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Abstract

This history of Dostoevsky’s reception in Francawds from critical responses,
translation analysis, and the comparative analg$isadaptations as well as
intertextual dialogues between fictional, critieald philosophical texts. It begins
from the earliest translations and critical acceurftthe 1880s and 1890s, such
as Eugéne-Melchior de Voguié’s seminal moralistireadt then traces modernist
responses and adaptations from the turn of theigetd the twenties. Existential
readings and re-translations dating from the arof&migré critics and religious
philosophers in the wake of the Russian Revoluéiclexamined, assessing the
contribution of these émigré readings to emergingstential readings and
movements in France. Finally, French existentidiiston is analysed in terms of
its intertextual dialogue with Dostoevsky’s workdamith speculative and critical
writings of French existentialist thinkers on andoumd the philosophical

reflections expressed in Dostoevsky’s fiction.

By following specifically the existential and exstialist branches of
Dostoevsky’s French reception, an overlooked aspethe history of French,
Russian and European existentialisms comes to dhe feframed within a
pivotal period in the history of European interawl exchange, and of

transmodal literary and philosophical discourse.
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Note on Translation and Transliteration

All translations are my own unless otherwise statdssian names and titles
have been transliterated in accordance with theakybof Congress system, with
the exception of well-known names (e.g. Dostoevskyyhich case the common
English spelling has been used. Names and wordsliterated in quotations and

references have been left as transliterated isdhece.



Introduction

Reception history has a somewhat antithetical staturelation to dominant,

nationalised intellectual and literary historieshislI nationalisation itself is

constructed and reinforced more by institutionalidesciplinary boundaries than
by the reality of reading and writing, in which risdated foreign texts play as
significant a role as native texts. So long as tdek of writing and rewriting

histories of French literature falls to specialistd-rench literature understood as
texts authored in French, causal relationshipsliaedr chains of exchange are
constructed and reconstructed with a disregardHerfact that translated texts
operate just as productively within literary discsmi and, as such, in national
literary history. Reception history is thereforenaans of questioning monolithic,
nationalised historical narratives and bringinght® fore the equal significance of

translated literature in the emergence of newditemovements.

The reception specifically of the ®9century Russian novel in France is a
phenomenon that stands out from all others. Evettizsiche’s reception historian,
Jacques le Rider, has acknowledged that Nietzscléissal wave of reception
was second to that dés Russeb The particular interest of the chronological
framing of the current investigation, i.e. from tlae romantic period towards
post-modernity and post-colonialism, is significant that reception history

permits a microcosmic view of one culture’s pergm@ptof another. The

! Jacques le Rider’s authoratitive history of Nietmss collosal significance to $0century
French intellectual life states: “Le seul domaine surpasse, par son ampleur, la réception de
Nietzsche dans les pays de langue francaise, &gt de la littérature russe contemporaine
(Dostoievski, Tolstoi).” See Jacques le Riddietzsche en France: De la fin dux®siécle au
temps préser(Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1999)%



translation boom of the 1880s, when the curreribhiscommences, was initially
met with striking hostility and fear of interculdrcontamination. The history of
the gradual and laborious deconstruction of thekagist, the mode of
envisioning interculturality that dominated "LSentury discourse emerges.
Notions of intercultural clashes subside and cofigmist reading strategies

come to the fore.

Lefevere’s writings were seminal in approaching guestion of translated texts

in nationalised literary history:

Literary histories, as they have been written urdgdently, have had little

time for translations, since for the literary higo, translation has had to do
with ‘language’ only, not with literature — anotheernicious outgrowth of

the ‘monolinguization’ of literary history by Romidm historiographers

intent on creating ‘national’ literatures prefesalds uncontaminated as
possible by foreign influencés.

Post-colonialist critics, following the structutb and semioticians, have
attempted to decentralise intellectual historiea trianslation studies. Selim

writes:

Literary history is one of the most powerful vekglby which the nation
state protects its legitimacy and authority withitd beyond its own borders.
[...] Literary history is therefore not innocent dfet broader political and
discursive practices that have shaped the reldtipimetween Europe and its
others in modernity.

The great interest in the Russian context in theogen question is that Russia’s

status as one of Europe’s Oriental other was imdte transition, as was the

2 André Lefevere, "Translation: its Genealogy in West," inTranslation, History and Culture
eds Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere (LondontePfublishers, 1990), p. 24.

¥ Samah Selim, "Pharoah’s Revenge: TranslationraryeHistory and Colonial Ambivalence," in
Critical Readings in Translation Studie=d. Mona Baker (New York: Routledge, 2010), .32
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international status of Russian literature. Theusiameity of these processes was,
of course, no coincidence. Selim has also writteat tvhile the legitimacy of
literary history per se has come into questiorhanpost-structuralist context, the
reintegration of marginalised histories remains miegful.* To this end,
reception histories of Russian literature inclusi¥enarginalised émigré readings

are crucial.

The present study’s selection of readings of Dasliog is by no means
exhaustive, and by no means arbitrary. Startingnftbe ‘orientalist’ roots of
reception in chapter one, and the modern, protstexiial reading of Gide in
chapter two, a particular branch has then beeovied, namely the existential
branch of reception. This attention was in paraated by the curious absence of
Dostoevsky’s name from French histories of exisé¢m@ind existentialist thought
and literature in France and in French scholarsAipe Anglophone and
Russophone literature on the matter differs greiatlthis respect, which roused
the curiosity at the origins of this project andiethresulted in the choice of a
historical approach to the question. The place &sld of Russian émigré
‘intermediaries’ in this history is also — unsugangly, given the historical and
political context — much emphasised by post-Sovitholarship and
Anglo-American comparitists, more often overlookbyg French intellectual

historians, as the literature review below demartes.

The reception history of Dostoevsky’s philosophictidtion across this

* Ibid., p. 322.



‘existential’ period also traces a second, crueiednt in the intellectual history of
Europe: that of a disciplinary breakdown betwedardiry and philosophical

writings, and between scientific and narrative @pions of truth. This is a
guestion of particular interest when addressingatities between French and
Russian cultural discourse from the 19th to 20thtwges and their marked
institutional differences. In this regard, the &ial/existentialist moment in
intercultural history is a significant one: a magtipoint between disciplinary
cultures and discourses, as well as between nataitares. Languilli, writing a

history of existentialism around 1970, bemoanedf#io¢ that commentators on
the movement had done away with the sacred digimdtetween literature and
philosophy. Justifying his omission of Dostoevskgistoy, Rilke and Kafka from

his history of existentialism, Languilli writes:

There is a hope related to this omission — the hibp¢ the distinction

between fictional discourse and philosophical disse remains intact in the
mind of the reader. The chances against such alheipg fulfilled are great,

however, because of the blithe facility of this,eaof any era probably, to
blur distinctions and to ignore differences.

Languilli gave no further explanation as to whystaelifferences were so sacred,
other than that they had already been establidtedyuilli was mistaken insofar
as distinctions were disintegrating not from thighiehess he associated with the
era, but by necessity. The existential moment fellectual history is significant
precisely because these movements sought suchinéedration, by generating

new, composite discourses in literary philosophy ahilosophical literatur.

® Nino Languilli, ed.,The Existentialist Tradition: Selected writingdew York: Anchor Books,
1971),

p. 3.

® These disciplinary boundaries had of course béameal by the likes of Voltaire, however, the
existential writers and thinkers went significanfilyther towards an integrated conception of the
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The literary output of the philosophers associatgth existentialism and the
philosophical output of the writers cannot be seen a coincidence: the
movement was a hybrid one, and resulted in an @mglinybridisation. As this
thesis will demonstrate, intercultural exchange wegnducive to this

deconstruction.

Initial clarification must be made between the @safthe terms existential and
existentialist throughout this thesis. Ramona F&tiaas consistently underlined
the distinction that religious existential thinkessiphasised between their own
anti-systematic philosophies and later existemﬁabhilosophieg. The term

‘existential’ is thus used throughout to denoteigiels, anti-systematic and
anti-rationalist philosophies of human existencehilev ‘existentialist’ and

‘existentialism’ refer to the atheist branch asated with Sartre. When referring

to both collectively, Jean Wahl's term ‘philosophief existence’ is employed.

Even with such distinctions drawn, the anti-systiaditerary’ nature of these
philosophies makes pinning down definitions proldém Patisson is typical in

avoiding a definition:

Let us rather speak of an atmosphere, a climatepiraades all of them.
The proof that there is such a thing as the phibgof existence is that we
can legitimately apply the term to certain phildsies and not to others.
Therefore, there must be something that is commothdse philosophies.

philosophical novel, interrogating philosophicalegtions by means of poetics. Shervashidze has
set French existential thought apart from contempeous German strands in that the French
branch was concurrently literary and philosophi@ée Vera Vakhtangovna Shervashid2e,
romantizma k ekzistentsializmu: Tvorchestvo Anda#rMi Al'bera Kamiu(Moskva: |zdatel'stvo
rossiiskogo universiteta druzhby narodov, 2005),%.

’ Ramona FotiadeConceptions of the Absurd: From Surrealism to théstential Thought of
Chestov and Fondan@®xford: Legenda, 2001), pp. 6, 229.
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That something we shall try to pursue without ppshaver attaining.

The difficulty stems from the fact firstly that theajority of existential
philosophies were expressly and self-consciouslyti-syistematic  and
interrogative or even antithetical in nature. Seltgnwhat Patisson shows an
awareness of in the above quotation (though spga&init in terms of an
‘atmosphere’ is perhaps unconstructive) is thatistextial’ describes not a
rigorous system of ideas but a complex of intereated concerns and a specific
language and mode of expression, coupled with eifspemotive drive. It was a
movement, which corresponds to a specific periotistory, but as a movement
it was in perpetual motion. As with any movemenisithe intercommunication
itself, between various writers and texts, thatkés it together, rather than any
overarching schema. In intercultural terms, diatgurrounding Dostoevsky’s

fiction represented a series of such stitches.

Various aspects of Dostoevsky’s dissemination arepation in France have, of
course, been broached by a number of scholars.ttiee broad scope of the
current study, specific literature reviews detglinthe numerous existing
comparative studies of Dostoevsky and specific éenriters and movements
will be addressed in separate discussions withe dppropriate chapters. A
genealogy only of reception histories with simitdojectives to this one will here
be outlined, followed by an overview of existingudies of Dostoevsky in

relation to French existential and existentialisvements.

8 George Patissomynxious Angels: A Retrospective View of ReligioxistEntialism(New York:
St Martin’s Press, 1999), p. 4.
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Literature Review

Even before the turn of the century, Charbonned)$roduced a first and fairly
documented denunciation of the pervasive influenfca neo-mystic revival he
perceived to be influencing French culture, inggdaby the translation of
Dostoevsky and Tolstdy.Hemmings (1950) offered a more scholarly approach
to the same phenomenon, tracing the same, initieibg of receptiod’ Seely
(1966) then produced an unpublished thesis tredtiwegcritical reception of
Dostoevsky in France, which contains some usefudentations but also
numerous factual inaccuracies with regards to aflogy, and overlooks key
publications! The most expansive and rigorous study to dateck&s's (1972)
doctoral thesis, which carried out much of the guwvork necessary for the
initial chapters of the current stufy.Backés’s findings remain relevant, if
unpublished, though his methodological stance agsrhim from interpretation
of the data amassed and the work concludes onearstat of its own provisional
nature’® Unfortunately, Backés also terminated his studg280, claiming that
this is when Dostoevsky's reception ‘fossilised'aasumption the current study

will challenge.

Two Soviet studies from the same period also tacklee question of a

connection between Dostoevsky’s fiction and then€hephilosophical novel of

® Victor CharbonnelLes Mystiques dans la littérature prése(faris Mercure, 1897).

19 F W. J. HemmingsThe Russian Novel In France (1884-19{4dndon: Oxford Univ. Press,
1950).

1 Kay Gee Seely, "Dostoevsky and French CriticisBbdtoral thesis, Columbia University,
1966).

12 Backes, "Dostoievski en France 1880 — 1930" (Dattbesis, Sorbonne-Paris IV, 1972).

13 Ibid., p. 679.
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the mid-28' century** Methodologically, these have aged less gracefilizn
their French counterparts, ideologically bound lzsytwere to defend a social
humanitarian conception of Dostoevsky from bourgauisinterpretation. They

also omit numerous important French publications.

Another significant gap in the field is that exngfi serious reception histories
terminate by 1930. As such, they are completelgatimted from any of the
absurdist and existentialist writers that followsed that drew directly both from
Dostoevsky'’s thought and from the existential riefipretations of Dostoevsky of
the 1920s. While comparativists have delved inte tklationship between
Dostoevsky and French existential thought, thisrtsheen assessed historically.
For example, Erofeev's study (1975) remains thet mstsite comparative study
of Dostoevskian, Sartrian and Camusian thought;evew these have yet to be

reincorporated into France's intellectual histSry.

A third deficiency of existing literature is thdtet influence of Russian émigré
literary thought has yet to be incorporated botb ihe history of Dostoevsky’s
French reception and into the history of Frenchstexitial movements. The
existential readings of Shestov and Berdyaev agela absent from the French
narrative. In Backés’s study, a rare exceptionriaf liscussion of Shestov's

interpretation of Dostoevsky is included, with grolgy excusing the liberty on

1 vy, A. Mileshin, Dostoevskii i frantsuzskie romanisty pervoi polgviiX veka(Cheliabinsk:
Cheliabinskii Rabochii, 1984). A. N. Lantynina, "Stoevskii i ekzistentsializm," iDostoevskii:
khudozhnik i myslitel'ed. K. N. Lomunov (Moskva: Khudozhestvennaia fidtera, 1972) pp.
210-259.

15 References throughout are from the more receedit®n: V. V. ErofeevNaiti v cheloveke
chelovekgMoskva: Zebra E, 2003). Erofeev’s research dtéss doctoral project “Dostoevskii
i frantsuzskii ekzistentsializm” (1975).
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the grounds of interest and pertinence of the nepdather than its participation
to French discourse as a French-language publica®assian scholars, on the
other hand, have explored the profound impact obt@evskian thought on
Russian existential thought of the Silver Age a#i a& of the post-Revolutionary
diaspora; however, this has rarely been considaeed participating voice in

French discourse.

Methods

Evaluating the existing literature, the followingder-researched issues become
apparent: How did consecutive generations of reader-rance interpret and
draw from the fictional thought of Dostoevsky? Hasvthis reflected in the
history of his French translation? What was thes rol émigré interpreters of
Dostoevsky in his French reception history? To wdent, and in what ways,
might Dostoevsky have functioned as a platform iimtercultural dialogue
between French and Russian existential movementsitder to broach these
questions, a historical methodology has been choBerdings are arranged
chronologically. This presupposes a conceptionnéélliectual history whereby
ideas and their modes of expression may be meatiyngissociated with specific
times and places through an association with idd&is and movements. Such a
conception, like any, poses a number of problerhs. first is that chronological
presentation of periodised ideas and aestheticesalends to disguise the fact
that narratives pertaining to the rise and falirtéllectual tendencies are often
projected retrospectively. Consequently, it woukdh@aps be more scrupulous to

tell the story from end to start in acknowledgemeinthe historical telescope in
14



operation. Narrative history and chronology havaditionally been used to
denote or connote causal relations, which, in tbatext of ideas, become
difficult if not impossible to qualify. Nonethelessitellectual history is peopled,
and people are situated and form collectives witaresd values and concerns
which, contextualized historically, represent moadd movements, informed by

pre-existing moods and movements.

As reception history has emerged as a historicegennumber of strategies have
been devised to confront this difficulty. Notionspassive influence have ceded
to those of active receptidf. These have in turn been neutralised by text-aentri
concepts of intertextuality, which have in turn @ninto question as
reader-centric projections of little use to theer@ry historiart! The current
study makes self-conscious use of all of these eym@l mechanisms, using
historical evidence (drafts, diaries, correspondgrio establish authorial intent
where possible, but without fearing a compositehoéblogy that incorporates
intertextual readings of fictional and philosophit¢exts. The study observes
methodological awareness of the stance that tri@astaxts contribute to national
discourse, and thus fully incorporates, for exam@iaigré writings published in
French as integral to French reception historysiich cases, translators and
translations are also discussed at length. A ficahsideration is that this
reception history, unlike the more tentative stadeedate, treats critical reactions,

adaptations, translations and intertextual refeendoth in fictional and

16 Gide contributed to this debate as early as 19@®his ‘De I'influence en littérature’ in Gide,
Essais critiquepp. 403-417.

7 Graham AllenHarold Bloom: A Poetics of Confli¢t ondon: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1994), p.
160-162.
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philosophical texts, as comparable processes efprdtation. The goal in the
analysis of any such retelling is to establish phdosophical and ideological
assumptions underpinning the retelling throughathelysis of alterations, and to

situate these historically.

Contexts

This approach presupposes, on the part of therduresearcher, that the fiction
of Dostoevsky has a philosophical and an ideoldgicantent (however
multifaceted and ambiguous this may be) and thatelling will emphasise or
remove certain aspects. The polyphonic nature aft@awsky’s fiction is such
that debates continue, and will continue, as toi¢tvtvoice resounds loudest”
These debates are misguided insofar as they prese@m objective answer. The
more pertinent question is which motissonate(i.e. subjectively) loudest with
specific readers and historical contexts. As swdfen speaking, throughout this
thesis, of Dostoevsky’s novelistic thought, theuassd understanding is not of a
coherent philosophical system, but of a polypha@rid open-ended source from

which other thinkers and writers drew inspiration.

The notion that Dostoevsky'’s fiction has a spegfidosophical content, and that,
as such, Dostoevsky can be spoken of as a philesogétes to his early Russian
reception. This must here be analysed in ordemtterstand the philosophical

readings of Russian philosophers in emigration. tmsky’s writings had a

181, 1. Evlampiev,Istoriia russkoi filosofii(Moskva: Vysshaia shkola, 2002), p. 99-100.
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great impact on movements in literary philosophgoasted with the Russian
Silver Age at the end of the 19th century and tlegirming of the 20th.
Beginning with Vasily Rozanov’s seminal readingtloé philosophical reflection
on conceptions of human freedom and the irratioaiire of human existence as
presented by Dostoevsky's fiction, a tradition wastablished of reading
Dostoevsky as a profoundly philosophical novelderezhkovsky, Berdyaev,
Shestov and Ivanov, following Rozanov, all devetbpeadings of Dostoevsky
that brought to the fore the religious existenpiadblematics within Dostoevsky’s
work, with regard firstly to the irreconcilabilitgf the human condition to any
rational conception of a meaning of life, and seltymo the limitations of human
interaction. The corresponding generation of pbitdgcal theologians also
interacted fruitfully with the existential probletizs set out in Dostoevsky’s

fiction.

The prevalent place of Dostoevsky in the historfRagsian thought has attracted
due scholarly attention. Zenkovskii's canonical miewv (1948) spoke of
Dostoevsky belonging as much to philosophy astéodiure in both the national
and global context, adding that his influence, f&jt all subsequent Russian
thinkers, literally opened a new era of Russiarugim?® Recent histories such
as Hamburg and Poole’s (2010) continue to confdddstoevsky the privileged
position of the single most significant literanflirence on Russian philosopff.

Oleg Marchenko has observed that for a generatfoRussian philosophers,

19V, V. Zenkovskii, Istoriia russkoi filosofij 2 vols. (Parizh: YMCA Press, 1948), |, pp. 414-5,
430, 436. Of course, the fact that Zenkovskii's kvaras authored in Paris, in immersion in the
émigré context, cannot be overlooked.

20 G. M. Hamburg and Randall A. Poole, eds.History of Russian Philosophy (1830-1930)
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010)4p. 1

17



Dostoevsky's fictional thinkers functioned as phdphers in their own right:

XynoKeCTBEHHBI MHUp, co3maHHbI reHueM @.M.J[0cToeBCKOro, HaCTOJIBKO
3aBOPKUBAN PYCCKHX PEIUTHO3HBIX MBICIUTENEeH Hadama XX Beka, 4To
TpaHb MEXIYy XyIOKECTBEHHBIM BBIMBICIOM U JICHCTBUTEIBHOCTHIO
CTaHOBWJIACH JJIs1 HUX YCIOBHOM, 3BIOKOH, HpOHHuaeMoﬁ.21

Evlampiev goes as far as to compare Dostoevskyaainon Russian thought of

the Silver Age to the Renaissance in Western Eutdpenrites:

[T outn BCst pycckast prmocodust korna XIX - Hagama XX Beka 3aHAMAaIach
TEM, YTO pa3BHBajia U yIIyOMsia Ty HOBYIO KOHLEMIIMIO YelIOBEKa, OCHOBY
KOTOPOM 3aJI0KIIT ,7:[OCToeBCKHI“4.22

Ivanov and Berdyaev both attributed to DostoevskigBon a profound impact
on the intellectual development of their generafibiNot all witnesses of this

historical moment were of this opiniéh.

A historical narrative has thus been long estabtismunning from Dostoevsky’s
novelistic thought, through the Silver Age and ittie intellectual culture of the
diaspora. This narrative became a highly importarg in the 1990s, during the

collective search for an alternative history ankhk back to pre-Revolutionary

21 Oleg MarchenkoQcherki po istorii filosofiiMoskva: Mir Knigi, 2002), pp. 74-75.

22 Eylampiev,Istoriia russkoi filosofij p. 132.

%3 “HoBblif 4eNOBEK JOKEH NpUHATh W THepexuTh TeMmy JloctoeBckoro.” writes Berdyaev:
“ITocne JI0cTOEBCKOTO YTO-TO pagvKajIbHOE MEHSETCS B yeloBeke. MUp NPOXOAUT Yepe3 TbMy.”
See"O Dostoevskom”. Rech’ N. A. Berdiaeva na sobrd®dl. Fil. Akademii v Parizhe v pamiat’
Dostoevskogo1931, RGALI, Fond 1496 Opis’ 1 Ed.Khr. 95, p. I8anov wrote, in 1911:

“ JIoCTOEBCKHI KUB CPEIOH HAC, IOTOMY YTO OT HETO WJIM Ype3 Hero BCE, UeM MBI KUBEM, - M HAII
CBET, M Harre moAmnoise. [...] OH caeman CIOKHBIMA HAIW IYITy, HAIly BEpy, HAllle UCKYCCTBO
[...]. On mpunéc mam otkpoBenue nuunoctu.” See Viacheslav lvanovRodnoe i vselenskoe
(Moskva: Respublika, 1994), p. 283.

% 1t may be observed that many of the thinkers aritevs associated with the Silver Age were
entirely exterior to the existential faction, buted equally from Dostoevsky's fiction. This
includes Soloviev's Slavophile reading, as well Rlsrovskii's romantic reading. Florovskii
argued against the notion of a ‘Dostoevskian reaaise’ that was prevalent among the thinkers
associated with Russian existentialism. See GedHgirovskii, “Khitrost’ Razuma” (1921),
reprinted in Georgii Florovskyera i kultura(Sankt Peterburg: RKhGI, 2002), p. 45.
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culture. A prime example of this is Ivanova’s 199@idy, which termed this
strand ‘Russian classical philosopHy'.Despite this movement of Russian
existential thought and existential criticism hayigenerated an extensive body
of secondary literature during recent decades,shi®ndary literature has often
been ideologically coloured by the collective sbdar an alternative narrative of
Russian intellectual history to Soviet intellectlifd. As such, the continuation of
the religious philosophical thought of the Silvegedinto the émigré thought and
culture has been thoroughly explored but in conepisblation from intellectual

developments in the *host cultures’ of the diaspora

The interest of an intercultural reading of thistbry lies above all in the fact that
Russian and French modes and structures of disediffered traditionally. This
is one of the reasons that literary sources, inctu®ostoevsky, have often been
overlooked or omitted from French histories of phdphy and of existentialism
as a philosophy. The second reason is that thessaldigure of Sartre, in
defining, terminologising and dominating the exmialist terrain, became the
retrospective representative of a movement thattlgveejected his leadership.
Reception history can bring these issues to lightough the reception history of
Dostoevsky, this study represents a counter-naerakiat subverts long-standing
assumptions regarding the relationship betweerefistential and existentialist
movements in France around the early-mid 20th egntgimultaneously
reassessing relations between French and Russiamchas of existential

philosophy, through their common interest in tltidin of Dostoevsky.

% A. A. Ivanova, Russkaia klassicheskaia filosofiila: Ot F. M. Dossle®go k I. A. II'inu
(Moskva: Dialog MGU, 1999).
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Outline

Chapter one treats the two initial decades of Doatky’s reception beginning
with an in-depth analysis of Derély’s translatioh@ime and Punishmerdn

account of its significance in securing Dostoevskyeception. Early critical
responses are then compared and contrasted, gpamgcular attention to
Eugéene-Melchior de Vogué’s seminal overview of Desgsky’s fiction inLe

Roman russeThe ideas of the oriental and the irrational eyaefrom this

analysis, and are explored in particular depth.eOtearly translations and
adaptations are then compared in order to assesasdumptions underpinning
them and the various ideological forces at workoteedrawing conclusions as to
the overall impact of Vogué and his legacy in terofisDostoevsky’s French

reception.

Chapter two centres around the figure of André Gade his reading in the
context of other contemporary readings, such asetlod Elie Faure and André
Suares, from the turn of the century to the 1920wse readings are situated
thematically between the earlier orientalist regdimnd existential readings to
come. The evolution of Gide’s reading is tracedgkaphically on account of
Gide’s significance in later chapters, as a proistentialist writer and as an
active agent in intercultural communication betw&eench and Russian émigré
literary thinkers, as well as the vast body of mateavailable pertaining to

Gide’s personal and intellectual development.

Chapter three begins with the arrival of Russiamgéénthinker Lev Shestov and
20



his existential, anti-rationalist interpretation Dbstoevsky. Existential thinker
and translator Boris de Schloezer’'s subsequentarsiation of Notes from

Underground is analysed as an ‘existential translation.” NisolBerdyaev’s

romantic existential reading is then discussedmygarison to Shestov’s. Gabriel
Marcel's writings on Dostoevsky, particularly glétknown essay on Dostoevsky
and Viacheslav Ivanov, is analysed in relation taré&l's proximity to Russian
émigré circles and thinkers, and in relation to &4és emerging religious
existential philosophy. Finally, chapter three eksm the transcripts of the
meetings of the Studio Franco-Russe and the brigadfisance of Dostoevsky’s
fiction as a platform for Franco-Russian interctdtudialogue in Paris in the

1920s and 30s.

