Gogols aestheuc views, Glpplus glves a detaﬂed pxcture of construable

, I g P

connecuons__betw‘ee_n the poema and “both ,fo’reign' ‘ann& domestic .
11terary tradmons

)

kae ggvgzgr Mgrtvxg gusg was based on ‘a mlgratory

I ——

“anecdote Apart from the ttadmons Jof the X\fravel novel (Retsa,rroman)

‘a
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»

and the picaresque novel (Ron Quixote stood as a very significant
example of the two) Gogol's poema can be projected against ll\

backdrop of Narezhnyi's and Bulgarin's picaresque novels. However,

..
—_——

Y .
Gippius sees $imilarities between Gogol's poema and - these examples

only int the most general way. Gogol ~omits the intricacies of plo
. !

required by the traditions of the adventure novels, so Mertvve dushi

became a ".., roman odnoi avamiury."50 Furthermore, Gippius argues

that, just as im Revizor, Gogol omits any meaningful.love intrigue,

’

Gippius claims that the fundamental motivating force behind

Mertvye dushi had its origin in Gogol's sense of self-awareness

fsa-mosoznanie)‘which, beginning with  his early school years in
Nezhin, involved Gogol's sense of being superior to the people and

the life around him. Through Gogol's aestheticism, this self-awareness

1
developed into ap_all-embracing moralism which is expressed through

the poema.. As a result of this moral awareness Gogol did not depict

therein .characters in the normal 'sense of that word, but

“sushchestvovateli” or vegetators - what Gippius calls a "sborishche .

urod_bv" of assemblage of freaks. Throughout the poema Gogol

introduces vegetators  from the lowest levels of human life whose

v
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main characteristic is that of a self-satisfied visceral behavior.
While examining Gogol's characters, Gippius finds in their world

' ‘ -9

- \ ) . )
two. types of banality: one is fundamentally static or devoid of
movement, the other.is dynamic, this being the one in which Gippius
finds the essence of G})‘gol'sAbran_d ‘of comeﬁy.51 Any dynamism the
work contains is illusory, because the ambitions and desires of

L 4
vegetators are extremely limited and easily satisfied. Gogol's

»
T

characters yearn for "ﬁighcr pursuits” which are merely physiological,
i.e,, satisfaction with good food, clothing, domestic comfort, ra.nk.
decoration, etc. Gippius rightly states that these elemental forhs (‘)f‘a
purely physiological striving or fulfilment are the only kind Gogol.'s
characters can possibly ”ll<r.10w: "Eti zhe -.elememarnye formy

\
-~ b

chisto-fiziologicheskogo estetizma, edinstvenno dosiupnogo etim
sushchestvovateliam..."2

To be sure, Gippius sees Gogol not only as a purely comic
writer, but as‘one who = occasionally steps beyond the comic and into
the genuinely tragic. As was mentioned earlier in connection with

Poprishchin, social concerns push physiology into the background, and

the "nichtozhnoe sushchestvovanie v tselom"53 appears in a different
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tfagic ‘lig‘h't to Gogol himself, )

1 Gippius finds that aéter Miﬂﬂ;_ﬂuim Gogol's extreme |
individualism took a nc;v path, anq l;is highly dc‘:velop‘c.d moralism led
him towards religion, As this moralism intensified, it; underwent a
stransformation, and thus the didactic was replaced b{ the prophetic,

the (eacﬁe_r having given way to thc‘ proselytiser. Goggl, who has

thoroughly‘ ensconced himself in religiosity, offers himseif as  the

S

chosen one who would lead his people on the quest for the beautiful.
& |

Vybrannye mesta is What Gippius regards as Gogol's third idyll, In

v

fact, Gippiuks considers it a purely literary work, which is the natural
and legitimate outcome of Gogol's idéological and aesthetic
‘dcvelopment.54
By this 'time, in Gippius' opinion, Gogél had completely outgrown
his former "aestheticism. In. the third idyll Giprins sees Gogol - striving
to find some justification for the "i'nsignificant peoplg: ,l‘1e had depicted
in-hisv~poer;za.. ’Gipp‘ius argués that Gogol t;ad always had very close
ties (even if ‘unconscioﬁsly) wiih the world c‘>‘f."existers" which he