Chapter four presents an analysis of critical ameériextual dialogue around
Dostoevsky’s fiction (specificallyNotes from Undergroundand Brothers
Karamazoy among writers associated with France’s atheisistentialist
movements in literature and philosophy. Jean-Paaltr&Ss early fiction,
Louis-René des Forétsise Bavard and Camus'da Chuteare compared in
relation to the shared hypotext Mbtes from Underground’he prominent place
of Dostoevsky in Camus’s two philosophical essaythéen discussed in relation
to earlier readings by Gide and Shestov. Finalem@s’s theatre adaptation of

The Devilds discussed.

Through the lense of the interactions of readerb \ariters with Dostoevsky’s
fiction emerge new perspectives on the historyitgfdture and criticism, of

translation practice, of shifting French perspextion the legitimacy of Russian
21



cultural production, and of shifting modes of lggr and philosophical

expression.
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Chapter One: The moralist readings: Eugene-Melchiorde Vogué and the
first translators (1880-1900)

Comme si quelque chose existait dans ce mondpgndamment de la valeur morale!

E.-M. de Vogii&®

The Fin de Siéclewas a crucial period in the internationalisationda
cosmopolitisation of literature in France. The ra$erose fiction throughout the
nineteenth century meant that for the first time ttominant mode of literary
expression lent itself readily to translation. Uptiuthis point Franco-Russian
intercultural relations had been fairly uni-directal. Cadot has analysed the
superficial writings of French aristocratic visgoto Russia published in the
mid-nineteenth century (which Dostoevsky had beeathingly critical of)?’
This uni-directionality changed from the 1880s, koer, in part due to the
unprecedented quality of original literature thausBa's Golden Age had
produced and in part due to a general wave ofasten ‘oriental’ literatures that
typified literary tastes from the decadents throtlgh Belle époque. This interest
was, crucially, far more interrogative and assithia than its superficial
Romantic predecessor: a step away from exoticismd atowards

cosmopolitanism®

Les Russeswere by far the most successful of ‘orientaked#tures in France

%6 E -M de Vogiiél.e Roman russ&lavica(Montreux: Ganguin et Laubscher, 1971), p. 242.
27 M. Cadot,L'Image de la Russie dans la vie intellectuelleaise (1839-1856)Paris: Fayard,
1967), pp. 42-43.

2 william Leonard SchwartzThe Imaginitive Interpretation of the Far East irot#ern French
Literature (1800-1925§Paris: Champion, 1927), p. 212.
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during this period. This cannot be dissociated frtva concerted efforts of
Eugéne-Melchior de Vogué, the French diplomat whiegliterally introduced
contemporary Russian literature to France at thietgi period of the forging of
the Dual Alliance. This is not to say that Russidéveloping national literature
was entirely unknown in France prior to Vogué’s lpdiions: Turgenev was
already well-established and translated due tgoarsonal proximity to French
literary circles, meanwhile Pushkin and Gogol ha&erbtranslated by Prosper
Mérimée, in collaboration with Turgen&V.Dostoevsky, nonetheless, remained

almost entirely unknown in France until the mid-08%

The broad cultural impact of Vogud'® Roman russwas widely acknowledged
by his contemporaries in France as well as abitoathe extent that Charbonnel’s
1897 exposition of the neo-mystic revival assodamth French decadentism
opens with the sentence: “En 1886, pdretRoman russede M. le vicomte de
Voglié.” Despite this, the work has received littledepth scholarly attentiot.
Hemmings’ (1950) still relevant study of the vergrlest French reactions to
Russian fiction gives Vogué his rightful prominenes does Backés's thesis
(1972). By far the most profound study of Vogié dnsl Roman russevas

carried out by Rohl (1976), who drew together motihe above together with

29 Waddington has researched this at length: seex@mple, Patrick Waddington and Florence
Montreynaud, "A Bibliography of French Translatiofidm the Works of I. S. Turgeney,
1854-1885,'Slavonic and East European Revib8; no. 1 (1980); Patrick Waddingtoryrgenev

& George Sand: An improbable enterfteondon: Macmillan, 1981). See also M. Cadot, NE.-
de Voglé," inFrance-Russie, Aprés-midi d’étude du 10 mars 2QBmliotheque Francois
Mitterand, Paris: 2005) [audio-recording] vol. II.

% Dupuy’'s 1885 overview of 19th century Russianrditare for example does not feature
Dostoevsky. See Ernest Duplygs grands maitres de la littérature russe di gi@cle (Paris:
Lecene et Oudin, 1885). It is perhaps not surmisirat Dostoevsky remained unknown, given
Turgenev’s role in the initial stages of the inwoton of Russian literature to France and his
famous personal animosity towards Dostoevsky.

31 Charbonnelles Mystiques dans la littérature présemiell.
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an array of archival resources. Certain early Hretranslations have also
attracted critical attentioff. However, these studies, preceding as they did the
paradigmatic shift in translation studies of the8a$, are invariably concerned
with assessing quality, defined as the achieverokat permissible compromise
between fidelity to authorial intention and readigbi Since the Death of the
Author and the work of Lefevere, emphasis has ethifo the more meaningful
task of assessing the implications of variationsvben the ideological content of

the novels and of the translations concerned.

32 Backés compared and apraised a number of DostgsvBkench translators, in particular
Bienstock’s and Pascal’s renderingsTtie AdolescenSee Backes, "Dostoievski en France 1880
— 1930", pp. 292-304. Hemmings denounced the ilifieie of Harpéline-Kaminsky's Brothers
Karamazov highlihgting the numerous deviations fridva original, only to conclude that “for
thirty-five years [till the publication of Mongau#ind Laval’'s unabridged translation] Dostoevsky
passed for something other than he was, in Fraffdeu$ he did not engage in any way with this
data. For early translation analyses, denouncinviatien from the original was an end in itself,
rather than a field of enquiry. See F. W. J. HengsjriDostoevsky in disguise. The 1888 French
version of the Brothers Karamazofftench Studies. A Quarterly Reviéw(1950).
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Initial translations

The initial translations of Dostoevsky in Frenchvéaeceived some critical
attention following their fierce public denunciatidoy a second generation of
critics and translators (not least Gide, discudseldw) during the process of
canonisation that followed throughout the 20s afid. 3Jntil then, Dostoevsky
had been received as a barbaric, oriental writhis Pperceived barbarism had
several implications for translations. Firstly, vexa critics and translators made
less recognition of authorship when ‘oriental’igire was concerned: there was
no aesthetic mastermind for translators to be fiditto, but rather a ‘raw talent’
to be improved by the translator, as well as caltanomalies to be accentuated
or normalised at the translator’s discretidrinternational copyright laws, only
recently introduced for translated texts, did ndead beyond Western Europe.
This meant that oriental literatures were not anbrketably fashionable but also

considerably cheaper to publish.

Crime and Punishmenthe text that was principal in sealing and suostai

Dostoevsky’s popularity in France, appeared in Rioh884 (contemporaneously
to Vogiié’s Le Roman russeliscussed below) translated by Victor Derély.
Though fairly abridged, the translation in fact tns fewer substantial

omissions (or additions) than the more liberal galagns of the other works that

33 Selim observes that judgement as to the qualityrafslations of European literature to
non-European languages in thé"x®ntury was based on fidelity to the “romantic gjshof the
author, whereas translation in the opposite dioactvas a process of ‘improving’. See Selim,
"Pharoah’s Revenge: Translation, Literary Histang &olonial Ambivalence," p. 225.

34 Humiliated and Offendedas the very first of Dostoevsky’s novels to appieaFrench print,
also in 1884, though its appearance went compatgtiunnoticed. Vogié alludes to this
unenthusiastic reception in Vogiiéee Roman russe. 232.
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were to follow. It does, however, contain a quanit highly significant liberal

renderings, which serve to limit the scope for riptetation of the enigmatic
original. Derély’s modifications influence (or inelg remove) all of the major
mysteries that Crime and Punishmentpresents: the inspiration behind
Raskolnikov’s crime, the motivation for his surrendand Dostoevsky’s ultimate
critique of rational materialism. For each exampted in the following analysis,

Dostoevsky'’s original features in the first colunerély’s (1884) in the second,

and the corresponding quotation from Chuzevill&83(1) translation is included

for comparison in the third column.

Beginning with the principal philosophical enquiny the novel, the theoretical

basis for Raskolnikov’s crime, a striking modificet can be observed in

Derély’s translation:

V MeHs Torna oaHa MBIC/Ib
BBIIyMAJIach, B MePBbIii
pa3 B :KU3HU, KOTOPYIO
HUKTO M HHKOIIA ele 10
MeHs He BhIIyMbIBaJ!
Huxto! MHue BApyT sICHO,
KaK COJIHIIE, IPEICTaBUIIOCh,
YTO KaK 3Ke 3TO HU eINHBIH
JI0 CHX TIOP He MOCMe U He
cMeeT, MPOXOo/Ast MUMO Bceeil
ITOH HeJIENOCTH, B3Th
MPOCTO-3aMPOCTO BCe 32
XBOCT M CTPSIXHYTH K
yepry! f... 51 3axoTen
OCMEJIUTHCS U YOUII... s
TOJIBKO OCMEIIUTHCS 3aXO0Tell,
CoHsl, BOT BCs HpI/I‘II/IHa!SS

Du jour ou cettevérité
m’est apparue, claire
comme le soleil, j'ai voulu
oseret j'ai tué... j'ai voulu
seulement faire acte
d’audace Sonia, tel a été
le mobile de mon actioff!

“Une idée alors m'est
venue pour la premiere
fois de ma vie, une idée
gue personne jusqu’a ce
moment n'avait eue
encore. Personnel’ai
compris soudain, clair
comme le jour que
personne n’avait encore
0sé, voyant combien tout
est absurde, prendre tout
simplement ce monstre
par la queue et s’envoyer
au diable! Moi... moi...
j'ai voulu tenter un coup
d’audace... et j'ai tué... je
ne voulais quéenter le

% F. M. DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinenii v tridtsati tomald® vols. (Leningrad: Nauka,
1973), VI, p. 321. Throughout the following trarigla analyses | use underlining to highlight
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coup Sonia, voila tout!

Thus, while in the original text and the 1931 ttatisn, Raskolnikov acts in
protestation, setting his rebellious will agairts absurdity of human existence
(“ npoxoasa MUMO BCEH HTOM HCJICTIOCTH, B3ATH IMPOCTO-3allPOCTO BCC 3a XBOCT U
cTpsaxHyTh K uepty!”), the 1884 translation permitted him only to dan act of
“audacity”, the notion of which presupposes the sexice of the very
transcendental values that Raskolnikov’s ‘absurdiverse does not recognise.
The notion of absurdity is key to Raskolnikov's ekpnce both before and after
his crime and to the theoretical basis for his etifihe difference between the
two French translations with regards to the cona#pihe absurd corresponds
with the broader, modernist shift in the concepttioé absurd in terms of
Begriffsgeschichteln addition to removing the notion of an absurdvarse,
Derély’s choice of “faire acte d’audace” as a reimdpof “ocmenutscs” does not
concede that the ethical codes subverted are owenth while Dostoevsky’s
“crpsixuyTh K 4epty” metaphor clearly does. In the same vein, Derély ¢thosen
to translate Meicip”(Subjective)as “vérité” (objective) and to completely remove
Dostoevsky’s Raskolnikov's emphatic assertions isf idea’s originality. The
self-consciously individualistic, subjectivist aspef the theory is thus silenced.
Dostoevsky had presented a man killing not for mvaion of a universal truth,
but rather in order to proudly validate twe/n original thought in full awareness
precisely of its non-universality. This seems teehheen either misunderstood or

else consciously censored through Derély’s strikingssions.

words and phrases for comparison. Italics throughoeithe authors’ and translators’ own.

3% F. M. Dostoevskyl.e Crime et le chatimentrans. V. Derély, 2 vols. (Paris: Plon, 1885),pll
163.

37 F. M. DostoevskyCrime et chatimentrans. J. Chuzeville, 2 vols. (Paris: Bossar®@1)9ll, p.
719.
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When translating Raskolnikov’s exposition of thedretical motivation for his
philosophical murder (i.e. that human freedom risited only by psychological
weaknesses ordained by no universal ethical valineshero’s ideas are altered
curiously in both French translations. Dostoevsky&skolnikov elucidates that
the neobwiknosennviii uenosex has the right to transgress societal codes of
conduct; in a world with no transcendental guanantd ethical systems,
individual will-to-power and individual capacitys law. Both translators

normalised this subversive content:

Ho te monu BeiHecn ceon  Mais ces gens-la sont allédMais ces gens-la ont
miard, W IOTOMY owu jusqu’au bout, et c’est cecontinué dans leur voie,
npaeer>® qui les justifié® c’est ce qui les a justifiés

In both of the above French translations, Dostogsskemphatically
non-processionathey are right(the italics are Dostoevsky’s) is reduced to a
process of justification: the act i®nderedjust retrospectively by virtue of
accomplishment. History thus functions as the trandental justifying force, as
opposed to the Dostoevskian representation of nbeidual capacity to ‘bear
out’ the burden of the act. Two disparate concegtiare thus revealed. At one
extremity is Dostoevsky’s protagonist’s stresstmndependence of the definition
of the just on the will and capacity of the ageémtboth translations, however, the
far less subversive conception that the individal is justified historically by
virtue of accomplishment: a radically subjectivéatieism has been replaced by

historical relativism.

%8 DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinenW!, p. 417.
%9 Dostoevskyle Crime et le chatimenti, pp. 299-300.
% DostoevskyCrime et chatimentl, pp. 933-934.
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Plunged by his transgressive act into a reality tleano longer has any means of
interpreting, Raskolnikov loses all capacity tontify ‘truth’ not only in his
theories, but in his own words and acts. Truth gerbecomes problematic,
paradoxical and out of reach for Raskolnikov inww#ld his act has brought into
being. This is best expressed in his confessioBdnia, throughout which he
constantly repeats and contradicts himself, bothradters finding themselves
face to face with what would come to be termed Aiwsurd. Again, the

translators significantly alter Raskolnikov’s exiparce:

- Ox, 3TO HE TO, HE TO, B
Tocke Bocknunaia CoHs, -
Y Pa3BE MOXKHO TaK... HET,
ITO He TaK, He Tak!

- Cama BUJIHIIIB, YTO HE
Tak!.. A 51 Belb HCKPEHHO
paccka3saJi, npasay!

- Jla kaka# k 3T0 npasja!
O rocniopu! — /la kakasi &
sTo mpasaa! O rocromu!

- 51 Bemb TOJIbKO BOIIH yOUII,
Comns [...]

- DTO YeNOBEK-TO BOII!

- Jla BeAb u 51 3HAIO, YTO HE
BOLIb [...] A BOpouem, st
Bpy, Cons, [...] 1aBHO y3Ke
BpY... OTO Bce He TO; ThI
CIpaBeVINBO FTOBOPHIID.
CoBceM, coBceM, COBCEM

TyT Apyrue npuunnb:..

-Est-ce que c’est
possible?... Non, ily a
autre choseé

- Tu juges toi-méme qu'il y
aautre chose!Pourtant je
t'ai dit la verité!”

- La vérité! Oh! seigneur!

-Aprés tout, Sonia, je n’ai
tué qu’'une vermine [...]

- Cette vermine était une
créature humaine!

- Eh, je sais bien que ce
n'était pas une vermine
dans le senéittéral du
mot [...] du restece que je
dis n’a pas le sens
commun]...] tu as raison
Sonia,ce n’est pas celd?

-Non, ce n’est pas cela, ce
n'est pas cela

-Tu dis toi-méme quee
n'est pas cela! Pourtant je
t'ai sincérement raconté
tout, c’est la vérité.

-Et quelle vérité! O!
Seigneur!

-Apres tout je n'ai tué
gu’un pou [...].

-Ce pou était un étre
humain.

-Et je sais bien que ce
n'était pas un vrai pou (...)
Dailleurs,je mens Sonia
(...) Ce n'est pas encore
cela. Tu as raisort?

Derély’s rendering reveals fascinating differenbesveen his and Dostoevsky’s

4! DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochineniil, p. 320.

“2 Dostoevskyle Crime et le chatimergirad. Derély), II, p. 161.

3 DostoevskyCrime et chatimentl, p. 716.
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notions of truth. Raskolnikov and Sonia’s repetifoof “5to He T0; Bce He TO”
(that's not it/this is all wrong) are rendered bgrBly as “il y a autre chose”. The
problem appears to Derély that tatirety of the truth has not yet beenveiled
whereas in Dostoevsky's text, a multitude of cantiflig interpretations battle
hopelessly for supremacy where no yardstick reméyswhich to measure
them?* Consequently, where Dostoevsky’s Raskolnikov fitlist each of his
attempted interpretations is a “lie”, the C19thnsiation has him question the
“common sense” of his judgments. Derély thus rejettat in Dostoevsky’s
fictional world common sense is (emphatically) reapsivalent to truth. A second
manifestation of this difference may be noted ins@evsky’'s Raskolnikov’s
admission that Sonia has “spoken justly”, rendéngabth French translations via
avoir raison Herein lies a linguistic disparity between thessophone and
francophone conceptualisations of ‘being righte ttormer by reference to the

prav-seme (justice/truth/right); the latter by referetzeeason.

Accordingly, when Raskolnikov directly draws Sosiattention to the absurdity
of the equally possible and dubitable reality, 1884 translation simply removes

the sentence, replacing it with a repetition ofdturaison”:

U 510 TOYB-B-TOYH TaK U Tu trouves ca risible? Tu a Cela te semble drdle? Oui,
onu10! Tebe cmemHO? [a, raison, Sonyé‘? Sonia, le plus drdle est que
CoHst, TYT BCETO CMEIIHEE peut-étre cela s’est passé
TO, 9TO, MOXKET, UMEHHO exactement ainéf.

OHO TaK u Obu10.. "

4 Chuzeville's 1931 translation is faithful to théginal but for the replacement we ne tawith
ce n'est pas encore celagain conveying a temporary ignorance of thehtrather than a more
definitive inaccessibility.

5 DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinen¥!, p. 319.

¢ Dostoevskyle Crime et le chatimen¢Trans. Derély) II, p. 160.
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Thus where Dostoevsky's text expresses the impéissiior judgment, the early
French translation simply imposes judgment. WheostBevsky’'s Raskolnikov’s
confession is littered with self-interruptionsHgr, sto ve Tax! 4 onsTe He Tak
pacckassisato!” *®) Derély simply removes them, along with the retmis and
stammerings of the protagonfétThe fact that Raskolnikov himself is at a loss
to interpret his own absurd reality, even his owtioas, finding no stable means

by which to judge them, has also been removed bglPs translation.

In the same vein, the translator’s treatment ofkBlaskov's final police-station
confession is also telling. The unanswerable qoesti Crime and Punishment
remains that as to Raskolnikov’s genuine principatder motive, problematised
through Dostoevsky’s ambiguous representation of tielation between
Raskolnikov’'s economic hardship, his *humanitariambitions, and finally his
aristocratistic theoretical impetus to transgreRaskolnikov's confession, in
Dostoevsky’s version, had syntactically emphasitleel disconnectedness of
these motives. Derély’s protagonist opts insteatldse the question in favour of
the least unsettling conclusion: a causality betweeonomic necessity and

transgression.

Omo s youn mozoa C’est moi qui ai assassiné &'est moi qui ai assassiné
CmMapyxy-4uHoeHuYy u coups de hachepur les a coups de hache la vieille

" DostoevskyCrime et chatimeni(Trans. Chuzeville) Il, p. 715.

8 DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochineni!, p. 320.

9 See, for example, Ibid., Dostoevske Crime et le chatimenv!, pp. 21, 98, 104, 320-321.
and Dostoevsky.e Crime et le chatimen{Trad. Derély) I, pp. 91, 164, 308, I, p. 161.
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cecmpy ee Jluzasemy voler, la vieille préteuse  préteuse sur gages, et sa
monoponm, u ozpaéun.>® sur gages et la sceur sceur Elisabettet qui les
Elisabettt* ai volées™

Syntactically, Derély’s parenthetical clause fuo§ in diametric opposition to
Dostoevsky’s. In the original, it serves to empbaghe unconnectedness of the
two acts and motives, as accurately translated Huyzé&ville. Derély, contrarily,
introduces a parenthetical excuse incongruous gkdétaikov's own, theoretical
interpretation of his crime in the original, as ted stated explicitly: st Tonbko

53
ocMmenuThes 3axoren, CoHst, BOT Bes mpuunHal”

Thus, in Derély’s version, Raskolnikov's murder-iies have been clarified, his
theory simplified, and his paradoxical, proto-akbissir experience reduced to a
more familiar monistic system. However, Derély’'seagest liberty concerns
Raskolnikov’'s confession, and with it, the endurimystery of Dostoevsky’s

novel. In the original, Raskolnikov clings, eventie epilogue, to the conviction
that if he had been strong enough to bear the huofidis act no higher judge
would stand above him. Raskolnikov expresses andidack of guilt during his

so-called confession, which is radically transfodnbg both French translators:

Hy... ny, BoT u Bce... Hy, Eh, bien, voila tout... Eh, bien, voila tout...
pasymMeercs, 9To s YOI Naturellement j’ai eu tort  Naturellement j'ai eu tort de
CTapyxy, - 9T0 s XyIO de tuer la veille... allons,  tuer la veille... Allons, en
caenan... Hy, 0 nosobHO!**  assez’ voila assezf

*0 Dostoevskii,Polnoe sobranie sochineniV, p. 410. The emphasis is Dostoevsky’s, indieat
of the importance attached to the statement anspisific wording. A literal translation might
read: “It was | who killed [back then] the old lafbf rank] and her sister Lizaveta with a hatchet,
and robbed them.”

1 Dostoevskyle Crime et le chatimerfTrans. Derély), II, p. 286.

DostoevskyCrime et chatimenfTrans. Chuzeville), Il, p. 914.

DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinenwl, p. 321.

> Ibid., VI, p. 319.

DostoevskylLe Crime et le chatimen{Trans. Derély) Il, p. 161.
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Raskolnikov, in the French, admits the natural ipaf the wrongnesof his act,
i.e. admits that his act breached an indubitaligfural’ ethical code. This is the
direct opposite of the Russian phrase, in whicls ihot the ‘wrongness’ that
seems self-evident to Raskolnikov, but rather teeision to kill. Furthermore,
razumeetsjamplies not the naturalnessstestvennogtof the act, which would
connote an innate system of natural values govgimiman action, but rather the
role of reasonr@zumn) that provoked the crime. Meanwhilgg khudo sdelaljars

in the context of a would-be confession as mighiméssed up’ in coloquial

English.

Raskolnikov's eventual capitulation is also strigpef its amoralistic and
anti-humanistic dimensions. When Sonia, in theioaily poses the question: ‘but
how will you live without man,’ the meaning is noerely without ‘other men’ in
a practical sense, but rather, beyond the conceptionan that his idea and its
enactment have shattered: how to live in a worleviich human life has been

stripped of any absolute value. This aspect batfhstators have missed:

Hy kak e, kax e 6e3 Eh bien, comment rester Et comment vivre en
YEIOBEKA-TO MPOKHUTH! >’ dehors de la société dehors de toute présence
humaine® humaine?

In a final dream, Dostoevsky represents Raskolrskadeology as a plague
sweeping Europe, allegorically depicting the authoconviction of the
impossibility of moral truth independent of Chréstity, and a consequent

impossibility of ethical human coexistence in adiwdualistic, atheist world.

DostoevskyCrime et chatimenfTrans. Chuzeville), Il, p. 716.
DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinenwWl, p. 323.
DostoevskyLe Crime et le chatimerfTrans. Derély) Il, p. 166.
DostoevskyCrime et chatimenfTrans. Chuzeville) Il, p. 723.
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Either the early translators’ miscomprehensionhef argument or else (equally
conceivably) a distaste for the dream device ohearnidl quasi-supernatural
didactic intervention in an otherwise refreshingiyibiguous novel, is revealed in

the following startling translations:

He 3nanm, koro u kak cyauts, On ne pouvait s'entendre surChacun croyait posséder

HE MOIJIU COIIACUTHCS, YTO le bien et sur le m&3 seul la vérité et discerner ce
CYHUTATH 3JIOM, YTO TOOPOM. qui était le bien ou le mé&f.
He 31211, KOro 0OBUHSTH,

KOro OHpaBL[I)IBaTL.GO

In the first translation, and to only a slighths$éer degree in the second, the loss
of moral truth, and the impossibility of the humgtnproject to construct society
from man up rather than from God down — clearly @ssential problem
Dostoevsky had wished to depict withime and Punishmenrt has been reduced

to a general difficulty in agreeing on ethical diess.

This analysis of Derély’s alterations to — and esponding interpretation of —
Dostoevsky’s text has been far from exhaustive thieurexamples could have
been provided to show a general neutralisation haf tontradictions and
paradoxes, in which the original is so rich, andrastic reduction in the agency
of characters, resulting in a loss of polyphonietps. However, analysis has
been limited to the task of tracing changing intetations of the philosophical
ideas expressed in Dostoevsky’s works rather thaassess the reception of his
aesthetics. Clearly, Derély’s 1884 version of Desgtky’sCrime and Punishment,

the only version available in French for almosf leatentury, represented on this

80 DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochineni!, p. 420.
®1 Dostoevskyle Crime et le chatimerfTrans. Derély), II, p. 303.
%2 DostoevskyCrime et chatimengTrans. Chuzeville), Il, p. 938.
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plain a drastic simplification. Raskolnikov's indiualistic and amoralistic
conception of human reality is neutralised, and gh#osophical prerogative of

his crime has ceded to the more consoling and sistgriogical hunger motive.

This comparison highlights that what later commemgawill term Raskolnikov’s
experience of the Absurd, and his struggle with @atiplicity of subjectivist
truths and interpretations, have been appropriayethe C19th translation to an
incomplete or obscured vision of a monistic coniceptof empirical truth.
Furthermore, Dostoevsky’s ultimate attack on them&nist notion of man and his
capacity to rationally construct a moral world ipdadent of religion is reduced
to an expression of the difficulty of the endeavs. to whether Derély made
these modifications consciously or unconscioushyjecture would be futile. In
any case, the vast majority of French readers wbalee little choice but to

accept this interpretation for decades to c6ne.