himself had ridic;Jled and from which he had tried to break away. He

was rising above this milieu during the years of aestheticism and



105

moralism. Gippius is convinced that after Mertvye dushi Gogol (now

consciously) returned to his own traditions. He idealized these by

drawing ‘a picture of an idyllic domestic, social and political life of
‘morally transformed people, a life that was made into  a stronghold in

the battle against the devil, ‘ ,
. \
In the 1930's Gogol's religious turning point will be * explained
by "Gippius as being primarily due to social and communal conditions.

He also’ adduces such ideological influences as the religious idealism

»

of his friends, (e.g., Zhukovskii, Pletnev, and lazykov). Besides these
influéﬁcés, Gippius finds rthat Go;ol's living abroad, his consequent
isolation - from Russia, and the growth'_of SlaVOphili§m, all played an
important role in the further devclqp;nent of his religious

consciousness which- found expression in Vybrannye mesta R

Already in G.ipfjius's interpretation of Gogo'l\'s third idyll one can
' \

sense his later orientation, i.e., his emphasizing,the importance of the
‘ : ; \\ ,

1

L]

. o o ‘\' :
"social™ and ““communal” factors in man’s life. This is, however, not

~

surprisin'g; for it should be kept in mind that. Gippius' first monograph

on Gogol was after all a Soviet book, -albeit one from 1‘924.\“_

\



v Conclusion .

Having Déxamined the three foregoing diverse interpretations of
Gogol's work, one could ask the question: whos¢ interpretation  should -
be accepted as the most co-rrect; or which one of them is more in
accordance with‘the essekncev of Gogoi's work? The; fact that Gogol's
ljterary output is fundamentally ambiggqus should prevent one from
making precipitous conclusion of the sort that Catcgorizes;Beliriskii and
'_ ‘ ' )
his followers. |

Whil‘e one cannot but be aware of Belinskii's one-sided views
on art overall, and Gogol's art in particular, his literary criticism
should not be over—siﬁplified or suﬁmmarily dismissed. It is true that
he gave extreme prominence to the didactic elerﬁem in litgrature, ‘and
found in Gogol an embodiment of his own views on the need for art to
reflect .re'alilty and severe ;ociai lills (the only views according to which

his contémporaries and the following generation's authors were urged

to approach. their* art). In spite of this, Belinskii must be credited with

&
*

being aware of. purely . aesthetic " literary 'valu(és, especially but not
exclusively /in the first period of his lite‘rary-critical activity.‘.Avlthough

his ‘judge'm‘.qn't on writers he .discovered and championed was later

3

. 106
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rc\:-év’aluz‘i‘led, these usuallyv becarﬁc ulncllualified‘ gregtg of ‘Rlussian.‘
literatur@ (e.g., Pushkiﬂ, Gogol, Dostoc.v.\‘skii). ‘(S:ne must also credit .
Belinskii for his passiqnage strﬁgglc to‘im;‘)rove the world, a struggle,
which he carried out enthusiastically and consistently. In. order for
him to have‘cﬁrﬁed the day, Belinskii‘ (a'rid his contemporaries) had to
have believed in the means he usgd. On?e of théscwas Cogol's Qggvrgk;
“which for th¢ most part Belinskii saw ‘as a réalis'tic'poft'rayal of the

real world. However one-sided and occasionally blinkered this view is,

i

one must allow for its having had some literary-historical basis.

In view of the one-sidedness in Belinskii's assessment of Gogol,
) ; ' . R _
the re-evaluation of his interpretation of Gogol's work was inevitable.

AT

After all, not one of Gogol's characters corresponds “to the
characterological requirements for the personages of realist novels. a
Vo ! N B . s R ’ .
Annenskii realized this and tufned readers’ attention
B B B .‘}

particularily to the question of Gogol's aes%tic views ‘-'ana‘,als»'o to the
' | - ' N

problem of the psychology of iiterary creativity. However, he saw’ '
. N 4,“ . . ‘ .‘ . . , »

Gogoi not only as a writer, but also as ap inaivi_d;ual wi,th a hé’iéhtened

4 . A
an

sense ' of romantic idealism, for. whom the eVé‘r)"dayf‘lWOrld_ and ‘i}ts‘

\ &

inhabitants were unbearable. It is Annenskii's understanding of ' the RS
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essence of Gogol'S art that is most ‘deserving of agceptance, for
An‘ne‘nskii allows Gogolk to be én individual with his ‘do.ubts and humqq
‘faglings, and not jus’t’a depicter of s.ocial' injustices. | ' .

Gip;;ius' ’p‘ursuedv a similalr' lihe of i‘n(e;rpretatio"‘nm, .y;vhile
_examinin.g Gogol's wo.rk and Gogo.l_hirr‘iself' ip the} light of plrobable

‘influences stemming from both foreign and domestic, traditions. While

attempting to trace Gogol's artistic and aesthetic. development, Gippius
' : oo o T

N A

\ . ‘ B I . . ' ‘. o !
argues quite correctly that no writer can free himself-totally from past —.
traditions and contemporary influences. He makes a good case” for this

argument in his study 6f Gogol. Gippius' views on Gogol - the man and
the writer . \.Nit‘hinf\a broad hislét%rical cdmext‘(an 'gpproach that was
‘véry fruitfully develobed.by Vinogr"ad.()v ‘ar;und the samé ’tim‘e)
.engble .one to pérce’ive and uﬁderstz}nd the ‘essenée pf Gogol's art more
profoundly.

| :Ncw fand-mor‘é dynamic interpr'etatjons‘ of Cogol's arf have -beeh‘
delvelopéd ‘w'i‘th th\e‘ passage of .tivm'e "(M.ann"s work, .fér exarﬁple). . .
fAhnt‘;n‘s.lcii's ~and _ Gippius' interpretations ‘fwilll,'v h"oWe'\/er; ‘fjus’t’ifi'zibly
l;eep thei“r place ;s_ fundamclen‘t}a,l points of"depﬁrture for further

developments in 'Gogol studies.
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Introduction . o
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, , ‘ i
Ip. s Merezhkovsldu Gogol' nghort (Letchworth England-
- Prideaux Press, 1976, Reprmt of>the original Russian edition: Moskva:
Knigoizdatel'stvo 'Skorpion’, 1906) For a, more detailed discussion of

Gogol's mhgl,ﬁ aesthetics: see N. V. Zen'kovskii, N, V., Gogol' (Paris:
)i

YMCA Press, and K. V. Mochulskii, nghgvnyl Qg; Gogolia (Pam ~
: 1933.)' '

2

2’I‘hrs theme will be dlscussed in detarl in Chapter III,

3A. A Gngorev Literaturnaia krmka (Moskva: Izdatel'stvo
Khudozhestvennaia Literatura, 1967), pp. 157-203. : |

Chapter [ T . g ' L
ID. S. Mirsky, A_Histofy of ian_ L (New. York:

Alfred A. Knope, 1960) p. 141. (By French and German Romanncxsm,
Mirskii means both ‘the translated works from these literatures " as.
points of orientation, influence, etc., and Russian orrgmal works whxch‘
reflected their poetics, i.e., the poeucs of Hugo, Hoffmann- and others,
By Russian naturallsm he has in mind works by Pogodin, Dal" and
Gogol.) While it is commonly agreed that, national’ hteratures overall
are.. rarely, if ever, homogeneous, the Mirsky view. echoed further by
V. W Vlnogr'dov M. Slonim, and others, Justlfxably .emphasizes
comp%:lng, pan- European trends - in R“us'siah literature, ‘the
non-dominance of any particular one giving a sense. of pronounced_
heterogenelty L 4 ‘ . - : :
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: M. L. s An Qutline of Russnan theratﬁre (New Yorl\
Oxford UmWss 1958), pp. 57-58." o
3V V., Vlnogradov ‘Vv intsiia ‘r ' lizm

'(heremafter is referred to as Ev Ql;u;sua,.,) (Leningrad: - Ac‘ad‘emi‘a;-'
-1929) Pp- '89-95. |

4p. I Chxzhe\/sku "Nexzvestnyx GOgol' .in Nov i zhurpal 36,
(1951) PP 120-158.