% In the autumn of 1888, an adaptation of Crimehéitiment (based on Derély’s abridged and
‘rationalised’ translation) was staged by Paul &iiand Hugues Le Roux, to great success.
Backes has analysed this, noting the addition ofuaial detail: when Raskolnikov enters the
pawn-broker’s flat to kill her, Sonya is in the mmpand he witnesses her being humiliated. His
murder is an act of passion, motivated by indigmatat the treatment of Sonya by the
pawn-broker. Thus the subversive, philosophical iveotfor the crime, in the original, is
normalised, replaced by a banal and conventioniadlyoic psychological motive. Similarly,
Backés observed that the play ended not on a caiopase love between Raskolnikov and
Sonya, but in a trite romantic outburst. See Back@sstoievski en France 1880 — 1930", p. 181.
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Initial Criticism

Derély was not the only interpreter to stress tlmnemic motive of
Raskolnikov’'s crime and diminish the act’s philosmal dimension. Avede
Barine’s 1884 article went to equally great lengtbsnormalise Raskolnikov’s
crime. Quoting (in her own translation) the passdgem Raskolnikov's
confession to Sonia concerning his poverty, Bagae fit to entirely omit the
three crucial lines in which Raskolnikov confestesefusing food out of spite.
Barine has been obliged to censor these linesderaio preserve her thesis -
namely that Raskolnikov and his compatriots areodemt victims of a gulf
between received enlightened European ideologigs camtemporary Russian
social reality (understood by Barine as povertyspigism and injustice)’
Barine has had to turn a blind eye to the fact Raskolnikov’s poverty was
self-inflicted, that he did not rob his victim eftevely nor, in any case, make any
use of the spoils. The difficulty lies in the fabtt Dostoevsky’s protagonist’s
rebellion extends to the point of undermining ewerhis own pragmatic needs.
This presented a challenge to the positivist celtirthe French critic of 1880s
France. Dostovsky’s rebelious philosophers havlerataccording to Barine,
been driven mad: “a force de retourner ces idées§ of the French and German
Enlightenment], I'estomac vide et la téte chaufeBarine thus, by slight of

hand, transform€rime and Punishmemito a critique of Tsarist Russia’s failure

® Arvéde Barine, "Dostoievskiun grand romancier,la Revue Politique et littérairéRevue
bleug 2° semestre (3série), no. 26 (1884), 805. Compared to DostogvEkilnoe sobranie
sochinenij VI, p. 320.

% Barine, "Dostoievskiun grand romancier," p. 805.
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to live up to rationalist western ideologies asaggd to the critique of these very
ideologies’ incapacity to account for the expereeraf individual reality that
Dostoevsky makes so explicit throughout his wrisindBarine attempts to
reassure her reader that Raskolnikov “pensait mainscrime et plus a ses
conséquences bienfaisanté% 4 notion that the protagonist himself rejectsig h
confession and that his consequent actions reiuts. motive is, furthermore,
given only minimal attention in Dostoevsky’s ex@tion of the killer’s mind,
while the details of the act itself and its themadt justification are explored

down to the minute detail.

True to the positivist tradition, Raskolnikov’s edlon is reduced to a result of
his social condition, and its non-conformity to thwre ‘developed’ western

ideologies he had read:

s’épuiser le cerveau a chercher des conciliationpossibles entre les
exigences d’'une imagination dux °siécle, nourrie de théories socialistes et
humanitaires, et la condition de sujet de I'empeNiuolas®’

Madness, particularly a nineteenth-century Frencmception of madness,
becomes crucial to such a reduction of Dostoevdiigt®on: Raskolnikov having
perdu la raison hatches an insane solution to his economic sitilaHowever,
as observed in relation to the dream of the plagnd,as Dostoevsky endlessly
underlined, the nihilist's madness his atheistic positivism: Raskolnikov’s act
was necessitated by his reason. To escape suchchusion, Barine once again

carefully misquotes Raskolnikov, having him ‘corsfeto his madness — an

% |bid.p. 805.
7 Ibid.p. 805.
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alteration which few could verify, Derély’s trantm having taken a similar

liberty:

Original:

- 970 He To! A syumne...
npexnmoaoxu (1a! Irax
JAEMCTBUTEIBHO JIyue!),
MPEAOJI0KH, ITO 51
CaMoIO0uUB, 3aBUCTIHB, 3011,
Mep30K, MCTUTEIICH, HY... U,
MOKAIIYH, ellle HAKJIOHEH K

Derély: Barine:

ce n'est pas cela! Figure-toiil n’avait déja plus en ce
plutdt que je suis rempli moment I'esprit tout a fait
d’amour-propre, envieux, sain:“j'avais des
méchant, vindicatif et, de  dispositions a la foli&,
plus, enclin a la folie. dit-il dans sa confessidfi.
% [remainder omitted by

Derély.]

cymaciectsuio. (Yik mycrb
Bce 3apa3! IIpo
cymaciiecTBue-To
TOBOPUJIH M TIPEXKIe, 51
samerma!)®®

Thus, in the hands of both the translator and ttitéc,cone of the numerous
interpretations, with which Raskolnikov quite laly toyslinguistically, melding
with the perspective of the onlooker through therdthperson plural, is
transformed into a genuine ‘confession’ of his anganity. The far more crucial
idea, explicit from Raskolnikov’s final dream - this insanityis the positivist
ideology dominating European thought - was eitlost bn both commentators.
Perhaps it was deemed too blasphemous to retrarRaskolnikov, along with
his nation, is reduced to an imbecile, and as suehepresentative of Russia and
“la plainte d’'un peuple malade, qui se sent devémit,”* broken by its state’s
failure to live up to enlightened ideals. It is mathin the scope of this study to

assess any possible socio-political validity of lsue reading, but rather to

DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinenWl, p. 320.
DostoevskylLe Crime et le chatimen{Trans. Derély) Il, p. 162.
Barine, "Dostoievskiun grand romancier," p. 805.

" Ibid.p. 801.
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highlight the reduction it implies of Dostoevskyéxploration of the human

condition to a commentary on Russian social reality

Two tendencies in Barine’s article, namely a detnarn search of an image of
Russian life and a conclusion of Russian collectnganity, were highly typical

of the early responses to Dostoevsky by the Frém¢he 1870s and 1880s. As
for the notion that the philosophical insights exgsed through Dostoevsky’s

various fous might be of value, there was no question:

Dostoievski est souvent prolixe et diffus; en vesiliste, il ne nous fait grace
de rien, pas méme des bavardages des sots et viasodé des fous. Il
dédaigne trop I'art de la composition. Il est queldois ennuyeui

Philosophical ideas, particularly in the mouthduwfatics, have no place in the

novel: they are simply seen as diversions frormgmreative.

Courriére’s 1875 monograph on Russian literatuakthgen the same line in her
section onCrime et chatimenandLes mauvais espritéher telling rendering of
‘Besy’). ‘Cauchemar’, ‘réve affreux’, ‘délire’: this ih¢ world we are plunged
into by Dostoevsky, and this is automatically egdatto a symptom of
socio-political nihilism rather than contemplatiohthe human conditiof® The
Idiot, A Weak Heartand Dostoevsky’s various explorations of other kwimof

human consciousness, are not mentioned:

Tous les héros du romancier sont fous, maladespdepéques...Tous les
types qui vont passer sous nos yeux ont chacurmieladie, quelque chose

2 |bid.p. 817.

3 Céleste CourriereHistoire de la littérature contemporaine en RuséRaris: Charpentier,
1875),

p. 326.
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dans le cerveau de brisé ou de détraqué. Tousgatéd par cette gangrene
dont nous avons vu se produire les effets chezdRaikhf.”

As observed of Barine’s reading, Courriere’s cosicn concerningCrime and
Punishmentas well asThe Devilsis unequivocally socio-political. Courriere has
identified in Dostoevsky only an attack on politicahilism, concluding with
great emotion, that while this disease is presksetdere, in Russia the nihilists
do not look for economic and social equality like tsocialists of the west, but

for the equality of reduction to ignorance, notiegs and vic&

E.-M. de Voglié andLe Roman russe

Viscount Eugéne-Melchior de Vogué, the undisputexhld of the Russian novel
in C19th France, was the figure that most influenttee French conception of
Dostoevsky’s thought from the 1880s to the endhef ¢entury. His diplomatic
career had brought him in 1877 from Constantindpl&t. Petersburg where he
would remain for almost six years, marry and indgrinto a noble family,
master the Russian language, and set about degdhenwealth of new literature
that surrounded him. A frequent guest at the Iifesalon of the Countess S. A.
Tolstaya, the viscount also had ample opportunityaiuserwith many important
authors and thinkers of the era, including Dostkeviimself.”® On his

resignation from diplomatic service, Vogué returnedParis and played the key

" Ibid., pp. 328-9.

S |bid., p. 335.

% Letter from Vogiié to Harpéline-Kaminski (1892) ettre inédite sur les études russédetue
hébdomadaire9 Apr 1910, p. 149.
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role in the introduction of the most part of Dostsley’s oeuvre in France.
However, Vogiié’s own ideological interests greatigped his presentation of the
thought of the Russian novelist, not to mention (g representation of Russian
culture in general. His five articles on TurgenBushkin, Tolstoy, Dostoevsky
and Gogol for theRevue des Deux Mondbestween 1883 and 1885, compiled
into the phenomenally successfabman russen 1886, would not only seal
Vogué’s own literary destiny (resulting in his dlea to the Academy in 1888)

but also that of Russian literature in France fquarter of a century to folloW.

It would be an error to approach Vogué’s study astraightforward work of
literary criticism. Textual analysis was not itsjeiive, even if on this level it
constitutes a formidable achievement for its tilneorder to appreciate its place
in the intellectual history of Francee Roman russenust be considered in the
context of a broader movement of literary cosmdjsaliion, alongside, for
example, Taine’s study of English literature andéBs En AllemagneAll three
advocated alternative perspectives on the barliteiary creations of Northern
Europe, in opposition to ever-enduring Latinisttpaionist factions at the peak
of the age of European nationalisms. As Vogué salis preface td.e Roman

russe

Il se crée, de nos jours, au-dessus des préférdrossterie et de nationalité,
un esprit européen, un fonds de culture, d’idéelimtlinations communes a
toute la société intelligenté.

" \Vogiié’s article on Dostoevsky was first printed.m Revue des deux mondesl885. It also
appeared individually in 1891 (Paris: H. Gautien) the collection Nouvelle bibliotheque
populaire, No. 256.

8 \ogiié,Le Roman russ@. XLVIII.
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Le Roman russmust also be viewed as the strategic work of gqtet diplomat

in the wake of 1870 and the shadow of Prussianresipa. The Franco-Russian
alliance was the ambitious political project of ttey and part of this project was
the establishment of two-way intercultural dialdtumerous other works of the
period shared this goal — some more overtly anis$lan than othefS. As to
their role in the eventual realisation of the D@aitente in 1894, this thesis
refrains from qualifying. However, the desire ingii@’s case to present Russia as
an enigmatic, vibrant and alien culture, from whiglance might draw in order to
fortify its literature, cannot be separated frore ttesire to introduce a morally
sound cultural and political ally. This dual objeetshaped the image of Russian

literature that Voguié projected i@ Roman russe

The former of the two objectives takes precede¥ogué was first and foremost

a Christian moralishomme de lettreand had a clear aesthetic agenda: to oppose,
on the one hand, the lingering vestiges of a mpmémotivating romanticism
and to undermind, on the other hand, the despat& aof a cold, cynical and
predominantly atheistic naturalist school. In thpiace, he proposed a more
sentimentally charged, morally instructive realismarratives that pity their
victims, while remaining ultimately subservientreason, measure, abdn ton

It thus becomes clear why a vast section of Dostogs fictional output would

not meet Vogué’s requirements.

9 Corbet discusses, for example, Michel Delines’7Lp8blications llos amis les RussasdLa
France jugée par la Rusgieas works the same political ends as Vogisnan russeSee
Charles Corbet,L'Opinion francaise face a linconnue russe (179%84) A l'ére des
nationalismeg(Paris: Didier, 1967), p. 419. Cadot has goneaasa$ to suggest that Bismarck
could claim as much responsibility for la mode euas Vogué. An audio-recording of his paper is
available in the Bibliothéque Francois Mitterandaddt, "E.-M. de Vogué," France-Russie,
Aprés-midi d’étude du 10 mars 20@ibliothéque Francois Mitterand, Paris, 2005.
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Before broaching Vogué’s treatment of Dostoevskysk, a few words must be
spared to his general approach to Russian culfture.startling otherness with
which Vogué’s writings present the mind of the Raissat first glance may seem

to jar with his cosmopolitanist project:

En vérité, le désespoir me prend quand j'essayéaide comprendre ce
monde au notre, c'est-a-dire de relier par lessdgsmmunes des cerveaux
hantés d’'images si différentes pétris par des nsidiverses?

His task was not to bring Russia and its culturadpction closer to France, but
to rouse curiosity in a radically different litena¢. From the beginnings of his
diplomatic and literary career, Vogué would faltorthe vague category of the
professional orientalist. His exoticising travelitmg on Syria, Palestine and
Egypt reveal a nostalgia for the predominant plafcesligion in what he broadly
perceived as oriental society. Russia, he sawssthesis between this oriental
religiosity and Christian values. Russia’s othesnés constantly raised by
Vogué’s work, but this otherness has a specifioezaln his obituary of Solovieyv,
he writes: “l’homme est un animal étrange. Lhommsse en est de doublement
étrange.®’ The implication is thus that Russians possessxaess of a strange
“humanity,” an idea inherited from the Slavophile$he predominantly
Slavophile circles Vogiié moved in, particularly tedon of the Countess S. A.
Tolstaya (widow of Alexei Tolstoy), further reinfaed his notion of Russia as a

‘bridge’ between Europe and a mythically looselfimted Orient®?

8 \ogiié,Le Roman russe. 231.

81 Obituary of Soloviev entitled ‘Un Docteur russdasfimir Solovief’ (1900) reprinted in E.-M
de Vogiié Sous I'horizon, hommes et choses d'{faris: A. Colin, 1904), p. 19.

82 \ogiié wrote with fondness of Slavophilia as “ueéigion patriotique trés respectable.” See
Voguié,Le Roman russe. 234. His own self-perception as an authoetgn a practitioner of the
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Vogué’s Le Roman russeonsequently begins with the curious theory that th
roots of Russia’s otherness are to be found inaln8ummarising theories of
Slavophile origin, Vogié informs his readers tit inherent nihilism in the Slav

comes from the same roots as tirwanaof “les péres hindous”:

Si I'on veut bien connaitre la Russie, il faut emémorer tout ce que I'on a
appris de I'lnde ancienrfé.

This theory he supports with allusions to conneidetween Russian and
Sanskrit and even the statement that the futuRusSEia may be divined from the
history of India®* The termnihilism, which Vogiié melds with a vague notion of
asceticismand complacencyjs even supposed to have been coined as a
translation of ‘Nirvana®® These connections, appearing as they did at the
beginning of the work, had the aim of presentingaanient, deeply rooted and
radically different cultural and intellectual trédn: the alternative to
Greco-Roman antiquity that the imagination of anemgimg Belle Epoch
generation craved. The successful synthesis, haowdge Voglié is not in
Dostoevsky but in Tolstoy: “on dirait I'esprit d’'uchimiste anglais dans I'ame
d'un bouddhiste hindou; se charge qui pourra digaer cet étrange

accouplement: celui qui y parviendra expliqueraeda Russie

orientalism shines throughe Roman Russ®f the heroine of Tolstoy's Cossacks he challenge
“toux ceux qui ont pratiqué I'orient” to judge aetiticity of her oriental naivety. See Vogii&
Roman russep. 264. For a deconstruction of Vogiié’s Oriert Btagnus Rohll.e Roman Russe
de Eugéne-Melchior de Vogigtockholm Studies in History of Literatui®tockholm: Almqvist

& Wiksell Int., 1976), pp. 70-72.

8 \ogiié,Le Roman russe. 68.

8 bid., pp. 69-70.

8 |bid., p. 70.

8 Ibid., p. 261. For Vogiié, Tolstoy was superioDmstoevsky in his more complete break from
Romanticism. See Voguke Roman russep. 263-4.
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Vogué’s confused notions of ‘Buddhist’ abnegati@nthodoxy, political nihilism,
and vibrant aesthetic barbarity set the tone fog #ntrance of \Vogué’'s
Dostoevsky, whom he presents as the literary etgnvao St. Basil’s Cathedral:
“cette monstrueuse cathédrale de Saint-Basile, e et peinte comme une
pagode chinoise, batie par des architectes tatategli abrite pourtant le Dieu
chrétien.®” A condescension toward conglomerated oriental b&d@sms’ is
evident, and a typically homogenised notion of @réeent emerges from Vogué’s
comparison of Russian, Chinese and Tartar architectas it was in the
connecting of Hindu, Islamic and Orthodox abnegatand asceticistf In
Vogué’s study of Dostoevsky ibe Roman russehis exoticising and othering
has an aim beyond attention grabbing. It servethaslevice by which Vogué
discounts all of Dostoevsky’s mature output as fess fanatical fantasy and, as
such, suppresses the subversive themes thereiassedr focusing rather on his
early fiction, which corresponded less problemdliiceo Vogiié’s own cultural

agendd”’

87 \loguié,Le Roman russe. 207.

% |n a later preface t®he Idiot this would take on a furhter ‘ethnographic’ caiog: “elle [la
pensée russe] fait songer au roman qu'écrirait aaufRouge, si le don d’écrire lui venait
subitement.” See E.-M de Vogié, "Préface," to F.DMstoievskiL'ldiot (Paris: Plon, 1987), p.
Vii.

8 1t cannot be overstressed that despite the etapbigr aspect of his reading, Vogiié was
significantly ahead of his contemporaries in thgrde to which he surmounted such intercultural
barrienrs and achieved a degree of textual pei@iralbert de la Berge, for example, criticised
Le Roman russéor not having sufficiently explained the othersied Dostoevsky’s literature in
terms of social and cultural differences betweeanEe and Russia (“cet enfer sans limites et sans
portes”) in order to render it accessible to thenEh mind “fait de synthéses et de clarté”) In
seeing Russian literature as legitimate art inoits right, rather than ethnographic material,
Voguié was as yet alone. See Albert de la Bergeiés La Russie politique et littérairel’e
Siecle22 juillet 1886, p. 3. Berge’s article makes itasleghat if Vogué’s reading of Russian
literature was refracted through preceonceptiond’@he russe and turned away from the
aesthetic to the ethnographic and the moral, hesthetess did so far less than his generation
expected and indeed demanded. See also ArvédeeBdkh Eugene-Melchior de Voguél'a
Revue Politique et littéraire (Revue ble8g série)2e semestre, no. 26 (1884), which sums up
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Vogueé clearly used Dostoevsky to uphold his owrthestie and moral doctrines.
The superior works he identified &vor Folk, Memoirs from the House of the
Dead,and above alCrime and Punishmentn Dostoevsky’s first novel, Vogué
declares his art of characterisation and pfaig-developed® Vogiié identified

in it the sentimentality he searched, combined vaticonservative fidelity to
realism.Humiliated and Offendelle defends from the criticism it had received,
though it lacked, for Vogué, the simplicity andriha of the Poor Folk and the
psychology of its characters, commenting that henct understand that one
could prefer a desperate romantic liaison to amati mutually beneficial one.
Clearly this is not a critic who appreciated thested romantic intrigues of

Dostoevsky’s mature fiction.

The Memoires from the House of the Deesteived Voglé's firm stamp of
approval, and he includes an original translatiba arge extract? Tellingly, he

identifies the most successful of the stories thetentained as the two ‘crimes
of love’, Akulina and Bakluchin, whilst “pour d'ams, le philosophe ne
s'inquiéte pas de fouiller dans leur pas¥éThe implication is that Dostoevsky’s

‘philosophical’ interference with the narrativeusawelcome; as is confirmed by

all of Voglié’s oeuvre as a tracing of the necessaligious spirit of each nation.

% \ogiié,Le Roman russep. 115-6.

1 bid., p. 232.

92 \ogiié published no translations of Dostoevsky'skgmther than these excerpts inserted into
the article, however, his Journal refers, in thenser of 1881, to a translation of Dostoevsky he
had undertaken, which he speaks of, alongsidethdy ©f Pushkin, in relation to his desire to
resign from his post and dedicate himself whollyliterature. See E.-M de Voguédournal du
Vicomte E.-M. de Vogié: Paris-Saint Petersbourgl :8883(Paris: Bernard Grasset, 1932) . p.
260.

% \ogiié,Le Roman russe. 233.
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the collocation “digressions philosophiques” tg&ti§ to a conception of fiction

that cannot integrally comprise philosophical refilen >*

Crime and Punishmerite also received with enthusiasm, however, hisimgad
was striking in its reductiveness. The rubric o&“teligion de la souffrance” that
Vogué lends to the chapter is the aspect that ben&gates, focusing his reading
on the figure of Sonia and Raskolnikov’s prostmatiefore her as an image of
human suffering. Voglé’s reading is, however, réably astute for his time in
recognising the subversive fact that Raskolnikewafession is motivated not by
remorse but by a need for reconciliation with huityavia the figure of Soni&
However, on Raskolnikov’s fate, Vogué enforces #sality that Dostoevsky took
pains to avoid. For Vogué, the act of killing rd®askolnikov of his “capacité de
sentir et de raisonner comme les autres, de traav@tace stable dans la vig".
However, it was not “le fait irréparable d’avoirpguimé une existence humaine”
that transformed Raskolnikov: his psychological amatological insecurity
preceded the crime, and indeed the time frame efdrrative’’ It was not an
incapacity to reason that Dostoevsky embodied iskBlaikov, but rather a
capacity to rationalise to the extremity, as woaldo be the case with the
underground man and Ilvan Karamazov: Dostoevskyellieus heroes each
embody an emphatically unsuccessful attempt tohggige abstract reason and

existence.

% Ibid., p. 230.

% This is evident from Raskolnikov’s maintenance tbé stance that his confession was a
personal failing, described in the novel’s epilogue

% \ogiié,Le Roman russe. 238.

" Ibid., p. 238.
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Vogué recognises the fantastic element of Dostgevslkealism as a challenge
(“duel”®®) to the reason of the reader but expresses thistifis a negative aspect
of his fiction, at least as one that will aliendtérom the contemporary French
novel-reading public: “mais le lecteur des romarssin pas tenu d’étre

philosophe... En France, au moins, nous ne prendemnais notre parti de ce
spectacle”®® Certainly, there is a facetious aspect to Vogisistement; a

challenge to the readership accustomed to effsrtteading and as such to

superficial fiction. However, atHumiliated and Offendedand Crime and

PunishmentVogué draws the line:

Avec ce livre Crime et chatimeit le talent avait fini de monter. Il donnera
encore de grands coups d’aile, mais en tournarg darcercle de brouillards,
dans un ciel toujours plus trouble, comme une inBaechauve-souris au
crépuscule. Dans Itiot, dans lesPossédéset surtout dans lefréres
Karamazof les longueurs sont intolérables, I'action n'edtispqu’une
broderie complaisante qui se préte a toutes lexidsde I'auteur, et ou il

dessine tous les types rencontrés par lui ou irdagohans l'enfer de sa

fantaisie!®

Vogué clearly saw the intrusion of philosophy ictifin as a lack abon ton The
Notes from Undergroundynsurprisingly, receive no mention throughout. Thus
from the point that Dostoevsky severed himself freentimental moralist fiction
and launches his attack on humanist ethics, Vogigstaway. TheDevils is
described as “confus, mal bati, ridicule souventeetcombré de théories
apocalyptiques,” and granted the only possibleu®alof providing an accurate
depiction of the nihilist movemeht The radical individualism and resultant

philosophical suicide of Kirilov is correspondingiseduced to conform to

% Ibid., p. 236.
% |bid., p. 233.
19 1pid., p. 242.
191 1bid., p. 248.
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Vogué’s moral system:

[L]es pessimistes logiques, comme l'ingénieur Kirilceux qui se tuent par
impuissance morale de vivre, et dont la partie @iglla complaisance;
I’'homme sans principes, décidé a mourir parce quéilpeut pas trouver de
principes™%?

Kirilov’s redefinition of man and the limits of huan freedom are thus neatly
swept under the carpet. In general, the intervantb philosophical ideas in
Dostoevsky’s novels perturbed and inconveniencegli¥o“le lecteur des romans
n'est pas tenu d'étre philosophe... En France, aunspanous ne prendrons

jamais notre parti de ce spectaci®”

The sentimentalist critic likewise disowns tBethers Karamazowen account of
its “digressions sans excuses,” permitting only bieauty of certain touching
“scénes digne” such as “celle de la mort de I'enfa¥ As with Crime and
Punishmentthe disturbing philosophical core of the noved baen removed; the
morally consoling epilogue retained. This dismis¥abué justifies with the
argument that: “De I'aveu commun, trés peu de Rass¢ eu le courage de lire
jusqu'au bout cette interminable histoif8®. It seems possible that Vogiié here
thinly masks a personal confession. However, whiethgtié did or did not read
the Brothers Karamazown full, his recommendation to France to abstaomf
doing so would have a serious impact on the tréonsla(adaptation) and

publication of the work in French. Henri Troyat @&l cites a letter from Vogué

192 1pid., p. 248.

193 1pid., p. 233.

194 1bid., p. 250. It is perhaps owing to this passommnment by Vogiié that this chapter was
published as a self-standing short story, trandldig Harpéline-Kaminsky in 1889 dses
Précocesand omitted from his translation of Brothers Kaeaov (see below).

195 1bid., p. 250.
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to Plon, dated 30 Oct 1884 beseeching not to gubiisBrothers Karamazoin

French:

[Clest le plus faible, le plus lourd et le plusnip des romans de
Dostoievsky; peu de Russes en soutiennent la édtuebuterait a coup sar
le godt francais. Je ne saurais assez vous carssilvous étes en mesure de
le faire, d’entreprendre de préférence la publicatdesSouvenirs de la
Maison des Mortdl y a la une peinture éloquente de la vie deddlaomés
en Sibérie, qui intéresserait notre public plusoeec peut-étre, que les
ceuvres de pure imagination du romancier rif§se.

In his preface to the 1886 translationSuzfuvenirs de la Maison des Mqrtégué
gives a clear indication of his reasoning for thisd of his role as critic in

general:

C’est si rare et si bon de recommander un livrd’a@u est certain que pas
une ligne ne peut blesser une ame, que pas un enasque d'éveiller une
passion douteuse; un livre que chacun fermera amecidée meilleure de
I’lhumanité, avec un peu moins de sécheresse peumigeres d’'autrui, un
peu plus de courage contre ses propres mis&res.

It is perhaps clear, in light of this desire to\pde positive and unambiguous
moral instruction to the readership, why Vogué swaph works adlotes from

Undergroundunder the proverbial carpet.