. V. Zen'kovskii, N, V. giggg'!' '(P_aris:' YMCA» Press, n.d.), P- 19.

’ -~

i (heremafter referted to as, §_§) Vol. 8 (Moskva |
Literatura, 1976 1982) p. 350-351.

Ly

Khudozhestvennaia -

‘ 7Besideis Vinsgradov's Evghgm g,,,, see V. V. Gippius, Gogol'
(Leningrad: 1924); Zenkovskii, N, V. Gogol’; Tu. Mann, Eggtlka giggg! ia

(Moskva Khudozhestvennaxa theratura 1978)

8Belinskii, "Otgét Moskvitianinu,""Ss, Vol.'8, pp. 310-320. (F.:
V. Bulgarin, O. 1. Senkovskii and- N. I. Grech were the owners and main

contributors .of Biblioteka dlia chteniia, a hterary journal founded in

- 1834. They were- Belinskii's opponents.

The French école frénéttque was a leadmg hterary movemen
of the 1820's and edrly 1830's. . -

10Bulgarms article about Gogols poema appeared .in - §everna1
Qchelg, 119 (1842) The quote is taken from Belinskii, Ss Vol 5 p.
541. : , . , L

11Ib1d Bulganns further artlcTe on Gogol was pubhshed also in

ngerngla pchela, 158 (1842) U ‘ o
12 Belmsku "Otvet Moskvztzamnu S_§ Vol 8 p. 310

13Belmsku "Vzghad na russkmu literaturu 1847 goda" is_ '
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”

'Vol. 8, pp. 337-415. . . -,

| ‘ A Y 2 | &
14B'elinskii, "‘Otvet’Mo'sk'vitiar.zinu," Ss, Vol. 8, pp. 290-336..

15Bclmsku "Vzglia‘d-‘ na russkuiu  liferaturu = 1847, goda,” Ss.
Vol. 8 p. 345. a i . -

16Belmskn Vz'gliad na russkuiu lteraturu - 1847 goda," Ss.

Vol. 8 p. 347. b [

\
Y '

17Donald Fan\gpér Dostoevsku and Romannc Rcahsm (Cambridge,
‘Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1965), pp. 3-28. In the first chapter
Fanger dlscusses in detail the development of reallsm in Rusann
hterature ¢ ‘ : o -~

18D S. ersky, Modern Russmn ' thcraturc (London Oxford |
‘Univérsity Press, 1925) p. 16. '

. RN . ‘
vy v, Gippius, Gogol' ' (Leringrad: Izdatel'stvo, Mysl, 1924),
p. 202. ' ‘ ’ ‘ ‘ S

| 2%bnd (Glpplus stud} on Gogol will be discussed in. detail in
Chapter 1V.) s ‘ . :

‘ 21\’ L. Kuleshov Natural'naia ihkola v russkm hteraturc XIX
veka (Moskva Izdatel stvo Prosveshcheme 1965) p ‘

e
22A G. Tsenhn Stanovlemc realxzma V. rUSLkol htcrature
(Moskva Izdatel Stvo Nau{ka 1965.) | : |

R
. 231bid:, p. 30. SR
2'24Ibid - -v' f e | L S ~

o 252en kovsku p. 62 | |

‘26Vmogradov Evgllgm g,,, see also Q_Q&L_L_nmm_]_nm_a_s_hkg]_a
(Lemngrad Obrazovame 1925) | io ‘111. ¢ (Lemngrad
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‘ . ‘ ‘
Academia, .1926.) It should be noted that the first two studies' argue -

strongly in favor of .a pan-European romantic ‘genesis and ba31s for the
development of a Russian natural school On the other hand;" Ettud)g,,=
- focuses primarily on the specific features of the school as it developed
'in, the "'1840's: In this .regard Vinogradov is the most thorough . in
providing concrete hterary features of the natural school and its ue to
,.Gogolslegacy R | Ly )
27For further development of this theme see -R. L. B
Frenettcxst Literature in the Russian Romanticist Bertod Nar at1ve
. Prose of The: Early 1830's (Ann  Arbor, chhlgan Umversny of
Mlchtgan PhD dtssertanon 1972.) Co

28See note: #8

29Vinogradov, _E_vgmg_tgiiLmv, p- 8‘9.: .-
301bid., p. 163. -

3“11bivd. p. t55.‘

| :321biq. A. V Nikitenko (1804 1877) a serf by origin, became
promment as a Journahst edltor and espec1ally as 3-eensor. Y
33Ib1d p. 110. See also Belinskii, , "Russkaia . llteralurz{ VvV 1842
.godu S_s_ Yol. 5, p. 199. In this article Belmsku strongly disapproves
“of the Frenchr "physxologxcal school.” As an alternative to this school he
cites - the works of George Sand as a more. relauve a1d postttve,
example 0. £ollow : ‘

lasKUleshov pp 12 13”.‘ Coa ,

36Ib1d p 103.

37Ibtd pow00 T
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: 6 .

38N G. Chernyshevsku QQMMMSKQXLM_LU&&LQ_L

/1'

hteratury, Polnoe sobranie §Qghrng nii Vol. I-XV (hereinafter‘referr'ed

to as Pss) Vél. -3, (Moskva: Gosudarstvennoe Izdatel'stvo K
Khudozhestvennor Lrteratury, '1939- 1950), pp 5310 S

39Ib1d p. 20. From hrs further drscussron of Gogolevsku perxod

it s obvrous that by edmstvennara shkola Chernyshevskii means =

the. natural school. ‘ , S o

—

40' “F. A"nenskn & ”g Qtrazhem; (Moskva Izdatel stvo Naul\a

1979), p. 205.

X~

41D S. Merezhkovsku giggg g Q; (Letchworth England

Prldeaux Press, 1976)

~ 471bid,, .p. 100.

.421b1d p. 2
43Ib1d- p 3.

44Ib1d pp. 12-13.

. I

_' 45V Bnusov Ispepelcnnyi," Vesy.,4(1909)‘, p. 100.

461bid., p.114.

481bid._pp. 102-103.

| 49Ibid.,r'pp.‘ 1‘00-1()1».

v 50, C e - o
‘ See Merezhkovsku Gogol' i chort ‘ , |
51Bnusov p. 120 P Co B \

s

52A Bely1 ‘gg zglenyl, nga sggxg (New York The Slavxc
es, 1967) p 100 I ) S
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531bid,, p. 99,

541pid. |
551bid., pp. 103-104. | . \ o
' o S R N
561bid., ;3‘.,,1'07.
571bid.,'pp. 115;12‘1;
58R Magmre ed Crogol from _the Tw‘e‘.ntic’th Ceh[ﬁry,"

(Prmceton Phnccton Umversny Press, 1974), pp. 3-535.

-5-91bid.- pp. 22-24. | |
60}3 M" Eichenbaum, Literatura. ‘Téoriia,"K{ritika. Polemika,
(Lemngraq 1927) pp- 116-149, | Lo

61D I Chlzhevsku " About Gogol's Overcoat in: giogol'from

the Twenti gm Century, pp. 295-322.