In Le Roman russeThe Idiotis likewise altered to fit Voglié's moral system.
Dostoevsky had no doubt presented his Christ-iedpprotagonist as a light
shining into the darkness, but (emphatically) thekdess did not understand it.
Vogué, however, imposes an optimistic, socially aratally constructive vision

of Myshkin's presence in society: “ils subissenn safluence et deviennent

108 | etter from Vogiié to Plon dated 30 Oct 1884, citecHenri Troyat, Dostoievsky(Paris:
Fayard, 1940), p. 615.

197" E.-M de Vogiié, “Préface,” to F. M. Dostoievs8iouvenirs de la Maison des Mo®Baris:
Plon, 1886), p. xv.
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meilleurs.*®® 1t is difficult to imagine how such a conclusiooutd genuinely be
construed from Rogozhin’s murderous jealousy, N@astdemise and Aglaya’s
fall from innocence: the influence of the idiot thhose around hinwas rather an

acute and entirely destructive awareness of thecapability of personal vice.

Vogiié’s desperate attempts to bring Dostoevsky'sksvaound to a coherent
morally instructive doctrine, even permitting tremoval of the most part of his
mature output, thus fall tragically short. With tiheclaration: “comme si quelque
chose existait dans ce monde indépendamment deléurvmorale!**® he

concludes of Raskolnikov’s crime that “[c]ertentention de Dostoievski n'est
pas douteuse, il espére détourner de pareillesnasttt® expressing, nonetheless,

his personal misgivings as to the genuine utilitguch literature.

Vogué’s final verdict on Dostoevsky reveals hisklaaf understanding of the
latter’s anti-rationalist stance: “il avait jeténsoceur a la foule, ce qui est bien,
mais sans le faire précéder de la sévere et némessampagne du ceeur, la
raison.**! The force of Dostoevsky’s fiction may resembleigerat first glace,
“mais on se souvient vite que le génie n'existeqmss les lettres sans deux dons
supérieurs; la mesure et I'universalité?” Literature that expresses the subjective
experience of the individual in the face of indivad existence, is thus firstly

deemed of no social utility, and secondly failathieve the supreme goal of art;

198 \/ogiié,Le Roman russe. 235.
199 1bid., p. 242.
10 hid., p. 242.
11 bid., p. 257.
12 1bid., p. 250.
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namely to represent reality in its stable, obje}:émtiretyl.lg’ Thus as Voltaire had
once presented and rejected Shakespearian drafraroe, Vogiué would now
turn from a barbarous Dostoevskian anti-rationglismthe synthesis he had in
mind from the outset: the sentimental realist paeéience and thaboutissement
of Le Roman russé_ev Tolstoy, bidding farewell to Dostoevsky wighdignified
bow and a mildly ironic: “ce n’est pas devant toiege m’incline, mais devant

toute la souffrance de 'humanit&:*

It was ultimately in Tolstoy, and not in Dostoevskhat Vogié found his
preferred antidote to the excesses of contempofasnch realism. The
naturalism of Zola’s generation he found unbearable Le Roman russés
clearly an expression of this. More directly, irrewview of Zola'sLa Débacle
Vogué writes: “en achevaht Débéacle ayant souffert par cette lecture dans mes
plus tristes souvenirs, j'ai pris instinctivememt volume deGuerre et Paix !

The article goes on to compare Zola to the DeadaBdalolstoy to the Jorddh’®

Behind Vogué’s dismissive and slightly condescegdigard for Dostoevsky is
also an element of lingering resentment from agekencounter. A diary entry

from between 17 - 19 January reads:

Discussion avec Dostoievski. Curieux type d'obstimgse, se croyant plus
profond que toute I'Europe parce qu'il est plusuble. Composé de
Medviédewt d'ioj. Infatuation qui permet de mesurer a quelles extés se

portera I'esprit slave dans son prochain grand rement sur lui-méme.

13 1bid., p. 251.

14 1bid., p. 258.

15 E-M de Vogiié "Le Débacle" (15-8-1892) reprintedE.-M de VogiiéHeures d'histoire
(Paris: A. Colin, 1893), p. 281.

1% 1bid., p. 281.
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“Nous avons le génie de tous les peuples et en lplugenie russe, dit
Dostoievski, donc nous pouvons vous comprendreoes me pouvez pas
nous comprendre.®’

\Vogué’s personal correspondence also indicatedck £ desire to reread
Dostoevsky’s worksvhen required to provide a preface for a publicatid me

faut remordre sans grand appétit un DostoievsKy.”

The preface in question is thatltddiot, translated by Derély for Plon in 1887.
Vogué discusses therein the turbulent receptiontd@esky has had in France,
chastising the extremities of hostility and of faciam that have typified it
He then disuades thigtré from reading the novel on account of its lack oityin
and form, but reccommends it to psychologists aritbgophers?® This reveals
the telling distinction that would, in the next jwels of reception, be broken
down. Voguié was aware of this breaking-down anchdoin Dostoevsky’ddiot

an innovation in this direction:

[...] un roman qui fait penser autant qu'un traitéptdosophie, et travailler
I'esprit autant qu’un texte hiéroglyphique! Notrduéation littéraire nous a
enseigné le respect des genres, et nous ne sauffasngu’on les méfé:

Rohl has convincingly demonstrated thia¢ Roman russeis underpinned
essentially by a conflict between materialism angiritsalism.*?> Rohl
consequently read the whole of Vogué's oeuvre asearch for a synthesis

between the material and the spiritual; science faitti; the rational and the

17 \Vogiié,Journal du Vicomte E.-M. de Vogiié: Paris-Saint Peteurg: 1877-1883p.164
18 Unpublished Letter from Vogiié to his wife dated Mldrch 1887. Cited in RéhlLe Roman
Russe de Eugéne-Melchior de Vogiiél29.
119 \ogiié, "Préface," tb'ldiot, trans. V. Derély (Paris: Plon, 1887), p. i.
120 H M
Ibid. p. ii.
121 1hid. p. Xi.
122 Réhl, Le Roman Russe de Eugéne-Melchior de Vamiss.

54



mystic!?® Rather than a synthesis, it may be more accucasay that Vogiié
desired scientific fact to accommodate faith. Irelucidating article commenting

on the construction of the Eiffel Tower, Vogué asded the iconic structure:

Et toi, fille de savoir, courbe ton orgueil. Taeguie est belle, et nécessaire, et
invincible; mais c’est peu d’éclairer I'esprit, %N ne guérit pas I'éternelle
plaie du cceur. Ton ainée donnait aux hommes ce ittt besoin, la
charité et I'espérance. Si tu aspires a lui suacé&dehe fonder le temple de
la nouvelle alliance, I'accord de la science etlaldoi. Fais jaillir 'ame
obscure qui s’agite dans tes flancs, I'ame que rbaschons pour toi dans
ce monde nouveau. Tu le possédes par l'intelligeinicee régneras vraiment
sur lui que le jour ou tu rendras aux malheureuxgéds trouvaient la-bas,
une immense compassion et un espoir diffin.

This thesis, underpinning Vogué’s prefacdemRoman russand his opposition
to naturalism, seems to have been what eventualtyired his place in the

Académie;

On continue de me dire que ma préface a eu unegaénétration. J'ai recu
un mot de Thureau-Dangin, me disant que javaig éor manifeste et une
prophétie, et bien de compliments dans une autre i&A. Duruy. Le vieux

peintre Lamy, que j'ai rencontré, m'assure que ®esamis de I’Académie

parlaient de moi et se disposaient & me donnes l@ix'®

However, it seems to have been above all his cosltapist stance on
intercultural politics that the Académie was wargito: Vogué succeeded
classisist and cultural protectionist Jean Marigp®@on-Desiré Nisard. The
heated debate surrounding this appointment on 2hed® 1888 is revelatory in
this respect. The transcripts of the speeches @m¢hasion of his inauguration

have until now been overlooked by previous Vogilkus.

2 1bid., p. 60. )

124 £ -M de Vogiié, "A travers I'exposition. I. Les fas. La tour,"Revue des deux Mondés
juilet 1889), p. 201.

125 Unpublished letter from Vogiié to his wife (26 nM#&i86) cited in RohlL.e Roman Russe de
Eugéne-Melchior de Vogiip. 34.
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Vogiié’s speech, pronounced 6 June 1889, makegd défecence to the fact that
his appointment on Nisard’s death was highly synebologué talks of the
translation of Shakespeare and the introductioB@&iman romanticism by Staél
(modestly refraining from explicitly listing his awRoman rusgeas examples of
cosmopolitanist renaissance currently taking placeérance’?® He predicts that
Latin will be replaced in schools by the study afdarn foreign languages, and
that consequently: “Plusieurs d’entre nous verrgrandir a leurs foyer des
petits-enfants nourris d’'un autre lait, qui nousnpoendront mal et que nous ne
comprendrons plus?” Edmund Rousse’s speech in response to Vogiié's was
scathingly ironic. Rousse warns, in response tol®ginsufficiently mournful
declaration of the death of Latin: “Le latin se mguMessieur! Oui sans doute,
comme bien d’autre choses encore, comme mourrdre lEmgue et nore pays, Si

nous ne savons pas les défendfd.Rousse continues:

Au nom de la raison, ils ont dit que si I'on enseide latin aux enfants...
[c’est] parce que, depuis trois mille ans, il n'agtune vérité morale, aucun
secret de lintelligence et de la conscience humague cette langue

généreuse n’ait recu et transmis au monde entresggécrivains et par ces

poétes.'?

On Voglié’'s descriptions of Russia he noted faostjpothat Vogiié had or affected a
slight foreign accent:avec cette pointe d’accent étranger qui donne amuoh de plus a
tous vos discouts™®® Rousse’s closing word is extremely elucidatinglidvang

Vogué’s claim that the French novel had begun tbmmrly in the European

126 E .M de Voguié, "Discours pour la réception de E.dd Vogiié & I'Académie Francaise," in
Recueil des discours (188@®aris: Palais de LInstitut, 1889), p. 27.
127 H
Ibid., p. 28.
128 M. Rousse, "Réponse au discours pour la réceptionE.-M de Vogiié a |'Académie
Francaise," irRecueil des discours (188®aris: Palais de LInstitut, 1889), p. 55.
129 H
Ibid., p. 56.
130 1pid., p. 51.
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market in comparison to English or Russian litematof the period, Rousse

retorted:

Vous, Messieurs, qui comptez dans le monde entat t'amis [...]
dites-leurs bien que tout notre esprit n'est passdas romans, tout notre
caeur dans nos vaudevilles. A coté des Francaigsjaimusent et leur font la
vie plus légere, montrez leur les Frangais quiihstruisent et les rendent
meilleurs, - nos poétes et nos savants, nos pipifesy nos historiens et nos
orateurs?>!

The argument hinges on a preconception of the nasa frivolous genre that
was not a place for philosophy or politics, but fight entertainment. The rest
was the domain of the poet, philosopher or essalyidt not the novelist. Gide
would make the same observation, but as a criticisthe restrictive structure of
French discourse. For Gide, Pascal and Baudelattechptured existential angst
as effectively as Dostoevsky; however, the Fremobelhad not learned how to
do this'** What came from abroad was thus a redefinitionhefriovel and its

philosophical potential.

A similar debate would arise in the Académiel@nJan 1907 at the reception of

Maurice Barrés, when it would fall to Vogtié to make reception speech.

Malgré cet inconvénient [1871], notre seule qualit® Francais nous
conférait la prééminence sur tout le genre hunjaés: un de nous qui n'en
fOt persuadé; cet axiome ne se discutait pasld.slperbe confiance de ce
roi de l'univers, un jeune Francgais, ne s’'abafta# pour si peu. Je constate,
je ne défends pas notre préjugé; nous l'avions aueé le lait, il était dans
notre sang, dans l'air que nous respirions. Rieeffae ces premiéeres

impressions™**

131 1bid., p. 61-62.

132 Gide, Dostoievskip. 71.

133 E.-M de Vogiié, "Réponse au discours pour la rémeple M. Barrés a 'Académie Francaise”
in Recueil des discours (190{Paris: Palais de LInstitut, 1907), p. 48. Vogigposes this to the
doctrines of the Saints, and self-renunciation tiggdrom an unidentified source: “renoncement
total de la personne, sacrifice volontaire dess¥ges’, ou I'un de vos parrains cherchait naguéere
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For all the limitations of Vogué’s reading of Doswsky, his critique of the
arrogance of late-nineteenth century Franco-centasd his appeal to the next

generation had an undisputed impact.

Regarding the resounding succest®@fRoman russeCorbet observes: “Le livre
de Vogué renforca la cause de l'alliance, et leirdéds I'alliance multiplia le
succés duRoman russeJamais livre ne tomba mieux a son hed?é.René
Wellek’s history of criticism identified Voglié as® ‘turning point in East-West
literary relations™>® Charbonnel, writing in the wake of theode russén 1897:
“jamais une ceuvre de critique, pas méntdistoire de la Littérature anglaise,
n‘eut si puissante prise sur les intelligences wet les cceurs**® Le Roman
russes attack on naturalism was also, evidently, a ynome. René Lalou writes

retrospectively in 1929 that at its appearance:

le public francais était tout a fait dégouté duliséee [...] on adopta
Dostoievski et Tolstoi en bloc. On en tira esséatieent une conception
mystique de la souffrance, une conception de i&,mibmme la médiatrice et
la consolatrice de toug’

la meilleure définition de la vertu.” See E.-M degdiié, "Réponse au discours pour la réception
de M. Barrés a I'Académie Francaise," p. 40.

134 Corbet,L’Opinion francaise face a I'inconnue russe (17%94), p. 420.

135 René WellekA History of Modern Criticism (1750-19509 vols. (New Haven and London:
Yale University Press, 1971), IV, p. 21.

136 CharbonnellLes Mystiques dans la littérature préseniel8.

137 René Lalou, "Dostoievski et L'Occident (Paper w#ebd at 3e Réunion du Studio
Franco-Russe, 18 déc 1929),"lie Studio Franco-Russed. Leonid Livak (Toronto: Toronto
Slavic Review, 1929), p. 102. The hostility of tReench naturalists themselves towards the
Russian realists could no doubt be related to ti@nge in literary fashions that they heralded.
Edmund de Goncourt expressed himself bitterly wetpard to thenode russén his Journal “Ah!

si un roman de Dostoievski, pour lequel on estsiigatif, si indulgent pour sonoir, était signé
Goncourt, quel éreintement sur toute la ligne!l@omme qui a trouvé cette habile diversion, qui
a si peu nationalement fait profiter une littératiétrangére de la sympathie et — oui! — de
'admiration qu'on nous devait, est M. de Vogué. s8u a-t-il mérité de I'’Académie, qui
I'appellera prochainement dans son sein.” See Ednetrdules de Goncouttpurnal: mémoires
de la vie littéraire 3 vols. (Paris: Robert Laffont, 1989), Ill, p. 35Goncourt’s prediction
conserning the Académie prooved correct.

58



What can be asserted with still greater convicitothat with regards to Russian
literature, Vogué’s authority went predominantlychallenged. Léon Sichler’s
Histoire de la littérature russ€l886) contents itself to quote Vogué at length on
the intolerable philosophical digressions and alyptie theories of
Dostoevsky’s output posirime and Punishmenft® The works he had condoned,
Poor Folk and the House of the Deadappeared in more or less faithful
translations by Derély and Neyroud in 1883 and 1B8&fpectively. As for the
‘unbearably long’ and poorly compos8dothers Karamazqgwhe Devilsand the
unmentionedNotes from Undergroundthey were to appear only in radically
adaptated forms, their translators seeing fit tnaee the ‘deviations’ Vogué had
found so arduous, and along with them, the undégirdlosophical dimension of

Dostoevsky'’s originals.

Piérre Pascal and Nikita Struve are among latéhoaitative commentators who
identified wholly with Vogué's ‘religion de la sduénce’ reading of
Dostoevsky’s creatiol?’ Charles Somond's preface to the 1891 publicatibn o

the Dostoevsky article commented:

Je me souviens du retentissement qu’eurent ledegrfpubliés en 1885 dans
la Revue des Deux-Mondsar Dostoievsky. Il n'était question que de cet
événement, et il y avait dans tous les espritsaspéce d’'éblouissement. Ce
fut en définitive M. de Voglié qui créa chez nousdarant russe et slave [...]
M. de Vogué fut le promoteur d'une tendance qui accentuant
profondément dans le roman francais, et qu'a lui savsient I'honneur, nous
n'exagérons pas en ajoutant la gloire, d’avoir jetére jeune génération

138 | éon SichlerHistoire de la Littérature russgParis A. Dupret, 1886), p. 319.

138 N. Struve, "Voglié et Dostoievski," Eugene-Melchoir de Vogiié: Le héraut du roman russe
ed. M. Cadot (Paris: Institut d'etudes slaves, 198978; P. Pascal, "Préface,"lia Roman russe
ed. E.-M de Voglé (Montreux: Ganguin et Laubsch®v,1), pp. 19, 21-22.
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littéraire hors de chemins battt{8.

Paul Bourget, closely acquainted with Voglé fron83,§oined the ranks of the
rising “mystic” opposition to naturalism and recaggd Vogué's role in the
movement** Bourget himself was among the first French notelis attempt a

‘variation’ on Crime and Punishmein his Le Disciple*?

Charbonnel writes: “peu a peu, Dostoiewski et Bilshangérent nos bohémes,
nos réalistes, nos athéniens de lettres, en ‘nédiehs’ ou mystiques. Ce fut
bien d’eux ce miracle™® He traces this mystic revival through the workPail
Margueritte, Eduard Rod, Paul Bourget and Jorid-kKarysmans. Hemmings
further explored the connection between Dostoewsid/the same French writers
with the addition of Charles-Louis Philippe, thouhis comparisons often feel
somewhat forced. The franco-centric, dominant hystof French literature
certainly has generally not placed special emphasissuch a relationship
between Russian literature and the French decademisy therefore strike the
contemporary literary historian that so many comerary commentators, along
with Charbonnel considered that Vogué “orienta peimgt ans, pour plus de

temps encore peut-étre, la littérature francaigeraéme.**

Desjardins, writing in 1889 at Voguié’s receptionttie Académie, describes the

impact of Russian culture on France, associatiegeival of religious thought,

140 Charles Somond, "Préface” to E.-M. de Vogiié, Diesski in Nouvelle bibliothéque
populaire, No. 256, (Paris: H. Gaultier, 1891),. ;R2printed in Vogud,e Roman russe. 398.

141 p Bourget, "Préface," iRages Choisieed. E.-M. de Vogiié (Paris: Plon, 1912), p.XXVIIL.
142 See Georgii Mikhailovich FridlenderDostoevsk i mirovaia literatura (Moskva:
Khudozhestvennaia Literatura, 1979), pp. 257-268.

143 CharbonnellLes Mystiques dans la littérature présenie20.

144 E. Faguet, "Melchior de Vogiid,'® Gaulois 25 mars 1910, p. 1.
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psychology and neo-Kantiansim with thfs.For Desjardin, this intercultural
dialogue was unabiguously opened by Vogué: “Luapiporte un monde nouveau,
la Russie, et derriére elle I'Orient* “Quant & la Russie, on peut dire que c’est &
M. de Vogiié que nous la devort&” In this respect, Desjardins identified Vogiié
as “prophéte de la jeuness&® in light of the extent to which his
cosmopolitanism, his spiritualism, and his fanaticifor Russian literature, all
anticipated tendencies that would dominate a rising enduring movement in
French intellectual life. Desjardins also identifiem Dostoevsky and Tolstoy a
redefinition of the novel. He wrote that in Franag, until the arrival of Russian

literature, the novel was still preconceived aswaee of entertainment®

Vogué’s influence on the younger generation ofBee époque seems to have
been significant. His official and emblematic apgpwathem, ‘A ceux qui ont
vingt ans’, dated 31 Dec 1889, and published inntae year in thdournal des
Débats cried out to the next generationftaimmes de lettre® look abroad for a
h:.LBO

means to restore to French literature its formeznst A twenty-year-old

145 paul Desjardins, "Sur M. E. Melchior de Voguié. lagos de sa réception académiqueVue
politique et littéraire (Revue Bleuye$ juin 1889, p. 719. Of course, one must remagpscal
with regards to such questions of influence: Reaéol inversely pinned the blame for the
anti-intellectualist misreading of Dostoevsky asated with this period on Bergson, specifically
on ‘vulgarised Bergsonism’. See Lalou, "DostoievekiL'Occident (Conférence lors de 1& 3
réunion du Studio Franco-Russe, 18 déc 1929),"08. The notion of a vulgarised Bergson
resulting in a vulgarisation of Dostoevsky seemdudious stance, and in any case a rather
backwards approach to the phenomenon. A more mgfaihiobservation might be that the same
anti-intellectualist drive of the period refracteghdings of both Bergson and Dostoevsky in the
same direction, rather than that one ‘misreadieg/dd another. What can be said however is that
a great number of commentators experienced andibdeddhe wave of anti-intellectualism of the
fin de siecle as an influence from Russian liteetuvhether a causal relationship can be
established or not.

146 Desjardins, "Sur M. E. Melchior de Vogiié. A proptessa réception académique,” p. 713.

147 1bid., p. 717.

148 bid., p. 713.

149 1bid., p. 717.

150 E -M de Vogiié, "A ceux qui ont vingt andgurnal des Débatsl Jan 1890
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André Gide would note the article in his readingrgiand recall its influence on
his own literary ambitions in his memoir&s. The influence of the fictional
world he had uncovered in Dostoevsky, was of cogrsater still. Likewise,
Vogué’s great influence on the reception of Dosstgvabroad cannot be

overlooked:>?

Dostoevsky'’s reception in the wake dfe Roman russe

The 1880s and 90s were a prolific period in thegiation of Russian literature.
This was part of a larger translation boom andoader increase in curiosity for
‘oriental’ literatures; however, the reception obdboevsky and Tolstoy was a
phenomenon that surpassed all others. Corbet whigééso foreign literature had
or has ever succeeded in “gnawing” on French mswlsprofoundly” as the

Russian greats towards the turn of the cent@tyFirst translations and
adaptations followed Vogiié in removing philosophitfiversions’*®* In line

with Vogué’s preference, Tolstoy enjoyed instanpydarity, along with the early,

151 André GideSi le grain ne meurtParis: Gallimard, 1955), p. 248.

152 sergia AdamopPostoevskij in Italia: il dibattito sulle revistel 869-1945)(Pasian di Prato:
Campanotto Editore, 1998), p. 13; Sophie Olliviekes Essais d'Ortega y Gasset sur
Dostoevskij," inDostoevsky and the Twentieth Century: The LjubljBapers ed. Malcolm V.
Jones (Nottingham: Astra Press, 1993), pp. 289-P&&ter Boulogne, "The French influence in
the early Dutch reception of F. M. DostoevsiBtat'ja KaramazovyA case study,Babel55, no.

3 (2009); Helen Munchnid)ostoevsky's English Reputatidew York: Octagon Books, 1969),
pp. 13-17. Munchnic further notes that such infkiahintroductions to Russian culture as
Brandes (1888) and Bazan (1890) relied on Vogulé tifieir readings of Dostoevsky. See
Munchnic,Dostoevsky's English Reputatjqp. 31-35.

153 Corbet,L’Opinion francaise face a l'inconnue russe (17%B4), p. 456.

154 C. Bushueva, "Dostoevskii na zarubezhnoi stseineDostoevskii i teatred. A. A. Ninov
(Moskva: Iskusstvo, 1983), p. 465.
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humanitarian works of Dostoevsky, up @ime and PunishmenHis mature

fiction, however, had a turbulent translation higto

Along with Vogué and the critics of this first ped, those who proceeded to
translate Dostoevsky deemed it necessary to ‘pratee public from certain
subversive — if not ‘unseemly’ — aspects of histygodgle writings. More even
than Derély’s greatly adapté&rime and PunishmenEly Halpérine-Kaminsky’s
and Charles Morice’sL’Esprit souterrain exemplifies the sanitisation that
Dostoevsky’s thought underwent in its translatiotoiFrench at the end of the
19" century. The translation appeared in Plon in 1888\ the cover labeled, in a
minuscule font: “traduit et adapté”. No furtherrsigreface or disclaimer alerted
the reader as to the extent to which the transiadeviated from the original in
content. The work is in fact a rather awkward sgsih of Dostoevsky'She
Landlady (1847) and theNotes from Underground(1864) **> The two
protagonists are rolled into one through a bridgetisn, entirely fabricated by

the translators:

Cette mélancolique aventure d'un amour sans egpgamais guéri devait
avoir sur la caractere et la vie d'Ordinov unetérimfluence. Ce coeur
ardent, cette ame de poéte furent aigris et sésiliil vécut inutile aux
autres, insupportable a lui-méme, et mourut a stéxaans, seul,

pauvre...**®

The adaptors continue in this vain, inventing Owlythe underground man’s

failed attempts to travel, and one further failedel story, providing no indication

155 Backés went as far as to exclaim:'Esprit souterrain ressemble au monstre que le
Frankenstein de Mary Shelley construit en dépecdifférents cadavres.” See Backes,
"Dostoievski en France 1880 — 1930", p. 162.

156 F. M. DostoievskiL'Esprit souterrain trans. E. D. Halpérine-Kaminsky and Charles Meric
(Paris: Plon, 1886), p. 154.
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as to the fabrication of these sections other thaery tangible drop in literary
credentials. Further cross-references to the mesadve of The Landladyare
superimposed throughout the translation fidotes from Undergrountb further
reinforce the fusion. The reason for this splicireg two-fold. Firstly, the
underground man, an unprecedented psychologiceal tygd to beccounted far

a causal explanation had to accompany the narr&ingynov’s tale is essentially
used as aationale for the composite character’s later ‘undergroundid state,
as the altered title and invented bridge sectiorkemaxplicit. Dostoevsky’s
original, however, had consciously done preciskly ¢pposite: in reversing the
chronology of the two halves of hidotes Dostoevsky’'s original structure
discouraged from approaching the underground naoismics (the first half of
the work) in terms of psychological causality. Evtte origins of the physical
‘notes’ themselves are normalised and accountedternotebooks are reported
(by the translators’ fabricated third-person namato have been found (to the
narrator’s feigned surprise) by Apollon, the undewnd man/Ordynov’s servant,
who had inherited it along with the deceased puanigy's belongings and sold it
to the narratol’ The second reason for embeddingXtuées from Underground
within The Landladys that theNoteswere aesthetically subversive and explicitly
anti-romantic, particularly in their parody of Reeau.The Landlady dating
from the 1840s was an unproblematically ‘romamicVella in every sense. By
so forcing the modernist romantic realism (or prexastentialism) of théNotes
into a familiar romantic frame, much of its aesihesubversiveness was

neutralised.