: 62V F Pereverzev Lneraturovgdeme Sbornik Statel (Moskva
1928) p. 12. : -

‘ "9 - , _
. 63‘P‘eréverzev, Gogol', Dgstoevskii, Issledovaniia. (Moskva:
Izdatel'stvo Sovietskii , Pisatel’, 1982), p. 56. o

—

- 64Ib1d p 58,

t

658 e for example M B. Khrapc}\xenko Tvorchestvo Gogoha
‘(Moskva ‘ ovetsku Plsatel 1956), G. A Gukoyskn, Rgghzm .Gogolia

A(Moskva ‘ arstvennoe Izdatel stvo Khudozhestvennm theratur}r

f1959)\ o ‘ - R ‘ | ,
66Iu Mann ng; kg‘ giggg ia (Moskva th_'udh,ozhes:t‘yenn‘ai&‘r, -

‘theratura, : 1978) p 396 : . R L

67Ib1d . 16
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o o
. S8mbid. p. 16 |
®91bids, p. 40. e s

1T Proctor, Dostogv,ilgv and the B;lmsku School of_ ‘
Criticism, (Paris, 1969), p.'36. I am indebted to Proctor’'s study: for ;'
somé of the formulations whic appear in my exposition.. For further
discussion of ‘Belinskii's aesthetic and phllosophxcal development see; .
G. M. Fridlender,. "Belinskii kak ‘teoretik literatury,” V_ dvizhenii ' .
vremeni (Moskva ‘Sovremennik;. 1983) pp- 113-150. o

2Fxchtes | mquence on Belmsku ments little study as it was of
extremely short duration (from 1836-37) . and a minor factor in the -
formation of Belinskii's 'theories (although dunng this penodv
Belmskus mterest in. ethlcal problems deepencd) ‘
3V G. Belmsku "O russk01 povesn i povestlakh g Gogoha

Sobranie-- sgghmgnu (heremafter referred to as Ss) vol. 1 (Moskva

Khudozhestvennala Lnteratura 1976 1982) Pp. 1.41 -143.
‘4Ibid., p. s L o \\
%,Ib‘id-‘, P l.1‘38‘- o I‘ s '
6Ib1d P. 150 o |
J7Ib1d p. 140?141

vSIbld p. 162

B 3.9'.Ibi.d.,'- p. 169,
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A
10Belinskii, Ss, Vol. 5, pp. 190-223.
Mibid,, p. 203.

12Bclinskii "O russkoi povesti i povestiakh g, Gogo'lia" Ss, Vol.
1, pp. 179 181.. , -

13Bennsku "Pokhozhdeniia Chichikova, ili Mertvye dushi,” Ss, -
Vol..5, pp. 43-55.; 'Ncskol ko slov o poeme Gogolia Pokhozhdcnua

Chnchnkova ili Mertvye Dushi’," Ss, Vol. 5, pp. 56-63,

V. V. Gippius

e U TAN D L Gogol, "O dvizhenii zhurnalnol literatury,”
Vol. 8.

M \\
4y

qﬁx, Polnoe sobrahie sochinenii (hereinafter referred to as Pss),
:‘_;E‘oskva Akadcmua Nauk, 1949-1952), pp. 156- 177. ‘

15y s Pokhodaev, ed.. Russkaia Eestetika i kritika _40-50kh
(Moskva: Iskusstvo, 1982), pp.42-53. See also:

wellnskxx Sﬁ Vol. 5, pp. 139-161.

. g’ R R
16Belmskn "Neskol'ko slov o poeme Gogolia 'Pokhozhdeniia
(r’hlchxkova ili Mertvye dushx " Ss, Vol 5, pp. 56-57.

@\ 17Aksakov "Ob iasnemc po povodu poemy Gogolia, Mertvye

4u’sm " .in Moskvitianin 9 (1842),  pp. 220-229.: Belinskii,
' e

na ob"iasnenie po povodu poemy Gogolia ‘Mertvy

’"’Ob"nasnemc
@‘ 51, Vol. 5, pp. 139-160.

&
%».

7%
f&

»?

.- w-“;;.;-x_,-_&
o T R

il

18Belmslm Otvet Moskvmamnu Sﬁ\TVol 8 p. 295
> "91b1d

204, A. Gngorev Liter g;grngla Kritika (Moskva Izdatelstvo

Khudozhestvennala theratura, 1967), p. 18S.

21K Mochulsl\u. nghgvnu put’_Gogolia (Paris, 1933), p. 93.

221bid,, p., 104

o
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231bid., p. 105,
241bid., pp. 86-87.

25A. V. Druzhinin, “Kritika gogolevskogo. ‘perioda. russkoi

literatury i nashi k nei otnosheniia,” Literaturnaia kritika (Moskva

Sovietskaia Rossiia, 1983), pp. 122-176. s

26N, G, Chcrhyshcvskii, "Esteticheskie otnosheniia iskl;Sstva Kk
deistvitel'nosti,” Polnoe sobranie sochinenii Vol. 2, (Moskva:
' Gosudarstvennoc Izdatel'stvo Khudozhestvennoi Literatury,
1939-1950), pp. 5-93.

hapter - 111, .

—

‘ S Annenskii, '@T'&zovatel noe znachenie rodnogo iazyka"
Russkaia shkola (lanvar', 1890) p. 40. :

. 2L R Annenskii, Knigi_otrazhenii (Moskva: Izdatel'stvo Nauka,
1979) p. 206. \ '

‘ 3v. 1. Ivanov,‘ Borozdy i mezhi (Letchworth, England: Bradda «
Books Ltd., 1971), p. 205. :

V4Anne‘nskii, Knigi otrazhenii, p. 5.
31bid.

. S1bid., p. 123.

7 These f1ve articles were written between . 1890-1909 and are:
"O formakh fantasticheskogo u Gogolia” (1890); "Khudozhestvennyi
idealizm Gogolia" (1902); "Problemy Gogolevskogo: iumora - Nos,
Portret” (1905); and "Estetika Mertvykh . dush "(1909).
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. 8y, Setchkarev, Studies in the Life and Works of Innokentii
Annenskii (Hague: Mouton and Co., 1963), p. 18. ‘

ON. V. Gogol', Pss, Vol. 8, pp. 9-115
10bid,, p. 18.

_ N v, Gogol', "Ob arkhitekture nyneshnego vremeni," - Pss,
-Vol, 8, pp. 56-76. Also: "Zhenshchina,” Pss, Vol. 8, pp. 143-148,

12S¢tchkarcv, p. 55. | | . .
13Annen‘skii, nigi otrazhenii, p.-207. |
141bid., p. 208.
DS 1bid., p. 210.

165ee: V. Nabokov in his study Nikolai Gogol (Norfolk,
Connecticut: New Direction Books, 1944), pp. 63-73.

17Annenskii, Knigi otrazhenii, p.211.

181bid., p. 213

191bid., p. 1.

201piq,

211pig., p.‘216.

22$ec, Schelling's'aréurﬁent in Chépter II, pp. 1-2.
23 n;enskii,'.'l(nigi Q;rgghe‘hii','p’. 15. |
24@{@ 7. | o

251bid., p. 18.



- foreword to Gippius' Ot Pushkina do Bloka (Moskva:
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261bid.

271bid., p. 20.

281bid., pq. 217.

291bid.

30mbid., p. 221. -
311bid., p, 228.

321bid., p. 229.

F)

1These‘~biographical data are taken frbm G. M."Fridlcnderb's
{ladqtcl'stvo _
Nauka, 1966), pp. 3-6.

2y, V. Glpplus Q}Qggl_ (Leningrad: Izdatclstvo Mysl', 1974) p. 5.

3v. v. Glpplus Qt Pushkina QQ Bloka pp. 46 201; See also: V. V.
Gippius, ed., N, ,giggg . Mg; raly i issledovaniia (Moskva 1936), pp.

151-200.
A1bid., p. 5.

»

5Elsewhere Glppxus even cxtes Lenin to rcmforcc his argumems

¢
@ 6Glppms Ot Egs ina_do Bloka , p. 46

7Soae Chapterl pp 31-32. - | ,. /.
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 8Gippiu, m,'p. 9,
Ibid., p. 17_'
101pig | p. 21.
Mibid, };p. 26-28.
1215ici., p. 26.
Bbid., p. 11.