157 Ibid., p. 155.
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The Notessection of their adaptation is re-entitled ‘Lis#ig Landlady section
having been entitled ‘Katia’) immediately givingettove story precedence over
the polemical aspect, while the first half of tNetes are introduced with the

following abashed disclaimer from the translatiamesrator:

[...] le récit était précédé d'une assez longue etpen désordonnée
discussion gu’Ordinov supposait entre lui-mémeest lécteurs imaginaires.
Je n’ai pas cru devoir retrancher ces pages deinjetle vives lumiéres sur
'ame de cet homme extraordinaire... C'est doncnianuscrit méme
d’Ordinov qu’on va lire.

This is clearly addressed to a reader expectedaoder why they were not
removed altogether. An interpretation of the tidlehen imposed on the work by

the translation’s narrator:

Aussi retrouvera-t-on souvent dans ses notes lesmgerrain. Il vivait, en
effet, en une sorte deouterrain spirituel il avait unESPRIT SOUTERRAIN
toujours creusant plus avant et plus profond dass rhysteres de sa
conscience: “la conscience, cette maladie!” étrtielque part®

The translation’s narrator goes to describe thesats “une triste réponse a
'antique maxime: ‘Connais-toi.’” —Non, il n'est pason a 'homme de se
connaitre lui-méme®® The contemporary critic may indeed wonder at the
translators’ claim to such license as to fold wigtessentially a translator’s
preface into the diegesis, and, as such, to dietqarticular reading of the work
in the author’s name. This is wholly indicativetb&ir much less reverent stance

towards an uncanonised novelist from a periphettarary tradition. The

158 Dostoievskil'Esprit souterrain p. 155.
159 1bid., p. 156.
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translator’s task has clearly been interpretecadaring of an obscure and exotic

artifact accessible.

Equally consequential as these striking additiores the translators’ numerous
omissions, which greatly detracted from Dostoewslanti-rationalist thesis in
the translation. The first significant omission sists of the last five sentences of
the second chapter; the famous discourse on the tdwiature, in which the
underground man set out the thesis that one cabeoteconciled with the
injustice of existencE® They are replaced with the following sentence: jiis
j’étais innocent parce que... Eh bien! Parce gé@ig innocent!..*® The effect
of replacing an exposition of a sophisticated gué of positivism with a childish
“just because” argument is that the underground betomes irrational rather
than irrationalist. The role of will and indeed tlwd reason in the underground

man’s arrival at a valourisation of caprice is dished.

Half of chapters nine and eleven were removed @ytiand all that remains of
chapter ten is a conspicuous single paragraphnta&mpletely out of context.
This curious, stand-alone paragraph-chapter is nmather than underground
man’s apology for his own philosophising. Much bétmathematical imagery
and philosophical terminology employed by Dostogvgkattack positivism and
utilitarianism are removed from the translatione™esiredeffect was clearly to
reduce an anti-rationalist polemic to a far moreeasible and far less subversive

irrational ‘outburst’. Consequently it is hardlyrptising that so few readers of

180 DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinenW, p. 103.
161 Dostoievskil'Esprit souterrain p. 166.
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the period recognised any import in the text, antuleer translation did not

appear until Bienstock’s in 1909, i.e. a quartea century later.

Perhaps Lefevere’'s writings on the translation oktjgs and universes of
discourse may illucidate the matter of why such amdments might have
seemed necessailr%?. It is possible that the form dflotes from Underground
having no direct precedent in French literary disse seemed aesthetically
untranslatable. Vogue’s genuine hostility towared ghilosophical ‘deviations’ in

Dostoevsky'’s fiction would fit with this hypothesis

This first translation oNotes from Undergroundharks a vital moment in the
history of Dostoevsky’'s French reception, particylahat of the existential

themes that would take on such significance forsegbent generations of
interpreters. The names of Harpéline-Kaminsky amerf@s Morice have thus
become somewhat infamous in Russian-French tramslatudies on account of
their handling of the text. Their 188Breres Karamazowhas already been
assessed in terms of its multiple deficien¢f@sAside from the practices of
tactical omissions witnessed in the above analysksother translations,

Harpéline-Kaminsky and Morice again felt the needirhprove Dostoevsky’s

original by providing it with a ‘proper’ ending. Asha’s sermon by the rock was

removed:® and in its place are added six chapters recourMiig’s escape,

162 André LefevereTranslating Literature: Practice and Theory in a@parative Literature
Context(New York: Modern Language Association of Amerit892) p. 87-88.

153 Hemmings, "Dostoevsky in disguise. The 1888 Frarasion of the Brothers Karamazov”

184 This the transaters published as a separate Wdittion under the titld_es Précocei 1889
with Victor Havard and republished with Flammarion1897. Not only was the source of the
chapter not signaled anywhere on the stand-aloheng but the protagonist’s name was altered
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Alesha’s trial and Lise’s miraculous healing, aleats entirely absent from the

original 1°°

When a second generation of translators and critickallenged
Harpéline-Kaminsky, he provided prefaces to subsefue-editions justifying
his choices and claiming that his ‘mitigation’ ob&loevsky’s fiction had been
necessary to attain the author’s success in Frdweechef-d’'oeuvre rendu...
mettons, moins ‘foisonnant’ est devenu classique weux du public*®® A
highly curious correspondence between Gide and @&fiaggKaminsky
concerning this matter survives in the Bibliothéglaeques Doucet. Gide was
unsurprisingly critical of the translator-adaptor&gnificant omissions and
additions. However, he was not altogether critmfathe translation in terms of

tone:

Une fois admises ces coupures et ces remanieniemigst aisé de louer
votre traduction qui sait, autant que je puis mifendre compte, rendre
exactement le ton de ces ouvrages et, particul@mentansL’Esprit
souterrain I'accent spasmodique de I'autéffr.

Gide, however, had no access to the original andldcanly compare

Harpéline-Kaminsky’s attempt to its German courdetp In fact,

to Chestomazov, presumably in order to throw tleleeship off the scentes Précocesvas a
significant commercial success in its own rightingoto at least 35 editions, with the name of
Karamazov being reinstated only in 1930. See BadopgThe French influence in the early
Dutch reception of F. M. DostoevskyBsat'ja KaramazovyA case study,” p. 269. The original
eding was only reinstated into Harpéline-Kaminskyl aorice’s Les Fréres Karamazoin a
1932 edition: forty four years and over fifty edits since the original 1888 version. See Vladimir
Boutchik, ed.Bibliographie des ceuvres littéraires russes tragiiien francaigParis: Messages,
1935), p. 32.

%5 Hemmings, "Dostoevsky in disguise. The 1888 Frarasion of the Brothers Karamazov,"

1% Harpéline-Kaminsky, ‘Préface’ to F. M. Dostoieyskies Fréres Karamazovtrans.
Halpérine-Kaminsky and Charles Morice, 2 vols. {Rdlon, 1929), I, p. xii.

167 André Gide, "Lettre & Harpéline-Kaminsky," (5-2289, Bibliothéque Jacques Doucet, Fond
Harpéline Kaminsky, Gama.583.5.
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Harpéline-Kaminsky’s translation, as the above ysial demonstrated, was
significantly more “spasmodic” than the originat. i$ also telling that Gide
attributes this spasmodic aspect not to the narkaibto the author. With regard
to the “butchered” version of thKaramazovsthat Harpéline-Kaminsky and
Morice produced, Gide even agreed that the nindteeentury French public
was not ready for the full text: “Je crois, en gffu’une traduction intégrale des
Karamazove(t risqué, dans le premier temps, de rebuter detures, et de
décourager trés facheusement I'éditédf."Nonetheless, and despite Vogiié's
desire both to protect the public from Dostoevskyisre subversive ideas and to
protect Russian literature’s reputation from thetiwrhe anticipated this to elicit
from the public, he did speak critically concernitige numerous liberal
translations that were being produced. His prefadbe Souvenirs de la Maison
des Mortsdescribed the 1886 translation as one of the ariggral ones to date,
chastising the “adaptors” of other works for altgritexts to suit public taste

rather than allowing the texts to challenge readiialjts'®°

Erneste Combes, in his highly typical indictment @éstoevsky, wrote that
“[ Crime et chatimeftest trés convenable... aux souteneurs et a@s filubliques
gui ont pu le voir, mise en drame, joué, en 18&®sdun théatre faubourien de
Paris, auBouffes-du-Nord C'était sa place®® Comes employs an age-old
argument that proved perenial to detractors of manyork of literature in the

nineteenth century. Francisque Sarcey made a siprid@mouncement:

18 |bid. It is possible that this same fear and simiktrategic’ thinking was behind Vogiié’s
beseechment to Plon not to undertake publishegFréres Karamazo®ee above.

189 \ogiié, "Préface,” to F. M. Dostoievsi@puvenirs de la maison des mottsns. V. Derély
(Paris: Plon, 1886), p. xiv.

170 Ernest Combe®rofils et types de la littérature rus¢Raris: Fischbacher, 1896), p. 346.
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Le Crime et le Chatimerdst le livre d’'un Gaboriau qui serait philosophe:
c’est I'ceuvre d’'un Balzac barbouillé de mysticisioa@.Guerre et la Paiest
une admirable épopéke Crime et le Chatimergst un roman trés amusant
et trés curieux. Les femmes préférerbatCrime et le Chatimentta Guerre

et la Paixplaira mieux aux hommes:

Like Charbonelle, Combes lamented the imitatiorDostoevsky by the French
writers of the 1890s: “Un nom célebre ne m’effrpies, et j'attaque résolument
ce représentant d'une école nauséabonde; puissgt’ie chef, il paiera pour sa
séquelle.*”? Like Goncourt, he resented the fact that readmrsd a novelty in a

Russian literature that he esteemed to be an iontaf French works:

Le succeés de ces romans ne prouve rien, sinontisebBumaine; nous
n‘avons chez nous que I'embarras du choix. A propoais ce sont les
mémes! Ce bric-a-brac romantique ne nous vient ipasus revient de la
Russie (...) sentez, vous reconnaitrez I'od&ur.

Hector Pessard lamented the same tendency for ip@ssons: a Russian
influence on French literature could only devaluénidecreasing its typically

French qualities:

Limitation des Russes, et particulierement celée Dbstoievski, risque de
nous amener a faire trop bon marché de nos qualisnales de clarté, de
bon sens, de droiture intellectuelle, de graceeatrdhirme,*

Maurice Barres’s diaries express a similar fearather more emotive terms:
“L'Orient nous envahit. L'Asie! son flot vint mouridans liphigéniede Racine.

Sa grande vague moderne, c’est Tolstoi, c’est DosBki. [...] Le mal d’Asie!
J'en suis envahi*® Armand de Pontmartin also bemoaned Dostoevsky’s

influence on a generation:

171
172

Francisque Sarcey, "Les Livre$youvelle revued5 (1885), p. 855.
CombesProfils et types de la littérature russe. 342.

173 hid., p. 347-8.

17 Hector Pessard, "Chronique théatraRevue Bleue22-9-1888, p. 380.

175 Maurice Barrés)les CahiergParis: Plon, 1963), entry for March 1897, p. 149.
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Ne laissons pas dire que, dans la patrie de Maowgagf de Racine, de
Bossuet et de Moliere, de Voltaire et de Monteagui® n’est plus bon qu'a
créer ou a copier une littérature d’épileptiques nthlades, de visionnaires,

de possédés, d'assassins, de filles, de forcats, md@momanes et

d’imbéciles!’®

This “littérature d’épileptiques” argument was aésoommon one. Combes made
use of it: “Laissons & d’autres le plaisir d’analytes ames slaves. Ces arcanes

effraient ma simplicité qui n'aime que la lumietefaut étre néo-psychologue

pour apprécier un psychopathe, pour entrevoir féeggous 'hallucination”’

Conclusions

By 1900 the majority of Dostoevsky’s oeuvre hadrbganslated, to some extent,
into French. However, these translations were ofighly liberal, translators
clearly approaching texts as an aesthetically fthimeite material to be moulded
to correspond to more refined French tastes. Maeoanalysis of Derély’s
Crime et chéatimentand Harpéline-Kamisky’sL’Esprit souterain revealed
significant attempts to neutralise the subversikidopophical discussions these
texts contain, specifically Dostoevsky’s critiquepositivism. Initial critics made
the same assumptions with regard to Dostoevsky&hatics. His aesthetic
‘barbarism’ and his philosophical ‘digressions’eea as unseemly and morally
guestionable — were viewed as limitating factorsrenvalue of his work. Both of

these flaws were directly attributed to his Russess.

176 Armand de PontmartirSouvenirs d'un vieux critiqugParis: Calmann Lévy, 1881-1889), p.
285.
177 CombesProfils et types de la littérature russe. 353.
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The triple task of translator and critic was therefto root out the morally

problematic, underline the morally instructive, aledmitigate (in the case of
translation) or accentuate (in the case of critigishe clash of Volksgeists that
Dostoevsky'’s fiction represented to the Frenclallithree respects Vogué was no
exception. His reading isolated the moralist in Dessky from his subversive
philosophical questioning, and actively sought iesdade both readers and
publishers from venturing near Dostoevsky's matdigtion, retaining a

fundamental prejudice that the novel was no placefilosophising.

What Vogué did achieve, was to present Dostoevshpsosition to nineteenth
century culture as modern rather than backwardeactionary. By the 1890s, a
shift had begun. The heyday of naturalism wassagiitd; Russian literature was
intensely fashionable, and decadents were beginrimgexplore similar

challenges to those launched by Dostoevsky. By tinee of \ogué’s

appointment to the Académie, he had come to repress only the herald of the
Russian novel, but also to a certain extent of & okapter of French literary
history. His association between the Russian Ormmd the Modern, as a
historical force in opposition to both franco-céstir and classicism, would
continue and develop throughout the subsequenttgliperiod of Dostoevsky’s

reception.

72



Chapter 2: André Gide and “ceux qui avaient vingt as” (1898-1926)

Paul Valéry, writing retrospecively on the year Q9fecalled: “C’est en 1900 que
le motBeautéa commencé a disparaitre. Il a été remplacé pautre mot, qui,
depuis a fait son chemin: le mot ‘Vie'. Et cela eapital.*’® The decline of the
cult of beauty and the rise of the cult of life dely recognised by commentators
of modernism, had a favourable impact on Dostoesstgception, the vivacity
of his fiction becoming more important than aspeftsomposition thus far read
as deficiencies. The cult of life of which Valényoke did not survive the Great
War; a parallel cult of the immediate, the spontauseand’informe continued to
grow in magnitude. These shifts in values wouldiqaty alter the ‘modern’
readings of Dostoevsky. The most renowned andenfiial of these was that of
André Gide. His reading and its development thusnfthe backbone of this

chapter.

In light of the novelty and broad influence of Ggleeading, numerous studies
have broached the issue. Fayer (1946) was amonegtiiest to fully appreciate
the place of Dostoevsky in Gide’s intellectual depenent, positing a
Dostoevsky-informed conception of freedom as thatreé pillar of Gide’s
worldview in a study to which Gide responded: “¥ me suis jamais si bien

compris moi-méme qu’en vous lisarf® Despite the purport of Gide in the

178 From Valéry's contribution t&Enquéte sur 19QCspecial edition of.es Margeg(10-6-1932)
vol. |, reprinted in Paul Valérfeuvres 2 vols. (Paris: Gallimard, 1960), Il, p. 1553.

179 « etter from André Gide’ published as a prefaceFyer’s monograph. Harry Micha Fayer,
Gide, Freedom and DostoevsiBurlington: The Lane Press, 1946).
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French modernist milieu and despite his own owebgnition of the centrality of
Dostoevsky in his thought, the implications of tBele-Dostoevsky dialog in the
context of French intellectual history have neveerb traced. Backés’s (1972)
previously mentioned doctoral thesis compiled altkeaf data in relation to
Gide and his contemporaries’ readings of Dostoevsigwever, his corpus
terminates at 1935° The reverberations of Gide's thinking on Dostogvsk
remain to be explored. Moutote’s (1976) article lergd possible influences of
Dostoevsky’s shorter fiction on Gide's satirical itimgs.*®* However, the
philosophical component of their intertextual d@le as well as more major
works such ag’Immoralisteand Crime and Punishmenwere omitted. Cadot’s
(1993) paper on the subject drew from several efahove studies, stratifying
Gide’'s engagement with Dostoevsky into periodsdidcovery’, ‘criticism’ and
‘assimilation’*®?> However, due to the small scale of his study itldmot assess

the breadth or depth of implication that the présleasis undertakes to explore.

In this chapter, Gide’s early reading of and thigkion Dostoevsky are traced
from the youthful moralist’s reception of Voguédhgh his sensualist awakening
towards a paradoxalist reading. Gide's violent hlewgainst Vogué’s moralist
reduction of Dostoevsky’s thought is explored inmparison to key
contemporaneous analyses and adaptations by Skané® and Copeau. War,

Revolution and Russian immigration are then disediss factors respectively in

180 Backes, (1972) "Dostoievski en France 1880 — 1930".

181 Moutote, "Dostoievski et GideRevue d'Histoire Littéraire de la Frana®l. 76, no. 5

(1976).

182 Michel Cadot, "Lectures stratifiée de Dostoievsky André Gide," inDostoevsky and the
Twentieth Century: the Ljubljana Papersd. Malcolm V. Jones (Nottingham: Astra Pres§3)9
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Dostoevsky’s increased significance both in Gid#ieught and in French
discourse throughout the 1920s. Finally Gide’s meatinterpretation and
corresponding literary output of the mid-20s asedssed in relation to other key
publications of this crucial period of re-formatian Dostoevsky’'s French

reception.

Containing two voids: Gide’s inital readings (1887:902)

Like most of his generation, Gide’s initial readiafyDostoevsky was informed
by Voglié. On reading.e Roman russen August 1890, Gide’s reading diary
records his initial appreciation: “trés remarquablenotes tout au long:®®
Following Voglé’s advice, Gide and his generatioreated their enthusiasm
towards Tolstoy®* His Journal records his completion ofvar and Peacen
August 1891: “Jamais, je crois, je nai tant véanslle livre...*%® In the entry
of the following day, Gide discovers Schopenhauéth weonsiderably less
enthusiasm, affronted by the latter’s critique @fniian ethics: “Cette morale de
SchopenhaueFpndement de la morgléoute empirique, m’'agace... Une morale
doit étre a priori.”*® Gide’s thinking at this stad®’ was steeped in the

neo-Platonic idealism prevalent in the symbolistles whose sway he was under,

183 André Gide, "Subjectif,Cahiers André Gidevol. 1, Les Débuts littéraires d'André Walter &
L'Immoraliste(1969). See also the thorough reading recordsitfiraut the early years of André
Gide,Journal 1887-192%Paris: Pléiade, 1996).

184 Gide, "Subjectif," pp. 99-100.

185 Gide,Journal 1887-1925p. 138.

186 hid., p.139.

87 1n a journal entry dated 20 Dec 1924 Gide wouldress an appreciation for Schopenhauer
over Kant and a refusal to indulge in the ‘mysticisf idealism. Ibid., p. 1271.
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as evidenced in his contemporane®taté du Narciss€1892):

Tout s’y cristallisait en une floraison nécessadtetout était parfaitement ainsi
gque cela devait étre. — Tout demeurait immobile..asté Eden! Jardin des

Idées! ou les formes, rythmiques et sires, révitla@ns effort leur nombre; ol

chaque chose était ce qu’elle paraissait; ou progiaét inutile’®

Striving towards the unadulterated and ahgriori in epistemology as in ethics, it
is hardly surprising that Gide’s reading@fime and Punishmem 1891 (during
the preparation of thélraité du Narcisse left an ambiguous to negative
impression. Dostoevsky’s radical experiment in trelgm struck the idealistic
writer, still heavily under the influence of thensolists, as “une des choses les
plus morbides*®® Gide, nevertheless, seems to have been compellestaad
the disturbing work that same yéat. At this time, however, no mention of
Dostoevsky appears in Gide'’s intimate diaries, radiynsuch a rich source of

commentary on his intellectual development. Gid&Hliations seem to have

remained closer to Kant than to Raskolnikov. Thisild soon change.

On 13 September 1893, the Gidéurnalinterrogates Goethe:

Disons-nous donc maintenant que le bonheur s’dbfianla suppression des

scrupules? Non. Supprimer les scrupules ne sw#fitgprendre heureux; il faut

mieux. Mais les scrupules suffisent & nous empéehsonheur. 2™

Emerging doubts as to the validity of thepriori conceptions in ethics that he

had thus far defended herald the crisis that hisaies recall as “la période la

188 André GideRomans, récits et soties,cevres lyrig{iaris: Gallimard, 1958), p. 3.

189 Cited in D. Moutote, "Dostoievski et GideRevue d'Histoire Littéraire de la Franc®l. 76,
no. 5 (1976) p. 769. Gide’s early proximity to syotibm is evident throughout thEraité. See
also André GideSi le grain ne meurpp. 263-4.

19 Gide, "Subjectif," p. 69.

191 Gide,Journal 1887-1925 p. 173.
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plus confuse de ma vie” and Gide’s intellectualftstiwards subjectivism?
One burning question was beginning to underminedeaalism: “au nom de quel
Dieu, de quel idéal me défendez-vous de vivre set@nnature?® In 1893,
Gide rose to his own challenge in a sensualist aniak: “Volupté! Ce mot, je
voudrais le redire sans cesse; je le voudrais symerdebien-étre et méme qu'il

suffit de dire étre simplement***

is the existential outcry of the resultant
Nourritures Terrestres(1896). Along with Nietzsche, a contemporaneous
discovery through Gide’s knowledge of German, Gatkacks the classical and
theological education that had led him to hide beéhKantian ethics from the

potentialities of embodied existence:

Certes, il m'a plu souvent qu’une doctrine et méuin systéme complet de
pensées ordonnées justifiat a moi-méme mes actis;parfois je ne l'ai plus
pu considérer que comme 'abri de ma sensutfité.

Dostoevsky'’s fiction, until this moment, had ocagbiat best a marginal place in
Gide’s thought. However, a series of traumatic &veras to throw Gide into his
greatest spiritual crisis, and to plunge him intosidevsky. His contraction of
tuberculosis during his voyage of sexual self-diseg brought his scandalised,
puritanical mother to North Afric&® bringing Gide’s two opposed moral
frameworks — and two ‘Karamazovian extremes’ — titect conflict. Depressed,
repressed, uprooted and morally cleaved in two1896 Gide returned to

Dostoevsky.

192 Gide, Si le grain ne meurp. 252.

193 1bid., p.284.

194 Gide,Romansp.174.

195 1pid., p. 170.

19 Gide, Si le grain ne meuripp. 309-312.

77



Gide’s initial ambiguous response @ime and Punishmeritad not prevented
him from continuing with Vogiié’s censored, sentitadiet’'s reading list: he had
readHumiliated and Offendely 1893 andMemoirs from the House of the Dead
by 18957 However, it was only at this moral impasse of 1888t he was
drawn finally to the murkier works that Vogué hafbrbidden’. In Gide’s
correspondence with Paul Valéry, he writes: “Limdd’ldiot de Dostoievsky.
J'attends pour en parler d’avoir fihes Karamazof mais jusqu’a présent, je
trouve ca presque trés mauvais — procédeux et.reggant. Lis dont’ldiot.”**®
Appreciation was clearly not immediate, but Gidelsiousity had been roused
profoundly. Gide seems to have recognised someitfifgs own duality in the
Dostoevskian conception of man, even finding soingtbf a working model in
Dostoevsky’s conception of the human self ‘contagniwo voids’ as opposed to
representing psychological dualisms in dialecticahflict, as he would later
recall!®® This realisation would take decades to reachifmithowever, as early

as the turn of the century Gide was ready to phlis first tentative pages of

interpretation.

197 Gide, "Subjectif.” For detailed chronologies oti€s reading of Dostoevsky see also Moutote,
"Dostoievski et Gide"; Michel Cadot, "Lectures sfiée de Dostoievsky par André Gide," in
Dostoevsky and the Twentieth Century: the LjubljBapers ed. Malcolm V. Jones (Nottingham:
Astra Press, 1993).

19 | etter to Paul Valéry (26-10-1896) in André Gid8prrespondance avec Paul Valéry
(1890-1942)Cahiers André GidéParis: Gallimard, 2009), p. 417.

199 This claim may seem farfetched, however, by thenties Gide was writing overtly of the
influence Dostoevsky's paradoxalist characterisatiad had on the psychological reality of his
generation: “vraiment, je crois que Dostoievskysiouvre les yeux sur certains phénomenes, qui
peut-étre ne sont méme pas rares — mais que simptamous n'avions pas su remarquer.” See
André Gide,DostoievskyParis: Plon, 1923), pp. 53, 180. lvanov had sadsame of his Silver
Age generation in Russia. See page 18, footnotd #2e current thesis.
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Que peut 'homme?Delineating the human: Gide's first writings on

Dostoevsky(1898-1902)

Gide’s often overlooked sixth ‘Lettre a Angele’ aaped in January 1899 in
L'Ermitage accompanying the first French translations Afso sprach
Zarathustra(Thus Spoke Zarathusrand Jenseits von Gut und Bose (Beyond
Good and Evil) This early interpretation of Dostoevsky’s thoudigars the
decisive mark of the spiritual crisis through whithvas formed: his struggle to
simultaneously appropriate both the ideal of Nigtesn self-affirmation and that
of Evangelical abnegatidil’ In the context of a discussion of Nietzsche, Gide
offers his first published analysis of Dostoevskiisught. Significantly for the
present study, this was also French criticism’st fassociation of Nietzsche and
Dostoevsky. Arriving as it did in the same volunsetle first translations of the
primary texts that would secure Nietzsche’s repomatn France, Nietzsche’s
reception was to some extent refracted through deesky from the earliest
stage’™* The comparison of Dostoevsky’s fictional philoseph (Raskolnikov,
Ivan Karamazov, Kirilov) to their German ‘nephewas since become a
commonplace. Gide, however, was among the eanlessders to identify its
significance, presenting to the French readershipngside Zarathustra the
controversial theories of Kirilov. As observed inetprevious chapter, Gide’s

predecessors had for the most part disregarded #eepure satire, incompatible

200 This dialectic continues throughout Gide’s writing Dostoevsky and is a prominent feature
of his Gide’s fictional output at the turn of thentury, particularly Limmoraliste and La Porte
étroite.

201 For the article’s significance in terms of Nietasts reception in France see Riddietzsche
en France: De la fin dxix® siécle au temps présepp. 97-99; Douglas Smitifransvaluations:
Nietzsche in France 1872-197@xford and New York: Claredon Press, 1996), .18
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with a humanitarian preconception of their authetlsical stance.

As Gide asserts, Nietzschean thought fell on “terfaréparé™®® reception
preceding translation thanks to German-readingdfrevriters (like himself) who
were already expounding interpretations of Niete&ideas. This, as Gide was
all too aware, was also the case for Dostoevskygiigts much smaller generation
of Russian-readinghommes de lettresn France had ‘prepared’ his own
generation to receive a censored reading of DoskyevThis reading, Gide
would now subvert: “Nul plus que Dostoievski raaé Nietzsche.?*® Gide’s
italics testify to the extent to which the notiotaghed with established
conceptions of both writers. It seems highly im@iblle that Gide could have
known at this early stage of the archival evideofcHietzsche’s enthused reading
of French editions of.es Possédéand L'Esprit souterrain’®* But as Moutote
has postulated, no-one more than Dostoevsky hé&Rigel to come to terms with

Nietzsche’s thougHt®

Not surprisingly, Gide identifies Nietzsche as anbediment of the selfsame
moral dilemma that he himself had lived througtcsihis sensualist awakening
and his rift with traditional conceptions of ethit®th Kantian and Evangelical,
however, Gide concludes that “Nietzsche, prisondars sa cage de philosophe,

dans son hérédité protestante, y devient f8uGide’s implication is that any

202 André Gide Essais critiquegParis: Pléiade, 1999), p. 35 (Gide’s emphasis).

203 bid., p.41.

204 F Nietzsche Briefwechsel: Friedich Nietzsche, Franz und Ida eek (Suttgart; Weimar
Metzler, 2000), p. 354; Fridlendddpstoevskii i mirovaia literaturgpp. 233-235.

205 Moutote, "Dostoievski et Gide," p. 774.

206 Gide,Essais critiquesp. 40.
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reconciliation of ethics, and specifically protedtathics, with lived experience
lies beyond the reach of speculative philosophy, grhaps not beyond the
limitations of artistic representation. This expki Gide’s appreciation of
Nietzsche’s endeavour and reservations, with regardhis conclusions: “GEuvre

admirable? Non — mais préface d'ceuvres admiraffés.”

It is here that Gide turns from Nietzsche to Dogség, including a long excerpt
from Kirilov's now famously ‘proto-Nietzschean’ daisurse. Kirilov herein
develops the idea that in admitting the non-existewf God, the atheist
individualist succeeds God, inheriting absolutedi@m over subjective existence.
Kirilov concludes that the herald of such a truKirilov himself) must first
validate it through an ultimate act of will: a plyrgohilosophically-motivated
suicide?® However, Gide’s account of this discourse diffdesisively from the
original. Dostoevsky had left no doubt that Kiritotheory, along with his serene
intent to realise it, long preceded Verkhovenshkylst to exploit the event for
political gain®®® Gide’s presentation is contrarily compelled t@ss$rthat Kirilov

is forced by external circumstance into a statemifd that simultaneously

provokes both the theory and the act:

Kirilov doit se tuer...doit signer un papier ou il se déclare coupable [...] tout
est perdu pour Pierre, I'écouteur, s'il ne remet Kailoff en étatde se tuer.
(Tant il est vrai que tout état pathologique in@igist peut proposer a
lindividu des actes neuf, que sa raison s’ingeniaussitdt a admettre, a

207 |bid., p.39. It is here that Gide describes Nielzss oeuvre as “d’une admirable monotonie”

(p.37), an epithet that Camus would recycle in refee to Nietzsche, Pascal and Shestov,
suggesting a connection between this essay of &igetl Camus’s later critique of religious
existential thought. Albert Camu&uvres complétest vols. (Paris: Gallimard, 2006-8), Il, p.
931.

208 DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochineni, p. 470.

209 pid., X, pp. 187-8.
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soutenir, & systémiser’)

As if Gide’s pathological interpretation were ndteady explicit from his italics
and parenthesis, he then introduces Kirilov's mogok thus: “Voici ce que,

poussé par Pierre, Kiriloff arrive & dire, superooatun instant?**

The final, deciding motivation for Kirilov's suicé&lis one of the great lingering
controversies offhe Devils Dostoevsky having taken pains to problematise the
event through Kirilov's momentary hesitation and Ambiguous penultimate act
of biting Verkhovensky’s finger. Whether this cae 8eemed the philosophical
suicide Kirilov had theorised, whether it is marrbg the spite towards his
witness, or whether the act was philosophicallycrdidited by the suggested
association with an altered state of consciousngss-epileptic trance),
Dostoevsky'’s text offers no final comment. Whatlisar is that while Kirilov's
reasoning may be irrational, his state of mind nsno way induced by

Verkhovensky, as Gide would recognise in his mateaeling.

This initial misconception on Gide's part is teffinand his treatment of the
relationship between pathology and reason in trasalfel interpretation of

Kirilov and Nietzsche is worthy of attentive anasys

Je sais bien que Dostoievski met ses paroles dahsuche d'un fou; mais
peut-étre une certaine folie est-atiécessairgour faire dire une premiere fois
certaines choses; peut-étre Nietzsche I'a-t-il isétfimportant c’est que ces
choses-la soient dites, car maintenant il n’ess fdasoin d’étre fou pour les
penser [...] je préfére dire que Nietzsahest fait fout*?

210 Gijde,Essais critiquesp. 41 (Gide’s emphasis).
21 bid., p. 41.
212 bid., p.42
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Such efforts to defend Kirilov or Nietzsche’s retiens from disregard on
account of madness seems unnecessary to the pdstim@r even modern)
critic. However, Gide's first essay preceding thentieth-century rehabilitation
of non-rational modes of thought, he faced theiahiand formidable task of
convincing his reader that the thought of madmeghtbe of some degree of
value. To still prevalent conservative critics alvee in the first chapter to attack

“une littérature d’ epiléptiques, de malades, dgovinaires®:

, Gide retorts with
comparison to the taunters of Christ: “Si tu e€leist, sauve-toi toi-mémée**
Gide’s provocative argument maintains that justtfas human limitations of

Christ do not diminish the divine truth of his teaws, so the verdict of madness

does not detract from his elected prophets of nmoger

Gide’s fictional world was meanwhile grappling withe same question that
Kirilov and Nietzsche embodied in his critical vimg: could a single act of
individual will indeed redefine man, and is marefte commit such an act? The
problem receives its first, somewhat burlesquetrmeat in the ‘gratuitous act’ of
the Prométhée mal enchainpublishedn the following year. Edmond Jaloux for
one did not hesitate to trace back to this nov@tal through it directly back to
Dostoevsky’s Kirilov), the concept of the gratuisoact that would be of such
consequence to a subsequent generation of wrtérsSignificantly, the

‘gratuitously’ administered punishment and rewahndttset theProméthéein

motion are carried out not by a man as such, bt &gpricious deity, suggesting

213 pontmartinSouvenirs d'un vieux critiqu&e serie, p. 285.

214 Gide,Essais critiquesp. 43.

215 Jaloux traced back Gide’s concept of gratuitouBbado Dostoevsky’s Kirilov. See Edmond
Jaloux, "André Gide et le probléeme du roman,'Hommages a André Gided. Bernstein et al
(Paris: Editions du capitole, 1927 ) p. 114.
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that while gratuity may be within the means of deviaction, human action
remains bound by psychological causation and raliy?*® However, the
conclusion of the sixthLettre a Angelewith its comparison of Kirilov and
Nietzsche to Christ suggested ample room for thgotnation of this boundary
within Gide’s conception of man and God. DostoetsHirilov and Stavrogin
had also achieved a quasi-divine status (as Man-@pd Ubermensch
respectively), permitting gratuitous acts of vialenthe former’s finger-biting
and the latter’s ear-biting. The ‘creaturely’ chaea of their super-human acts is
indicitive of their departure from a definition tife human. As Aristotle famously
wrote: “he who is unable to live in society, or whas no need because he is

sufficent for himself, must be either a beast god: he is no part of a staté-*

Gide’s interrogation of this boundary would receavenore cathartic exploration
in L'lmmoraliste (1902), in which Gide’s dialogue with Dostoevslg again
apparent. The work is most obviously a fictional plagation of the
Nietzsche-informed proto-existential sensualisttdioe that Gide had espoused
in Les Nourritures “Avant, pensais-je, je ne comprenais pas queijais: Je
devais faire de la vie la palpitante découveftd.As such, Gide’s interaction

with The Devils and the debate he had staged three years ehétereen

216 Referred to variously as Zeus; le miglionnaireb&mquier and on one ambiguous occasion le
Bon Dieu: “moi seul, celui-la seul dont la fortuast infinie peut agir avec un désintéressement
absolu ; 'homme pas.” GideRomans p. 329. Dostoevsky's Kirilov and Stavrogin hadaal
achieved a quasi-devine status (as Man-god andrngesich respectively) permitting gratuitous
act of violence: the former’s finger-biting and tla¢ter’s ear-biting. The ‘creaturely’ character of
their super-human acts is indicitive of their dépas from a definition of the human.

217 Aristotle, The Politics and the Constitution of Athef@ambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press,
1996),

p. 14.

%1% Gide,Romansp. 318.
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Dostoevsky and Nietzsch@nd thus during the preparation Bfmmoraliste

continues beneath the surface.

Gide’s protagonist Michel’s perceived conquest @dtth (survival of tuberculosis
without recourse to prayer) functions in countempoio Kirilov's suicidal

conquest of life. In proving his wilful independen¢albeit through continued
existence rather than self-destruction) Michelg liKirilov, transcends human
ethics. The liberated superman’s existence themalspitowards cynicism,
paedophilia and eventual confession, a last-dittdm®pt to reintegrate with the
conception of humanity his defiance had transcen@edparison with Stavrogin
is only too evident, and far from circumstantidhotigh this has not been
addressed by comparativists thus far. This is woprssing, since Stavrogin’'s
censored confession of his similar paedophiliaoggaession did not appear in
French (or indeed Russian) print until 1922. Sorefusion has arisen in the

limited scholarship surrounding this questfon.

Thus, while Gide’s own experiences and sexual éspio North Africa were the
source of material fo'Immoraliste the literary ‘licence’ (to exploit Gide’s own
terminology of receptiof° for Michel's representation had been granted by

Dostoevsky’s Stavrogin. The confessional structdfglmmoraliste,and notably

1% Rayfield picked up on the Dostoevskian flavout-éfnmoralisteand mentions that Gide had
read ‘At Tiknon's’ by the 1920s Donald Rayfield, "rgil to his Dante: Gide's reception of
Dostoevsky,'Forum for Modern Language Studiesxvi, no. no.4 (2000), pp. 343, 345. Lachasse,
in his notes to Gide and Jaloux’s correspondendstook Jaloux's allusion to a letter by
Stavrogin as a reference to the censored chaptevever, the letter in question is that of
Stavrogin to Daria. See Edmond Jaloux, "Sur Andiéde( in André Gide - Edmond Jaloux:
Correspondance (1896-195@d. Pierre Lachasse (Paris: Presses Universitde@e.yon, 2004),

p. 187.

220 gee ‘De l'influence en littérature’ in GidEssais critiquespp. 403-417.
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the misgivings expressed by Michel’s listener witigard to the excess of style
with which it was delivered, mirror Tikhon's recept of Stavrogin’s
confessiorf?* Conceptually, Michel's desperate, last-ditch afierat even an
insincere, guiltless confession in the hope nagrate, but of a bearable earthly
existence, is entirely in keeping with Raskolniland Stavrogin’s confessiofs.
Jaloux (with whom Gide corresponded frequently ba topic of Dostoevsky
throughout this period) did not miss the connectiseeing in Michel the first
character in French literature that could be comgbarto Stavrogin,
acknowledging that Dostoevsky had clearly “heldeubt influenced” Gide in his

creation®?®

Thus, at this early stage of Gide's dialogue witlesidevsky’s fiction his
preoccupation remains with the Nietzschean prol®easapsulated by “que peut
’lhomme? Que peut un homme?” However, Gide’s caiohs, in 1902, seem far
closer to Raskolnikov and Stavrogin than to Zarstitau Just as in his
comparative essay Gide had rejected Nietzsche&affighation in favour of an
evangelical reading of Kirilov’'s abnegatory nihifisin Michel, his own fictional
Man-God experiment, his conclusion coincides witbhsi@evsky’'s. While an
auto-affirmative act may indeed redelineate the dnnthe liberated perpetrator

of such an act proves hubristically incapable dadrimegy the burden of his own

22! Gide,Romanspp. 470-471 ; DostoevskRolnoe sobranie sochinenil, p. 24-25.

222 ghestov has convincingly argued the case thath@spilogue toCrime and Punishment
makes explicit, Raskolnikov never repented for tisne. See Dostoevskyolnoe sobranie
sochinenij VI, p. 417.

223 | etter from Jaloux to Gide dated 22 Sep 1902 &rrRiLachasse, ed\ndré Gide - Edmond
Jaloux - correspondance (1896-1950yon: Presses universitaires de Lyon, 2004),87.. 1 etter
from Jaloux to Gide dated 1 Aug 1902 in Lachassk, André Gide - Edmond Jaloux -
correspondance (1896-195@)p. 181-182.
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liberation??* This tragic, Dostoevskian conclusion, however, was one that

Gide was prepared to accept indefinitely.

Overcoming Crime and PunishmentGide’s reactive re-reading (1908-1914)

Gide’s intellectual development had a somewhat pkndcharacter, oscillating
between the extremes of self-effacement and skfraftion. The ideological
component and final conclusions d&flmmoraliste seemed to warn of a
bankruptcy in Nietzschean self-affirmation and ssjga turn to Dostoevskian
confessionalism. However, the next stage of Gidelsgagement with
Dostoevsky’s thought can be seen as a violent reaghinst his own initial
conclusions. In his criticism this took the form afviolent polemic against
Vogué’s moralistic reduction of Dostoevsky’s thoudb the closing pages of
Crime and PunishmentBy this time, Gide had established himself as an
authority on Dostoevsky among his peers. His cpordence abounds with
recommendations of works by Dostoevsky, at timerebated to ‘Dost’ or
simply ‘D, testifying to the frequency of referemcHe reads Dostoevsky’s
novels aloud to the futuldFR group, sowing the seeds of moral and aesthetic
values that would so influence the review, and witithe dominant aesthetic
values of an er&> Fayer has observed that “through [Gide’s] influemmn his

disciples of theNouvelle Revue Francgaisgho begin to see Dostoevsky with

224 On the tragic modality of’Immoraliste as well as the performative aspect of Michel's
confession see James Day, "Theatre, Texts and Aiitpig Gide'sL'Immoraliste” The French
Review62, no. 2 (2002)

225 A, Anglés, Gide et le premier groupe de La Nouvelle Revue €ame (Paris: Gallimard,
1978), p. 284.
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Gide’s eyes, his devotion becomes the source ofingoortant revisionist
movement in French literaturé?® Hermetet has also investigated Gide’s
dissemination of his reading of Dostoevsky withia tircle as a dicisive factor

shaping the development of tNRFand its value$?’

In 1903, Gide and Jaloux correspond over Merezhgossecently translated

Dostoievsky et Tolstdihe latter beseeching Gide:

Toute la partie consacrée a Tolstoi est admirabbes quenotre Dostoievski
est donc incomplétement compris! Vous seul, chei..anMais quand
ferez-vous votre volumé%

The emphatic fotre’ is suggestive of the circle’s self-conscious adopbf the
Gidian reading. Gide was at this time hatching twojects: a full-scale study of
Dostoevsky and a ‘real novel’ that would deparhfrtheroman a théséradition
in which his previous fiction was rooted. The finstertwined attempts at both

projects would appear in the following years.

Gide’s first large-scale critical work on Dostoeys&ppeared in 1908 iha
Grande Revué® The article launches an attack against Vogiié'safisic
reading, quoting (loosely) at length from the Roman russeto the end of
denouncing the injustice the critic had committedielaying France’s reception

of the richest of Dostoevsky’s novels. Gide disasovogié’s pronouncement

226 Harry Micha FayerGide, Freedom and Dostoevsiurlington: The Lane Press, 1946), pp.
73, 86-87.

227 Anne-Rachel HermetetPour sortir du chaos: Trois revues européennes desées 20
(Rennes: Presses Univ. De Rennes, 2009), pp. 285357.

228 | etter to Edmond Jaloux in Lachasse, éhdré Gide - Edmond Jaloux - correspondance
(1896-1950) p. 198.

2% ‘postoevsky d'aprés sa correspondance,” May-Jufigos, Vol 49. References are to reprint
in Gide,DostoievskyParis: Plon, 1923).
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that with Crime and Punishmentle talent de Dostoievsky avait fini de
monter”, challenging his dismissal of thMotes from UndergroundThe
Adolescent The Eternal Husbanand, above all, the ‘interminabl@&rothers
Karamazov**° Gide condemns the academician’s claim, made toustirg
French readership, that his task was to highlighidestoevsky’s oeuvre “les trois
parties qui montrent le mieux les divers aspectsatetalent: [...]LesPauvres
Gens, Souvenirs de la maison des mer@rime et Chatiment®" It is above all
against Vogué’s (and, following him, a generatipm&sductive reading o€rime
and Punishmenthat Gide launched his offensive. “Pour faire siugne idée, il
faut ne mettre en avant qu’elle seule... Trouverdarie formule ne suffit pas; il
s’agit de n’en plus sortir™®? Gide pours scorn on the fact that Dostoevsky found
success in France only thanks to Voglué’s readilgessible religion de la

souffrance

La doctrine qu'il trouvait incluse dans les dersiethapitres deCrime et
Chatiment Qu’elle y soit, je le veux croire, et que la fade soit heureusement

trouvée... Par malheur, elle ne contenait pas somiermi débordait de toutes

parts®®

Gide devotes considerable attention to the phenomeh Dostoevsky’s delayed
reception in France, which he attributes to the mlemity of Dostoevsky’'s
aesthetics and the paradoxalism inherent in higlistic thought: “elle renferme
de contradictions pour l'esprit occidental, peu catumé a ce désir de
conciliation des extréme$™ In this observation the seeds for Gide's mature,

anti-binary reading of the twenties can alreadgleaned.

230
231

Gide,Dostoievskyp .2; VoguiélLe Roman russe. 242.
Gide,Dostoievskyp. 2; VoguiéL.e Roman russep. 230-233.
22 Gjde, Dostoievskypp. 51-2.

233 bid., p. 52.

234 bid., p. 53.
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From as early as 1902, Gide’s acquaintances haetlgaavaited the fruition of
his project to produce a full-scale no%&l. From May of this year dates Francis
de Miomandre’s “André Gide et l'inquiétude philosigue” in Mercure de
France which speaks of Gide’s undertaking of a novel coimplex moral
discourse in the fashion of Dostoev$R. The initial conception ofes Caves du
Vatican in fact dates back to 1893, though serious work mtl begin until
19112%" Thus, the novel's gestation period coincides v@ide’s avid research
on Dostoevsky. By the 1908 appearance of Gide'sstdievsky d'apres sa
correspondance’ the principle character of@a@eswas clearly formed in Gide’s
notes®® The novel's fruition period, 1911-1914, also cailes with Gide’s
collection of material for hid/ie de Dostoievskwhich was never realised on

account of the outbreak of wAr.

Though Gide refused to classify the finished pracag aroman associating it
through a subscript rather with his satirisalties (Paludesand Prométhég it
nonetheless represents Gide’s first large-scal& and his first experiment in the
unfolding of a complex plot using multiple narr&iperspectives. The work is
steeped in direct intertextual reference to DostkevHowever, Gide does not
offer the moral discourse that Miomandre and hiadees awaited, Gide’s

interpretation of Dostoevskian enquiry having fsd to do with Good and Evil

235 Anglés,Gide et la NRFp. 67.

3% Francis de Miomandre, "André Gide et l'inquiétpiéosophique, Mercure de Francé2, no.
149 (1902), p. 370-371.

27 yyonne Davet's ‘Notice’ td.es Cavesn Gide,Romansp. 1565.

238 Anglés,Gide et la NREp. 103.

2% Gide,Dostoievskyp. 77.
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than the established reading. Gide's approach vedlser to engage with
Dostoevsky’s thought via a rich, parodic pasticheaveral of his works. In their
abundance and openness, these clearly consciai®rmit of Dostoevsky have
escaped few of the work’s critics. However, thearigy have limited themselves

to flagging up ‘borrowings’ without engaging withet full import ofLes Cavesis

a parodic commentary on Dostoevsky’'s thought. Meeeahey have overlooked
the striking fact thates Cavegontains, as shall be shown, direct references to

Dostoevsky’s French reception, to Vogué and taduasling.

Of existing comparative studies, Fridlender's ramathe most thorougf?®
Fridlender reads Lafcadio as @&eobpa3Hblii BApuaHT COBPEMEHHOTO ApKaJnuu
Jlonropyku,” noting particularly the Lambert-Protos paraff€i. The nature of
this relativesvoeobraznostandsovremennostsadly, Fridlender did not develop
(all differences between Dostoevsky and Gide, he mathodologically obliged
to attribute to the latter’burzhuaznozjy. In recreating Dostoevsky'’s illegitimate
son not as a social outcast with an inferiority ptew, but as a superman,
liberated from all social and moral restraints, €8dntent was to rehabilitate and
affirm bastardy as a state of being. Gide’s int¢ual dialogue withBrothers
Karamazovfunctions on the same level. Both Moutote and IEnider observed
the family unit of Gide'ssotie as a transmutation of the Karamazdtsthree
step-brothers (as opposed to estranged half be)ttegether with the illigitimate

Lafcadio, an inverted Smerdiakov. In both novelse tlligitimate brothers

240 FridlenderDostoevskii i mirovaia literaturapp. 268-276.
241 pid., p. 270.
%42 bid., p.269; Moutote, "Dostoievski et Gide," 847
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commit parallel murders within the family unit, bahurderous acts finding their
theoretical legitimation in the thought of the ifgetual among the three brothers
(lvan and Julius). Far more than the ‘borrowingattitritics of a bygone age
denounced, Gide’s work is a conscious inversionDatoevsky’s: through
Lafcadio WIuiki, Giderachéte Smerdiakov. While the former (etyramerdet
stink) was an eternal underdog, driven to suicm®wing his crime, the latter
(etym. Wik wolf, according to Rayfield) displays a supermaoc&pacity for
transcending criminality’® It is in the consequent polemic on criminality and
culpability that Gide most directly engages withsieevsky, tacklingCrime and
Punishmentead on, and in particular the dominant reading epitomised for

Gide by Vogué.

The oft-cited references rime and Punishmerare strikingly overt. Lafcadio’s
spontaneous rescue of two children from a burnimgsh is a direct pastiche of
Raskolnikov's. The aristocratic theories expoundby Protos refer to
Raskolnikov’s doctrine. If Lafcadio is a rewritind Raskolnikov, Gide has made
a number of significant ammendments. Early in tagative Gide bestows upon
Lafcadio financial security, removing the ‘hungeotive’ from the criminal act.
His level-headed charm and general psychologicénba, coupled with his
complete lack of humanitarian pretentions, reaceriektually, are further
mitigations of Raskolnikov’s motives. Lafcadio’s stdtant complete and
unproblematic lack of remorse for his murder isfihal inversion. Consequently,

the conclusion oles Caveds overtly parodic. The grisly end met by Carla,

243 Rayfield, "A Virgil to his Dante: Gide's receptiofh Dostoevsky," p. 353.
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Gide’s noble prostitute is an inversion of Sonyademption of Raskolnikov and,
as such, a rejection of Voguésligion de la souffranceMeanwhile Lafcadio,
following a momentary mock-consideration of confessreassures himself of
his total moral independence through the sexuadjwest of his victim’s (and his
own) niece. The work ends with cutting irony andligect quotation from the

closing paragraph d@rime and Punishment

Quand bien méme j'échapperais a la police, je apgrais pas a

moi-méme [...] j'ai tué comme dans un réve; un cameneou, depuis, je

me débats...

— Dont je veux vous arracher, cria—t-elle. [...] €'adieu qu'il faut vous

livrer, non aux hommes. [...] 'Eglise est |a pouusgrescrire votre peine et
pour vous aider a retrouver la paix, par—dela vapentir.

[...]JL'amour la pousse, I'élance vers lui. Lafcadioshisit, la presse, couvre
son pale front de baisers...

Ici commence un nouveau livre. [...] Au loin, dans t&sernes, le clairon
chante. Quoi! va—-t-il renoncer a vivre? et powstitee de Genevieve, qu'il
estime un peu moins depuis qu'elle I'aime un pes, glonge-t-il encore a se
livrer?*

Ho Tyt y HaunHaeTcs HOBasi UCTOPUS, HCTOPHS ITOCTEIIEHHOTO OOHOBICHUS
YeNoBeKa, HCTOPHS TOCTENEHHOTO MEPEpOXACHUSA €TI0, IOCTEIIEHHOTO
mepexofa M3 OJHOITO0 MHpa B JAPYTOM, 3HAKOMCTBA C HOBOW, JOCENe

COBCPULHICHHO HEBCAOMOIO JIEICTBUTEIIBHOCTBIO. OTO MOIIO OBl COCTaBHUTH
TEMY HOBOT'O pacCka3a, — HO TenepemHm‘/’I paccCkKa3 Hall OKOH‘IGH.245

Gide’s ironic ‘immoralist’ rewriting of Sonya’s sadtion of Raskolnikov in many
ways corresponds to Shestov’s critical treatmenhefsame passage, as explored
in the next chapter. Andler’s reading of Nietzselnel Dostoevsky can shed light
on Gide’s references to Dostoevsky’s thoughtés Cave$*® Dostoevsky never
broached truly gratuitous crime, or indeed truhatgitous action (as discussed

with reference to the ambivalence surrounding &g suicide). In this respect,

244 Gide,Romansp. 873.
245 postoevskii,Polnoe sobranie sochinenWl, p. 422.
246 Charles AndlerlNietzsche et Dostoievsi@®aris: Champion, 1930), p. 9.
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Gide’s novel can be seen as a Nietzschean rewritirgostoevsky’s novel. If
Raskolnikov proved incapable of escaping guilt apdnishment for his
intellectually motivated, philosophical crime, Lafio’s spontaneous, capricious

murder is entirely guiltless, and as such, crineeles

In light of this it makes little sense to speak@dves des Vaticaas a novel
‘influenced’ by Dostoevsky, nor to speak (as Bettim and many of Gide'’s
contemporaries did}’ of Gide's borrowings and plagiarisms. In its righstiche
and parodic inversions it offers a direct challerigethe Russian novelist, or
rather, to a particular reading of the novelist.albomparativists have neglected
is that through the satirical appearance of Vogué novel, le€avesis a direct
discussion of Dostoevky’s French reception. Deshpiseovert criticism in 1908,
Gide’s resentment toward Vogié had clearly not biedly vented. If Gide’s
aristocratic literary fop, Julius de Baraglioulitle, paternal connection to the
foreign office, publications iha Revue des deux-monde® his ambitious drive
towards L'Academie Francaise were not enough tooaa® the fictional
second-rate novelist with Vogué, Gide name-dropgphédecessor in the opening
pages of the chapter entitled to Baraglioul. As tieracter laments the
ambiguous to negative general response tt’'Ais des Cimeshis wife reminds
him of the positive response it had received framdhurch, and reminds him of
the words M. de Voglué had written in its favour:n&Jplume comme la voétre,
contre la barbarie qui nous menace, défend la Eramieux qu'une épéé:®

Clearly the critic’s Christian conservative poliiare implied to have determined

247 Catherine BettinsorGide: A StudyLondon Heinemann, 1977), p. 10.
%% Gide,Romansp. 710.
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his judgement rather than the work’s aestheticwalBurthermore, a hypocritical
discrepancy between Vogué’s officially cosmopolititerary politics and his
nationalism is also clearly suggested: the chammbrihe Russian novel is
presented by Gide as an ideological protectionist,keeping with Gide's
representation of the Viscount’'s ‘censorship’ ofsi@vsky in his own 1908

article.