14Ibid PP- 28- 30. Gippius refutes the z}ssl2npuon according to
which Gogol could not have written his "Vechera na kanune Ivaha
Kupala” under the influance of L. Tieck and + E. T, A. Hoffmann,
because heé did not know German, and the first translation of Tieck's
"Liebeszauber” appeared-in Russian only in 1830, the same year, when
Gogol wrote his story. Gippius shows that Tieck's story appeared in
Russian in 1827. Furthermore, much of Hoffmann's work also
appeared in Russian by 1830. prplus standpoint is supported by F.C.
Driessen, QQgQI as a_Short- -Story Writer (Paris: Mouton and Co., 1965),
pp. 74-76. See also: V. Erlich, Gogol (New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 1969) pp. 34-35; 67-68; 79-80; 91.

I51bid., p. 33.

. 16The stories are listed not in chronological order, but .in. order
of relevance to Gippius' argument (whose own' ordering of the stories
fails to consider their actual compositional. ordenng in Vgghgrg,,, and
its 1mphcauons for his - argument) »

17Gippius, C ', p‘.31-37'2.~ .o o AR
- P :

| 18bed pp 28 29 _ Gippius, in his forword to Gogol's _P_;s
(published in 1940) argues that, to a certain degree, these romantic
characters already contain within themselves the realistic features of
Gogol's later - works ’ k ’ , .



121

- _ y |
19Nevskii prospekt," "Portret," and "Zapiski sumasshedshego”
(originally entitled "Klochki iz zaplsok sumasshedshego) were also

Amcluded m Ax_a_bﬂl_q
2Oprplus in his later study Qt Pushkina do !gkg, claims it is'in

" Gogol's article, "Neskol'ko slov o Pushkine," that Gogol's views on ‘the
role of art are most accurately presented. Gippius now underlines that?
Gogol here advocates realism and legitimacy of the "obyknovennoe" in
art. “ : - L

21Gogol', "Skulptura, zhivopis' i muzyka, Pss, Vol. l,'pp. 12-13.

22Gogol originally assigns this role to sculpture but in "a later
dxscussxon he ascnbes lt to music. (See also Chapter III, note 28.)

| 23Glpplus Gogol', p 42;

24Gogol Poslednu .den’ Pompex Bs_g Voi. 8, p. 111.
) 25G1ppms CLo_g_o_ p. 42. |

, 26Gégol', "Zhenshchina,” RS,i Vol.l 8, P 145.

v 27Gip'pius, C&ggl_ p- 53. ‘

. 281bid., p. 58.
- 291piq. N
301bid., p. 38, pp. 81-82.
31ijid., p. .
32-Ibid.' "

331bid., p. 86.
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341bid., p. s1.

33Gogol', "Avtorskaia Ispoved’,” Pss. Vol. 8, p. 439,

’ R ' ' . ‘--ﬁ?f‘l
*Olbid., p. 440. - o g
37Glpplus gigggl. pp- 77 79. | L ' N
'3&1bxd p. 87.

39Gogol Skulptura zh1vopxs muzyka Pss, Vol. 8, p..lQ/J ‘. R
40Glpplus Qgng 94 | . |
- e o .
- *21bid., p. 102.
431bid., p.. 109.
44144 p. 121,
451hiq., ;5:*12.2.
41bid., pp. 129I-132.
4‘]Thls contradlcts Pereyerzelvts.arguement that Goggl wasl' v:,
completely at _home’ w1th thxs ‘theme. S , : 6
‘%ippﬁys,-m, p136. |
.49"I;bi'd."  ; e | l
fsoibid.'pp 138 139 - |

* . Sllbld P. 156 S .
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. 8 ‘ ‘
7 921bid,, p. 159. T
331bid., p. 167. f

34Gippius, Go gol', p. 169.
‘ - . T

'54Gippius,’ "N. V. Gogol',” Pss, Vol. 1, p. 51. Gippius'
explanation now favours Chernyshevskii's argument, the essence of
which is that, instead ~of focusing on “personal intention and - *
motivations (basically the same for all men) one has to make a close
examination of man's milieu. o '
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