Contemporary readings: André Suarés, Jacques CopeauElie Faure

(1911-1914)

In the period immediately preceding the outbreakwafr a number of other
‘modern’ French intellectuals began to reassess akevre of Dostoevsky.
Dostoevsky was becoming increasingly central to tloaception novelistic
modernity in opposition to aesthetic clacissismtiamalised as Frenci® As
Akio Yoshi has observed, this association was @aerly strong among the
writers associated with Gide and tN®F*° In terms of scope and profundity,
Gide’s reading was undeniably the most developeth®iperiod, as comparison
with contemporaneous readings by André Suaréspdadgopeau and Elie Faure

will serve to illustrate.

249 gee for example Charles Ferdinand Ramuz, “Mausaiséitudes” inJournal de Genével0
fév 1912, reprinted in Charles Ferdinand Ran@ritiques littéraires(Genéve: Slatkine, 1997), p.
231. See also Daniel Maggetti, "Ramuz et les romeancrusses, Tangence86 (2008). pp.
89-103.

20 Akio Yoshi, "Gide et Tolstoi ‘Bulletin des Amis d'André Gidexxviii, no. 166, Avril 2010
(2010), p. 212.
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André Suares

In 1911, Suares published a rival interpretatioiDostoevsky in th€ahiers de
la Quinzaine Despite Suares’ overt claims to a long-standind eonsidered
acquaintance with his author’s wof&s his analysis leaves considerable room
for doubt. The 100-page work not only lacks specifitations from works; it
makes almost no reference even to the titles ofta@esky’s novels nor the
names of his characters. One rare exception iotdte (afterthought?) on the
thirty-sixth page, listingCrime and Punishmernd The Idiotas chefs-d’oeuvre,
Le Joueuras a ‘roman confus’ anldEternel Mari as a ‘livre médiocre’. However,
all of these judgments could equally have beeraeted from Voguié’'dée Roman
russe Like Vogué, Suarés omits, for examgigtes from Undergroundnd The
Adolescent.On one occasion, in a disjointed and suspiciouskdged-in
paragraph, Suarés announces “Dostoievski est &chenots inoubliable$®
before enumerating three ‘memorable lines’ froheldiot, three fromCrime and
Punishmentind two from the same pageRibthers KaramazavThis is the only
occasion on which he cites directly from the oetheds supposedly interpreting,
and all of these “mots inoubliables” come from bedw the first and seventh
pages of the tomes from which they have been sele¢te does make several
general references to Myshkin, suggesting a gréatailiarity with theldiot than
other works; however, most of these references hlageends of equating the

attributes of this one character to their auffidrClearly, such a study cannot be

21 André Suarédostoievsk{Paris: Cahiers de la Quinzaine, 1911), pp. 13, 31
%52 bid., pp. 38-39.
%3 |bid., pp. 27-8, 55.
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considered seriously in terms of any critical cimition to the study of
Dostoevsky. It does, nevertheless, provide a weafltmsight into the various
prejudices that surrounded the Russian author,edisas highlighting the upper

hand Gide had over his contemporaries.

Suarés shares with Vogiié and Gide the tendencyquate any sensation of
aesthetic unfamiliarity in Dostoevsky’'s work to iBussian-ness, a category
extrapolated more often than not towards a moremgémsianness, observing,
for example: “la simplicité familiere et la doucediOrient [...] lls [les russes]
ont cette faculté d’émotion si générale en Orignt.”Suarés’ superficial
comparison of Dostoevsky’s “passions qui se paseioti to Stendhal, where
“tout est clair; tout est ordre; toute est esprit’indicates that traditional
conceptions of ‘I'esprit frangais’ and ‘ 'ame resslominate his thinking: “Ce
gue I'Occident connait par la mesure, le Russeelng par le sentiment®®
Suares’s ethnocentrism even extends to the assumtiiat Russia has been
significantly civilised by the fact alone that Dosvsky’s fictional world has

reached French readers:

Dostoievski a créé pour nous la Russie mystique ¢ntte I'Europe et
I'Asie, qui porte a I'ennui du crépuscule occidénéafeu et 'ame divine
de I'Orient. Quel roi, quel politique ou quel cogant a plus agi pour ¢a
race? C'est dans Dostoievski, enfin, que la Russisant, d’'étre cosaque,
se manifeste une réserve pour l'avenir, une resoymaur le genre

humain®®’

24 bid., p. 18.

25 |bid., p. 29-30, 41.

26 bid., p. 76.

257 |bid., p. 26. That this ‘civilisation’ is insureay French (rather than international) reception is
clarified in a section postulating that “[n]i legif$ charnels, ni les Yankees ne pourront jamais
I'entendre.” Suarédostoievskip. 63.
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Suarés’s fantasy does not limit itself to ethnogyapHe dedicates, for example,
almost an entire page (more than was spared fortexwial analysis) to a
presumably entirely imagined (if embellished) dggon of Dostoevsky’s
eyes®™® Suares, doubtlessly following Gide, then ends w&itfeneral comparison
of Nietzsche and Dostoevsky, seeing the later as Nietzsche racheté”: an
affirming force capable of overcoming the “mort mégation” of Nitzsche’s
thought®>® Saurés concludes by writing off Nietzsche with Szne perenial

argument that Francisque Sarcey had used to didbossoevsky in 1885: “II

n’est bon qu’aux femmes de lettres et aux jeunas.§&°

The conclusion of the study (addressed directlyQad~éodor Mikhailovitch, si
ardent, si aigu et si humble”) is revelatory: “@uutt est amour, tout est vie! Par
dela le néant de tous les objets éphéméres, aelgtdsous enfin que notre espoir
se fonde.?® Of Dostoevsky’s affirmation of existence, of reqeion within
lived human reality, and of the various overt pdsragainst transcendentalism

in his fiction, Suarés'’s sources seem to havettifnothing?®

28 gyaréspostoievskip. 28.

259 bid. p. 86, 90.

260 |hid. p. 89. See page 68 of the current thesis.

261 |bid. p. 93-94.

%2 Gide reacted critically to Suarés’s reading, anthbly saw Saurés’s later, more developed
reading inTrois homme$1921) (of which Dostoevsky was one, alongsidetband Pascal) as a
deliberate attempt to rival his ‘Allocution’. Se&-12-1921 entry in Gidelournal 1887-1925p.
1145. On the conflict between the two competetimgrpretors of Dostoevsky see also Fayer,
Gide, Freedom and Dostoevsky 87.
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Jacques Copeau

Copeau and Croué’s adaptationTdfe Brothers Karamazovirst staged at the
Théatre des Arts in 1911%@\pril), marks an important event in the receptasn
Dostoevsky in Franc®® Comparison of the adaptation to the original @isb
offers a revealing insight into the playwright'starpretation of the Russian
novelist. Like Suarés, and most of the circle asded with theNRF at its
creation, Copeau’s enthusiasm for Dostoevsky haah lfermed and kindled by
Gide. Gide was, of course, close to Copeau andeweathusiastically of his
adaptation project ihe Figaroin 1911. Less widely-known is that Gide was also
actively involved in the early stages of the sénigtof the adaptation, as his
correspondence to Harpéline-Kaminsky in the Jacddeset literary archive
indicates: “C’est avec moi que Copeau commencaalaitler & son drame, et,
comme vous le dites, il n'a eu, le plus souvent geproduire textuellement vos

phrases*

While wrestling with the ambitious task of adaptitige colossal novel for the
stage in 1910, Copeau wrote to Peter Gast, challgrige common opinion that
Dostoevsky lacked in compositional skill: “Dire diaes de Dostoievsky qu'il
sont mal composeés, c’est pratiguement n’en ried, diu plutdt, c’est soumettre

son esprit & une idée toute faite de la composititgmaire.”?®®> The adaptation is

%63 Following his foundation in 1913 (13 May) of thé@atre du Vieux-Collombier, Copeau
restaged his Freres Karamazov in 1914 (10 Mardfhg. adaptation was restaged on numerous
occasions and toured abroad in the 1920s. See Dekmy, ed.,Correspondance de Jacques
Copeau et Roger Martin du Ga(®aris: Gallimard, 1972), pp. 375, 427, 430.

24 Gide, "Lettre & Harpéline-Kaminsky," (5-2-1929)

265 Cited in AnglésGide et la NREp. 322.
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remarkably loyal, given the precedent set by previadaptors and translators,
indicative of a significant shift in the status Dbstoevsky’s fiction among the
younger generation of writers. In his corresponderCopeau noted a broad
intellectual debt to Dostoevsky: “jai été profomdént marqué par ce
Dostoievsky, et qu'en me rapprochant de lui c’estndoi-méme que je me
rapproche.** He did, however, qualify this debt slightly momaksiguously in a

in a subsequent letter: “Oui, D. est un géant.’ marqué. Mais peut-étre d’un
coup de talon sur la nuque*®* Copeau's choices throughout the adaptation
process permit speculation as to possible pointsveirgence from Dostoevsky'’s

thought and its fictional representation.

The most striking alteration concerns Copeau’s attarisation of lvan. The
editor of Copeau and du Gard’s correspondence ti@sl that Copeau had been
seduced by the “ardent” and “empassioned” youth®astoevsky’s fictiorf®®
This is evident in his approach to Ivan, which sées his Romantic psychology
but omits all of his philosophical expositions. Hisnous discourses, ‘Rebellion’
and ‘The Grand Inquisitor’, are reduced to thedaihg lines: “Pas la révolte!
On ne peut vivre dans la révolte. Et je vis, enitdde tout. Pas la révolte, oh!
non... Mais le désespoir, ou plutdt... l'indignationyi:oun refus! Voila: je
n'accepte pas le mondé¥ The practical necessity for abridging Ivan’s dizr

for the stage is evident; what is curious, howeisethe choice to remove the

266 | etter from Copeau to Roger Martin du Gard (291923) in Delay, ed Correspondance de
Jacques Copeau et Roger Martin du Ggrd695.

267 | etter from Copeau to Roger Martin du Gard (119%4) in ibid., p. 700.

268 Dalay, ‘introduction’ to ibid., p. 27.

29 jJacques Copeau and Jean Crougés Fréres Karamazov; drame en cing ac(@aris:
L'lllustration, 1911), p. 20.
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question of freedom and theodicy, the dialecties finovoked Ivan’s revolt in the
original and which Dostoevsky had identified as dgjuestion that tormented him
most throughout his lifé”° All that remains in the adaptation is Ivan’s arstpeid
rejection of earthly existence which, without itsgmnal context, reverts Ivan to
the paradigmatic Romantic hero. While Dostoevskyes's revolt was famously
directed against the supposed divine justice cditeyr, Copeau’s lvan redirects
his revolt against the inconsistencies of his owychology?’* As such, Copeau
rewrites him as a ‘rebellious type’: a psychologiparadox, as opposed to the
mouthpiece of a philosophical paradox. This extedndsan’s language: as in the
above quotation, eloquently developed discourseedaced to surprisingly
disjointed outbursts that verge on incoherencar’$vancanny interlocution with
the devil is correspondingly rendered unambiguoaslyhe raving monologue of

a hamletesque madmaf.

A second significant adaptation is the augmentdd af Smerdiakov. The
shadowed and deliberately sketchily-traced charaaftehe original takes on a
leading role (that was first interpreted by CharBsllin). Humiliation is
accentuated as Smerdiakov’s psychological dfifermand indeed seems to
underpin the entire play, particularly the KaterMaia-Grushenka

plotline. 2’* Psychological motives are thus accentuated thraughehile

270 | etter to A. N. Maikov (25-3-1870) in DostoevsKiplnoe sobranie sochineniXXIX, I, p.
117.
271 Ccopeau and Croukes Fréres Karamazov; drame en cing acfes20.
272 H

Ibid., p. 32.
273 bid., pp. 16-17.
274 bid., pp. 3, 23. This aspect of Copeau’s intetigtien is particularly significant in light of
Gide’s later writings on humiliation in the ceuvré Dostoevsky. See page 112 of the current
thesis.
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philosophical motives (the various expositions déds that the playwrites
referred to as “certains épisodes seconddifdsire removed. It is noteworthy
that the critics commended this: the play was peeceto have retained “les deux
choses essentielles: d’'une part, la violence dmeyale 'autre la psychologie

des personnage$’®

The set and costumes were exoticised by designednmidaDethomas, who

explained this choice in the following terms: “Aix chuitieme siecle, on avait

créé une chinoiserie et une turquerie trés savearawllement documentée. J'ai
pensé que je pourrais faire de méme [pour la Ruasieotre époque. [...] Je
souhaite que les héros de Dostoievski s’y détadentgueur. Je les ai fait dater
par leurs costumes, car ils ne pouvaient étre #of@hit modernes dans cette
Russie imaginée?*’ Dethomas’ kitch paraphernalia nfsserieperhaps assisted
Joseph Galtier to identify in the staging: “ce je sais quoi de troublant qui
caractérise I'ame russe. Devant elle, nous noutosera la fois dépaysés et

attirés, comme lorsque nous pénétrons dans I'erdpisesars®’®

Ultimately, the adaptation steered Dostoevsky b&mkards more familiar

Romantic territory both in terms of cultural repratation and characterisation.
Copeau also shared much of Suarés’ romantic emtbmsiwith regards to the
figure of the novelist himself. His reaction to &l article attests to this. For

both writers, Dostoevsky represented:

2’5 Cited in Gaston Sorbets|.és Fréres Karamazoau Théatre des Arts," ihes Fréres
Karamazoyed. Jacques Copeau and Jean Croué (Paris: frdlios, 1911), p. 1.
276 H
Ibid., p. 33.
277 bid., p. 33.
278 bid., p. 33.
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le plus homme de tous les hommes, le plus enfone lpn puisse
concevoir au sien méme de l'humanité, le plus @i a la pure
connaissance et le plus sacrifié, mais le plug léarssi, car toutes les formes
de la vie et tous les drames se rencontrent enlduiraversent et le
transpercertt’’

Gide is thus the only Frendftomme de lettreis a position to offer comparatively

level-headed commentary of Dostoevsky'’s.

Elie Faure

One potential contender to Gide arose in 1914 withhistorian Elie Faure’s
chapter on Dostoevsky in hi€onstructeurs The book places the Russian
novelist alongside Nietzsche, Michelet, Lamark &#&tanne as the forgers of a
neo-modern conception of man. Regrettably, thesaysshave no comparative
element. Like Suares, Faure finds Dostoevsky'd-jsettrait’ in theldiot: “Il faut

lire L'ldiot, Il fut L'ldiot” ; “il écrit I' Idiot pour essayer de se saisir lui-méme,
mais 1a surtout il se dérobe, et les autres avie?iti At times the comparison
becomes deliberately confused, Dostoevsky meliing Myshkin?®* However,
like Gide, it is in thePossédéshat Faure finds the clearest expression of
Dostoevsky’s thought and his most forceful représt@on of his opposition
between “la certitude, la calme architecture moetldée rationalisme objectif”
and “lirrésolution déchirante, le tragique, sergimal, I'incessant débordement

de I'ame hors des cadres de la f§?”

2% Jacques Copeau, "Sur le Dostoievsky de SuakésjVelle Revue Francaiseo. 38 (1912), p.
230.

280 Elie FaureLes ConstructeursCollection 'Les ProsegParis: George Crés, 1914), pp. 116,
121.

281 bid., pp. 122-3.

282 bid., p. 126.

103



Faure is among the first in France to integrate Nléesinto his reading of
Dostoevsky’s conception of man. Faure reads iathar Rousseauist terms as an
interrogation of human nature: “Dieu des humaifis-inoble ou suis-je vil?®®

In line with this moralistic reading of thotes Faure recounts thBrothers
Karamazovas the tale of Dmitri's struggle between sensoalend personal
moral standard®* In placing the stress on Dmitri over Ivan and Aha, the
philosophical interrogation that they embody is dplayed. As with Copeau’s
adaptation, the novel’s interrogation of the exiseeand legitimacy of God (that
Dostoevsky deemed the crux of the no¥8ljs omitted from Faure’s reading.
When it comes taCrime and Punishment~aure does go a step beyond the
moralistic reading of his predecessors. He receghiéhead of his generation that
Raskolnikov did not repent on any spiritual leva his act, but rather is forced
to confess by a need to reunite with the collectivaving, like Sonya, been
severed from society by: “quelque chose que lesnhesnappellent ‘crime’ et

dont on ne peut se délivrer qu’en se confessanx a%&°

As with the other critical responses explored tfars appeal to th&/olksgeist
dominates here again: “comme les autre Russedydkain de pardonner, besoin

d’aimer, besoin de souffrir et qu'on souffre poumsoler et étre consolé®’

283 |hid., pp. 118-119.

284 bid., pp. 143-144.

25 | etter to A. N. Maikov (25-3-1870) in F. M. Dosickii, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v
tridtsati tomakh 30 vols. (Leningrad: Nauka, 1973), XXIX, |, p.711

285 Copeau and Crouégs fréres Karamazov; drame en cing acfe<20.

286 FaureLes Constructeurs. 118; Dostoevskyolnoe sobranie sochinenWl, p. 417.

27 bid., p. 116.
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“Tout Francais a I'esprit architecturdf®® Faure, like Vogiié and Suaréssests
considerably more energy in accentuating Dostoésskljerity as opposed to
bridging the gap to the readershTp.Dostoevsky’s aesthetic deviation from the
European tradition is automatically and necessaaitiributed to an Asian
conception of art in opposition to “I'esprit régtéar de I'Occident®® The
conventional conception of Dostoevsky as a barbapassessed by a talent he

cannot understand shines through Faure’s reading:

Avec lui, on n'a pas le droit de parler de ce quappelle le style. Il ne sait
pas écrire, il n'écrit pas. Sa forme n’est pas eellle n'a pas besoin de
I'étre. Une puissance interne anime tout, incomblas scories et les pierres
mortes & I'organisme primatif lui sort de son irssege actioR®"

Like \oltaire’s Shakespeare, Faure’s Dostoevsky e@aly have writtenrmalgré

lui. Though the value judgement has been reversedjrterlying assumption
remains that aesthetics that do not refer to Raméoatuitous barbaric accidents.
Ultimately, Faure’s study ends where Vogué’s begdth an image (this time a
visual illustration) of St. Basil's cathedral impog on the final page as an

ultimate symbol of Russia as oriént.

Gide’s mature reading (1914-1925)

288 |hid., p. 134.

29 One of the few French commentators of the pre-Pémiod who rejected théme russe
reading outright was Paul Claudel. Writing to Gideesponse to his 1908 article on Dostoevsky,
Claude remarks: “chez tous les Russes que jaiugret ils sont nombreux, je n'ai trouvé qu’'une
chose vraiment remarquable, c’est leur got potoiason. Autrement, ce sont des gens comme
les autres. lls jouent trés bien au bridge, maisBelges aussi.” Letter to Gide (4-8-1908). See
Paul ClaudelCorrespondance, 1899-1926: Paul Claudel et Andrde@Paris: Gallimard, 1949),

p. 88.

2% FayreLes Constructeurgp. 134-5.

291 bid., p. 136.

292 bid., p. 145.
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Gide’s most developed reading of Dostoevsky canfeuttion in the early 1920s,
shortly followed by his most engaged novelisticlatiawith Dostoevsky, in the
form of LesFaux-MonnayeursThe personal crisis that coincided with the Great
War and the conclusions Gide drew from this inreftective workNumquid et
tu... fed directly into his mature interpretation of Bwessky. The title of the
reflexive work, an allusion to the interrogation@ifrist in John 7. 46. and John 7.
52., establishes Gide’s introspective interrogatibrihe nature of his faith and

personal ethics.

On 18" Febuary Gide comes to a deeper understandinghof I2. 24. and John
12. 25.: ‘Si le grain de blé ne meurtet encoreCelui qui aime sa vie la perdra
Ici le Christ renonce & I'homme; ici vraiment ilvilent Dieu.”®® This significant
passage, which Dostoevsky had chosen as his epifpaBrothers Karamazqv
and that Gide would later choose as the title feiféfamous memoirs, contains the
idea that would permit him to reconcile his untdw opposed conceptions of
individualism and Christianity: “C’est dans la néga de soi que bondit et se
réfugie I'affirmation de soi la plus haut&€* Gide had encountered this paradox
in Dostoevsky’s thought, specifically in his ‘Essaty the bourgeoisie,” which he
had cited and discussed this in relation to Chinigtis ‘Dostoievsky d’'aprés sa
correspondence’ eight years previoid8R/As Gide would reveal in thdumquid
his own eventual conclusion was the same: “Réstioredans la vie totale. Oubli

de tout bonheur particulier. O réintégration paefaf®

293 Gide,Journal 1887-1925p. 989.

294 |bid., p. 990.

29 Gide,Dostoievskypp. 54-5; DostoevskiPolnoe sobranie sochinenW, p. 79.
29 Gide,Journal 1887-1925p. 994.
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Another idea to reach fruition in this period wasl€s notion that:

La vie éternelle n'est pas seulement a venir. Eie dés a présent toute
présente en nous; nous la vivons dés l'instaningus consentons a mourir a
nous mémes, a obtenir de nous ce renoncement gquette la résurrection
dans I'éternitéCelui qui hait sa vie dans ce monde la conservera fa vie
éternelle(Jean, XlI, 25)*’

This too was informed by, and would in turn infor@ide’s readings of Kirilov

and Zosima, and is thus another key tobustoievskyHe continues:

Celui qui aime sa vie, son ame, - qui protége saopmalité, qui soigne sa
figure dans ce monde — la perdra; mais celui-laequifera I'abandon, la
rendra vraiment vivante, lui assurera la vie étégnenon point la vie

futurement éternelle, mais la fera déja, des aeptésivre a méme I'éternité.
Amen, amen dico vobis, nisi granum frumenti caden®rram, mortuum

fuerit, ipse solum manet: si autem mortum fueritiitom fructum affert.

(Jean XII, 245

At this troubled time, Gide seems unaware of anmynegtion between his new
understanding of the Christian faith and Dostoe'sskigought. The figure of
Dostoevsky is far from his thoughts and writingshieth are dominated by
reflections on the war, inner struggle and the @tsspPolitical circumstances

would soon change this.

The following year the Bolshevik Revolution wouldrn all eyes to Russfd’
and with it, to Dostoevsky, its ‘prophet’. Laloucedled an “explosion de

dostoievskisme” in France following 1938. Rather than seeing in Dostoevsky

297 bid., p. 991.

29 bid., p. 994.

29 For the French reception of the Russian Revoluiem Sergei Leonidovich FokitRusskaia
ideia” vo frantsuzskoi literature XX vek@ankt-Peterburg: Izdatel'skii dom S.-Peterburgsgko
gosudarstvenogo universiteta, 2003).

3001 alou, "Dostoievski et L'Occident (Paper deliveré®e Réunion du Studio Franco-Russe, 18
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a depiction of the early stages of the Revolutieanhe witnessed them in
development, many French commentators, for whomRbssian Revolution
seemed to appear suddenly from nowhere, now pedeostoevsky as its
prophet and thédemonsas a recording of his revelatidt. In any case, the
French literary scene, to use Bataille’s expressiwas now “pregnant with
revolution.”® History seemed to have validated Dostoevsky’s meuwhich
was rapidly becoming an undisputed modern clagSide’s long expressed
preference for th®evils would likewise confirm his status as France’s iegd
authority on the Russian novelist, a position he jealously keen to preserve. A
final, vital factor in this rapid reassessment afsibevsky’s work was that the
Revolution, via the ‘philosopher’s steamboat’, dissed in the next chapter,
would bring Gide and his generation in to contaghwthe fruits of Russia’s

Silver Age rethinking of Dostoevsky'’s fiction.

Dostoevsky’s Centenary and Gide’s Lectures (1921-23

The occasion of the centenary of Dostoevsky’s hiréls to spark a new wave of

critical publications, among them a special editddrihe NRF in February 1922.

The edition is of special interest to the currenidg as the first place of

déc 1929)," p.104. ‘Dostoievskisme’ was not an amoon term in the 1920s. Céline, for
example, used it to promote hioyage au bout de la nuiSee L.-F. Célinel ettres (Paris:
Gallimard, 2009), pp. 307-308.

301 Backés notes the exploitation of this in the mtnkeof Dostoevsky's fiction around this
time: “On sait que pour vendre un ouvrage sur Desski une allusion quelconque, fit-elle
indirecte, fat-elle mensongere, au bolchevisme,uestdjuvant non négligeable.” See Backes,
"Dostoievski en France 1880 — 1930," p. 431.

302 «La Littérature et le mal” (1957) in Georges Béegi Oeuvres compléted2 vols. (Paris:
Gallimard, 1988), 1X, p. 170.
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publication of Shestov’s existential reading of ewvsky, explored in depth in
the next chapter. Having collaborated with Shestavthe edition, Gide thus
came into early contact with the existential intetation, which elicited his high
praise and an invitation to Shestov to attend dries of lectures on the subject of
Dostoevsky, commencing that month at the Vieux @wier’®® The ensemble
of Gide’s 1908 and 1911 articles, the introductiorhis Allocution in theNRF
centenary edition, and the stenographed text frben Allocution itself were
compiled in 1923 and published under the title fstoievskywith Plon,

constituting Gide’s most enduring contribution todboevsky scholarship.

The change in Gide’s tone by 1922 is striking. Gide Shestov, now confronts
the challenge that Dostoevsky’s irrational conaaptiof man poses to the
rationalist tradition and discusses the place dijesttive and non-rationalist
modes of thought in Dostoevsky’s fiction, all incacdance with Shestov’s
existential readingd®® Significantly, Gide for the first time here turaention to
the Notes from Underground“Je crois que nous atteignons aveE&sprit
souterrainle sommet de la carriére de Dostoievsky. Je Isidére, ce livre (et je
ne suis pas le seul), comme la clé de volte deosamre entiere®° This is
evidently a reference to Shestov’s recent collaibmrawhich read Dostoevsky's
thought, for the first time in France, throulyotes from UndergroundHowever,
Shestov’s reading does not appear to have pergt@ite’s deeply. Gide does

not engage with Dostoevsky’s anti-rationalism onsenological terms, but

303 N. Baranova-ShestovaZhizn' L'va Shestova: po perepiske i vospominanisanremenikov
(Paris: La Presse Libre, 1983), 1, p. 230.

%04 Gide,Dostoievskyp. 68.

305 bid., p. 195.
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remains bound to his now elaborate orientalist irgpd®® Gide’ primary
concerns are thus the healthy experience of cuthoek that the cosmopolitan
French readership might obtain from Dostoevskydidn and, ultimately, the
points of contact between Dostoevsky's characte@teas and Gide’s own
conception of the Christian self, as developedigndontemporaneous personal
writings. As Gide avowed in hidournal (22 Apr 1922) from the outset: “Ce sera,
tout autant qu’un livre de critique, un livre denéessions, pour qui sait lire: ou

plutdt; une profession de foi®”

The meandering form of Gide’s study, consistingtates of six dictographed,
largely improvised lectures, problematises analgsimewhat. However, Gide’s
reading strategy itself is fairly clear, as are Wilttmate aims. The inverse of his
1911 study, Gide now tackleboeuvre almost independently ofhomme
disregarding chronology and conté®:1t is not the genesis of particular works
that is under scrutiny, but the confrontation betwehe texts and the French
reader. Like Voguié before him, Gide uses Dostoyevsklaunch a critique of
French intellectual culture and, following Riviéiee raises up an ‘aesthetics of
complexity’ in opposition to French classici$f. Gide goes considerably further

than Vogué and Riviere, however, and further thandwn 1908 attempt, in

306 The “clé de voute” comment is often cited by cstiwishing to draw the Notes and Gide
together, for example in Francois Ouellet, "Ecirestoievski: Miomandre et Bouve au tournant
de 1930,"Tangenceno. 86 (2008), p. 49. However, this one, undgyeds comment and the
superficial reading later discussed excepted, thidkwemains peripheral to Gide’s interpretation.
307 Gide,Journal 1887-1925p. 1175.

308 Crémieux highly praised Gide’s “réaction contreplrallélisme entre la vie et 'oeuvre a la
mode depuis cinquante ans.”Bulletin des Amis d'An@ide —xxxvii, 162 — Avril 2009 ‘Le
Dossier de Presse de Dostoievski P.250 originaliqaiion: Benjamin Crémieux, ‘Les Lettres
francaises’, Les Nouvelles littéraires, no. 439juidet 1923, p. 2.

30% Gide, Dostoievskyp. 180.
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developing the idea of a resultant ‘psychology orfnplexity’.310 Not only our
knowledge of psychology, but our very thought pssas and behaviour are thus
conceived to be limited by learned patterns. Gideitp that, in receiving
Dostoevsky, a generation had not only learned pictiéictional characters with
more complexity and precision, but consequentlyexperience and perform
psychological reality differentl?ﬁ1 The implications of Gide’'s statement are
strikingly reminiscent of lvanov’s expression ottmfluence of Dostoevsky on
the Russian Silver Age:OH caenan CI0OXKHBIME HAIllK JyIy, HAIIy BEPY, Halle
nckycerso”. °*2 From this stance Gide can launch his attack omgeling
protectionists in abhorrence of the formless arsmbrdierly, on the grounds that
innovative forms seem necessarily formlé§s.Gide's reading is typically
modernist in embracing what he calls Dostoevskggchological ‘chasms’ and
narratological ‘vortex®* in defiance not only of classicism in literaryrtes, but
against a conception of man there entrenched ampefogated. Gide’s lectures are
among the first in France to genuinely engage Vidthstoevsky’s novelistic

thought. Gide relates this to Pascal and Baudelaméng that in the French

tradition:

un certain ordre de problemes, d’angoisses, deguesgle rapports, soient
réservés au moraliste, au théologien, au poétaestegroman n’ait que faire
de s’en laisser encombrer.

Anticipating Bakhtin, Gide sees the Dostoevskiarvahoas an innovative,

novelistic presentation of a chorus of contradiciahmilosophical ideas:

310 pid., p. 180.

311 bid., pp.180-181.

312 lvanov,Rodnoe i vselenskpp. 283.
313 Gide, Dostoievskypp.283-284.

314 bid., pp.166-7.

3% bid., p. 71.
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Je ne connais pas décrivain plus riche en cordtiadis et en
inconscéquences que Dostoievsky; Nietzsche digitantagonismes.” S'il
avait été philosophe au lieu d'étre romancieruibit certainement essayé de
mettre ses idées au pas et nous y aurions perdeilleur3'®

However, as the quote betrays, Gide has not ateecithat the breadth of
thoughts surpassed the convictions of their credtios’est éperdument donné
dans son oeuvre. Il est perdu dans chacun desnpages de ses livres; et c’est
pourquoi dans chacun d’eux, on le retrouVe. This is why, as we shall see,
Gide’'s own attempt at the polyphonic novel was carapvely unsuccessful.
However, the critical licence Gide permits himsiifough such a conception

makes for an original, if rather refractive reading

Gide feels obliged to disregard Dostoevsky’s protaiic journalistic endeavours
(on the grounds of poor style and inaccurd&$)maintaining that the author’s
genuine worldview found expression only throughidical voices. These voices
he then organises structurally into three planesgsponding to the intellect, the
passions and the soul. Gide’s language betraysdmseptualisation of these in
hierarchical arrangement: he refers repeatedlyhéo intellectual plane as “la
région la plus haute”; to the passions as ‘“inteiargti and the soul as the
“deepest” plané™® This imagery is directly at odds with Dostoevskgsn

linguistic treatment of these ‘planes’: Dostoeviiag made it explicit throughout
his works that the intellect constituted the ‘loteplane. Its conceptual

spacialisation is the moamonse”; Dmitri Karamazov's conversion and lvan’s

318 bid., p. 83.

317 |bid., p. 82.

318 bid., pp. 150-4.

31 bid., pp. 115-117, 192, 214.
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demise are related to the moral structure summedbyupym momrec.” %

Raskolnikov eventually associates his self withoasgé, the underground man
with a mouse, and so on. Gide’s structural arrargerthus elucidates his own

thought, which in this regard is opposed diamelfida Dostoevsky’s.

A revelatory curiosity is that it is on the psyobgical plane that Gide broaches
ethics. Gide presents the dichotomy of humility dndniliation (the latter a
renunciation of pride in opposition to the formi&s,spiteful reinforcement) at the
heart of Dostoevskian ethics. All of Dostoevsky®mracters, Gide posits, can be
arranged along this axié* This dialectics of humility and humiliation is ted

to the underground, specifically to the injury tf protagonist by the officer in
the pool hall. Clearly this is a fairly reductiveading of the work, especially in
light of the reversal of psychological causalityatttDostoevsky had fostered
through the chronological inversion of the two lslvof the work. Likewise,
Gide follows Varvara Petrovna in reducing Stavrégglironic life” to a case of

injured pride®*

It is likewise on the psychological plane of thesgians that Gide tackles
Dostoevsky’s paradoxalism. Gide sets this in opgmwsito traditional French
character psychology, which he conceives to beertbah a fundamental
dialectical struggle between opposed forces, miassically desire and dufs?

What Dostoevsky offers, on the contrary, is a rataoexistence of contrary

320 postoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinenijp. 215.
321 Gide, Dostoievskyp. 135.

322 bid., pp. 142-143.

323 bid., p. 171.
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impulses, with no necessary dialectical struggle symthesis: “le déconcertant,
c’est la simultanéité de tout cela, et la cons@eqee garde chaque personnage
de ses inconséquences, de sa dualfté.Gide thus pinpoints Dostoevsky’s

innovation as a step away from binary psycholotfis.

Following Pascal and Baudelaire, Dostoevsky anddl&ide revels in the dual
nature of man, a simultaneous embodiment of thaneliand the demonic, thus
making his transition from psychology to ethié®.The self Gide sees as a
battleground between continuity and sincerity, between conventional desire
reactions based on learned self-perception, arxdgndesire reactions based on
spontaneous urges, the latter of which Gide cleaadjes more highly. It is
crucial to an understanding of how Gide interpitstoevskian ethics that moral
questioning takes place uniquely on the plane efghssions. Behaviour is the
affair of psychology, where all urges and actions subjectively permissible,
while the only value that presides over them iscesiity, understood as
spontaneous reactions to desire. The intellectlaatepis seen as necessarily
egotistical. This is in keeping with Dostoevsky®wrorepresentation; however,
the plane of the soul differs dramatically. Gidédeepest region” is entirely
personal, having no interaction with either degrereaction, but only with a

strictly metaphysical understanding of abnegatibime opposite end of Gide’s

324 bid., p. 173.

325 Jaloux followed Gide in this: “lorsque beaucoup detiques francais déclarent que
Dostoievski est spécifiqguement russe et imperméabléme frangaise, ils le font par une
ignorance presque systématique de la psychologieaime en voulant uniqguement s’enfermer
dans les bornes d’'une convention morale.” See dal@&ur André Gide," pp. 318-319. Jaloux
wrote that it was through Gide that he learnechefworks of Dostoevsky, with the exception of
Crime and Punishmendaloux, "Sur André Gide,"

pp. 364-365.

326 Gide,Dostoievskypp. 246-7, 261.
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spectrum, the intellectual region, is likewise digated from action insofar as
reflection is deemed to lead essentially to a panag) egoism and inaction, thus

returning to the thesis ®fotes from Underground

Despite his assertion of the centrality of thig iexDostoevsky’s thought and his
obliqgue reference to Shestov's ‘underground’ intetgtion, Gide offers no
genuine analysis of this supposgd de voltelndeed, his only discussion of its
philosophical implications is to reduce it to theitbet: “celui qui pense n’agit
pas” before extrapolating this to the whole of Dessky’s novelistic thougﬁﬁ7
However, the conclusions Gide wishes to draw frbim go considerably further,
and require a wizardly slight of hand. Gide turris discussion away from
Dostoevsky on a detour via Nietzsche and Brownimgoider to reach the
conclusion that “l'esprit n'agit point, il fait agi which he then presents as a
Dostoevskian dicturf?® Thus, Gide presents the Dostoevskian intelleatahs
an incapacitated perversion, as Shestov had dome,a$ a higher race of
Supermen leading the herd from inactive hightsafyethis is fairly removed

from Dostoevsky'’s fictional representation.

The most obvious counter-argument of RaskolnikogeGire-empts and writes
off the novel as an early, immature work. The ugdmind man is left in
obscurity. Meanwhile, Stavrogin is presented as iellectual driver of

Verkhovensky, when in fact Dostoevsky makes it rcldat while the latter

327 bid., pp. 236-7. See also my discussion of Gidemespondence with Harpéline-Kaminsky

regarding the latter’s liberal adaptationsNaftes from UndergroundndBrothers Karamazown
pages 67-68 of the current thesis.
328 bid., p. 240.
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desires to exploit the persona of the former fditipal gain, Stavrogin’s thought
is immaterial to Verkhovensky's careerist ends.&Gigreviously observed scale
of values, with intelligence at the structural tegagain in evidence. While Gide
displayed an infatuation with Dostoevsky’s prestataof paradoxical states of
mind, he could not accept the epistemologicalquii implied in Dostoevsky’s

anti-intellectualism.

This inversion does not imply that Gide disregavdsinderestimates the region
of the soul; however, his discussion of it is isethfrom the rest of the analysis.
For Gide, the Christian thought at the ‘deepesttleof Dostoevsky’s fiction
exists in a kind of bubble. Gide identifies thect@ags of Zossima, along with
Alesha and Myshkin, as the core of Dostoevsky'sugim. He stresses the
immanentism that Dostoevsky's Christian thought liegp (in opposition to
Suarés’ transcendentalist reading) and the pogibfl conciliation and paradise
on Earth in the immediate present, all in resonanith his own writings in
Numquid et tu...However, there is a strong sense in Gide's readng
Dostoevsky that faith is equivalent to abnegatiod @s such represents a
renunciation of intelligence, which he equates gwigm, creativity and the
diabolical. It is for this reason that Gide read@ssima as “un saint, non pas un
héros. Il n'atteint a la sainteté précisément quaddiquant la volonté, qu’en
résignant l'inteligence®° Gide’s conception of will is revealed as synonysiou
to egoism; intelligence as synonymous to ratiopadnd as such incompatible

with faith. Likewise, this betrays Gide’s presunopti of intelligence as an

329 bid., p. 146.
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essential facet of heroism.

For Gide, the Christian ideal is abnegation, whineh opposes relentlessly to
individualism. The divine is thus not to be foumdtihe individual personality but

in its negation, as thBlourritures had expressed: “Ne souhaite pas, Nathanaél,
trouver Dieu ailleurs que partout. Chaque créatndique Dieu, aucune ne le
révele. Des que notre regard s’arréte a elle, ahagéature nous détourne de
Dieu.”* For Gide, the selfs the ego, and exists in opposition to creationsThi
is the opposite of Dostoevsky’s Christian thoughas, expressed by Dmitri

Karamazov following his spiritual and existentialakening:

U kaxercss CTONBKO BO MHE 3TOW CHIIBI Telephb, YTO s BCE MOOOPIO, BCE
CTpafiaHusi, TOJBKO YTOOBI CKa3aTh M FOBOPHUTH cebe MOMUHYTHO: S €CMb!
B ThICS4M MyK — £ €CMb, B IIBITKE KOpuych — HO ecMb! B ctonme cuxy, HO
U sl CYLECTBYIO, COJIHIIE BUXKY, a HE BIKY COJHLA, TO 3HAIO, YTO OHO €CTh.
A 3HaTh, YTO €CTh COIHIIE — ITO yHKE BCS KH3Hb. o1

Maxence was perhaps not unjustified in accusingeGifl “portestantising”
Dostoevsky***> Nevertheless, Gide's was the first reading in Eeamf the
religious aspects of Dostoevsky’'s thought that weignificantly beyond “la

religion de la souffrance®®

For Gide, the third and deepest plane is fundarigngersonalistic. This
presents a number of problems in his reading oftd®sky. The Christian

thought that Gide posits at the ‘core’ of Dostogiskoeuvre, he dissociates

330 | es Nourritures Terrestreéis Gide,Romansp. 154.

31 postoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinenkV, p. 31.

332 Jean Maxence, "L'Influence de la littérature russe les écrivains francais," ipe Studio
Franco-Russeed. Leonid Livak (Toronto: Toronto Slavic LibraB005), p. 77.

333 Lalou, "Dostoievski et L'Occident (Paper deliveré®e Réunion du Studio Franco-Russe, 18
déc 1929)," p. 104.
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entirely from Orthodoxy, and entirely from ethidss observed, Gide conceives
of ethics strictly in terms of desires and a diomogy of convention vs.
spontaneous, sincere action. All that remains aft®evsky’s Christian thought is
what Gide repeatedly refers to as “une sorte dedBoisme”®* Vogué's
orientalist legacy is in evidence: Orthodox dodrils once again extrapolated
back toward supposed Vedic roots. “L'individu triphe dans le renoncement a
lindividualité,” writes Gide, “Résurrection dans lvie totale, oubli de tout
bonheur particulier, O réintégration parfaite>”

In concurrence with Vogiié and the Belle EpoquécstitGide persists in reading
Dostoevsky as an oriental force, repeating theonetthat he had received from
the Slavophiles via Vogué. In Gide, these servestitae rhetorical function that
they did for Vogué: the regeneration of Europe éerded to necessarily come
from outwith. As such, Dostoevsky is located “plpgees de I'Asie que de

Rom e1336

in order to give his thought the required metadajs|everage’ to
budge the French tradition. For all the innovafierce of Gide’s comments on
psychology and performativity, any notion that ardd distinctions may be

equally performative eludes him.

These comments differ little from those of Voguésich that Gide’s reading
cannot be described as a significant step towardsra cosmopolitanist reading.

Gide’s innovation lies in his positing (informed bis own theological reflections

334 Gide, Dostoievskypp. 226, 258.
335 bid., p. 223.
3% bid., p. 258.
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in Numquid et thof a paradoxical connection in Dostoevsky’s thaugetween

self-affirmation and religious abnegation, in ogpos to the traditional reading
whereby self-affirmation leads directly to atheismd to self-destruction. To
substantiate this reading, Gide returns to wheseartterrogation of Dostoevsky’s

fiction had begun in 1899: to the riddle of Kirilov

It is noteworthy that Kirilov, in Gide's reading,s inot associated with
Dostoevsky's egomaniacal intellectuals but with threious holy fools that
populate the ‘deepest plane’. As stated, this pessiic plane Gide conceived to
be impervious to moral concerns. The renunciatiothe self — Kirilov’s suicidal

project — Gide sees at the centre of Dostoevsleligious thought. Remnants of
Gide’s early parallel reading of Kirilov and Nietk® remain intact: the role of
illness in revelation is stressed, again, not aditeaary device but as a
fundamental aspect of Dostoevsky's gnosticism dnd, Gide, of genius in

generaf®’ The opposition that Gide had initially establishmEtween Nietzsche
and Kirilov is strengthened. Gide highlighted tHadth draw fundamentally
opposed conclusions from the same revelation ofdmfreedom: the former
referring to self-will, the latter to abnegatidff. However, certain crucial
elements of Gide’s understanding of Kirilov haveetenoned. The mistaken
notion of force from the part of Verkhovensky haseb removed. More

importantly Gide’s definition of gratuity has beesiined:

Le suicide de Kiriloff est un acte absolument gtatje veux dire que sa
motivation n’est point extérieure. Tout ce que lfmeut faire entrer d’absurde
dans ce monde, a la faveur et a I'abri d%atte gratuit”, c’est ce que nous

37 bid., p. 268.
338 Ibid., p. 260.
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allons voir [...] cet acte, pour étre gratuit, n’psurtant point immotivé>°

Gide’s conception of the absurd is here in evidetioe absurd in this context is
neither a latent attribute of reality nor a diseregy between a rationalist outlook
and an un-rationalisable reality. Rather viled and actively generated through

gratuitous action, which is understood as actiotivated exclusively to this end.

Gide’s analysis of Kirilov's project fills almostlaf his final lecture, which is in
turn his final critical engagement with DostoevsKytilov was also the subject
of his first critical work dealing with Dostoevskigis € lettre a Angéle of 1899.
Therefore, the place of Kirilov in Gide’s readingnoiot be over-stated. The same
fundamental concerns of both studies — suicideegdition, revelation and
gratuitous action — would resurface in freux-MonnayeursGide’s last fictional

interaction with Dostoevsky’s thought.

Les Faux-Monnayeurg1925)

In 1922, Roger Martin du Gard urged Gide to drasnfrDostoevsky in his next
work of fiction: “Voyez ce que votrBostoeivska fait deL’ldiot. [...] Vous avez

pourtant tout ce qu’il faut pour écrire un livrencme celui-la. Cependant [...]
vous auriez procédé tout autrement. Petitem@fitDu Gard observed that Gide

would have presented the material of a Dostoevskéaelas five or six consice

339 |bid., pp. 269-270.
340 | etter from Roger Martin du Gard to Gide dated622920 in Roger Martin du Gard and
André Gide Correspondance (1913-193@aris: NRF, 1968), |, pp. 154-5.
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romans a thésebut that: “l'extraordinaire force dé&’ldiot vient surtout de
I'enchevétrement hardi de tous ces sujets divets."Moutote and Mileshin
were justified in interpretinges Faux-Monnayeuras Gide’s attempt to meet du
Gard's challengé*? Du Gard continued to correspond extensively witheGon
the emerging novel over the following years, regulavoking Dostoevsky,
urging Gide, for example, towards a Dostoevskiam afslairs-obscurs®® It is
not unreasonable to assume that Gide took con$igereed of this aesthetic

guidance given that he dedicated the finishadx-Monnayeur$o du Gard.

The novel's reception also testifies to a tangildestoevskian ‘flavour’,

numerous critics having drawn attention to thisrfrine novel’s first appearance.
Curiously, this was particularly true of the noseldetractors. Those more
sympathetic to Dostoevsky saw in tR@aux-Monnayeursa failed attempt at
imitation, while those hostile towards Dostoevskynented his influcence on
Gide. Jaloux was in the former camp, raising ttabf@m of the ‘unfrenchness’ of

the Faux-Monnayeursvith relation to Dostoevsky:

M. André Gide a certainement été, dans cette oeywafondément
influencé par Dostoievski, mais justement un Russee trouve jamais
dépaysé devant Dostoievski, et aucun Francais qua Les
Faux-Monnayeursen dehors des lettrés, n'aura I'impression decever
entouré d’étres sinon pareils & soi, du moins aksifa a son esprit

Jaloux’s statement betrays several curious assangtithat Dostoevskian

341 |bid. I, pp. 154-5.

342 Moutote, "Dostoievski et Gide," p. 785; Mileshibpstoevskii i frantsuzskie romanisty pervoi

poloviny XX vekapp. 20-21.

343 Letter from Roger Martin du Gard to Gide dated 2920 in Gard and Gide,

Correspondance (1913-1934) p. 178.

344 Edmond Jaloux, "Les Faux-monnayeurs, par André Glaes Nouvelles littérairesl3 Fev
1926, No. 174, p. 5.
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characterisation is universally accepted by Russi#imt Russian literature in
France is appropriate only for an elite whilst theasses should restrict
themselves to more accessible French literature. flilther implication is that

this French literature ought to correspond to theipectations. While these
conclusions may be debatable, Jaloux’s critiqueGale's characterisation is
nonetheless valid: despite his expressed desirde Gbuld never achieve
polyphony, insofar as he could never dissociateeg from his characters. This
is why, while Lalou was not unfounded in receivibgs Faux-Monnayeuras

Gide’s ‘French version’ ofThe Devils Fayer was perhaps equally justified in

observing that there could be no Shatovs or KislovGide’s fictional world*

Comparisons to Dostoevsky abounded in the Russisigré reception of the
Faux-Monnayeurs Zaitsev's reading was typical, as Livak has shown
mobilising cultural stereotypes. He starts from #issumption that, as a French
rewriting of Dostoevsky, Gide’s work was doomednirthe outset to fall short of
attaining [‘Russian’] profundity, and achieve orlffrench’] superficiality**®
Inversely, for Adamovich, Gide’s work was praisethgr precicely for its
‘Russian’ traits and greater still than Dostoevskgwing to the authenticity of
experience Gide recountdt. Livak's comparison of Zaitsev’s and Adamovich’s
articles shows how Gide’s quality was assessethéypeénchmark of Dostoevsky,
and both clearly operate within the binary systdroppositions surrounding the

Franco—Russian literary relations; namely thathef French mind—Russian soul

34° René Lalou,André Gide (Paris: Heissler, 1928), pp. 33-34; Fay@ide, Freedom and
Dostoevskyp. 92.

348 Kirill zaitsev, "Fal'shivomonetchiki,Yozrozhdenid1 Mar 1926, p. 3.

347 Guéorgui Adamovich, "André Gide," ihe Studio Franco-RussgToronto: Toronto Slavic
Library, 2005), p. 197.
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dichotomy already discussed in chapter #fie.

Numerous French critics less predisposed towardstdeuosky blamed Gide's
infatuation with the Russian for the scandalousehoagain in accordance with
the established cultural mouldouis Reynaud'<Crise de notre littéaturasserted
that Gide “s’annexa simplement Dostojewski, s’adiarde ce barbare®®
Camille Mauclaire violently attacked the novel as ‘@normous poisoned
gateau” populated only by “repugnant individualatt leave the reader with
“nausea in the soul”, concluding that “Dostoevskytd blame... you have to
have monsters®® Edmund Gosse, on reading the novel, wrote to Gide

beseeching him:

Try to release yourself from your bondage to thedfans, and particularly
to Dostoevsky[.] We have all in time been subjededhe magic of this
epileptic monster. But his genius has only ledsigag, as | should say to any
young writer of merit who appealed to me. Read wuat like, only don't
waste your time reading Dostoevsky. He is the ecmcand morphine of
modern literaturé>*

Comparatists have set out to account for this ‘Bestkian flavour’, often with

unconvincing result®? Numerous parallels between characters and images h

348 | eonid Livak,How it was done in Paris: Russian Emigré Literatared French Modernism
(Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press, 2003)29.

%9 | ouis Reynaudl,.a Crise de notre littératuréParis: Hachette, 1929), p. 214.

30 Camille Mauclaire, ‘La Vase Littéraire’ iha DépéchgToulouse), 19 Feb 1926, p. 1. Here
cited from Leighton Hodson’s translation in Leightddodson, Marcel Proust: the critical
heritage (London: Routledge, 1989), p. 42. The followingekeMauclaire published an article
entitled describing the need to combat the homadetemdency in literature and warning against
giving too much liberty to “pornographers” (Gidedafroust) under the guise of intellectual
leaders. Again, the Dostoevsky (along with Freedgives the blame if not for the homosexuality
of the two French authors, at least for encouraghe representation of mental illness (i.e.
homosexuality) in literature. See Camille Mauclaitee poison Dostoievsky,'La Semaine
Littéraire, 27 fév 1926, p. 105.

31 | etter from Edmund Gosse to André Gide (22-8-19@6)he Correspondence of André Gide
and Edmund Gosse (1904-1928). Linette Brugmans (London: Peter Owen, 1960),.83.

%2 See for example Catherine A. Barry, "Transpositioof Dostoevsky in Gide's
Faux-Monnayeurs,The French Review5, no. 3 (1972), pp. 582-585.
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been evoked; however, intertextual dialogues ardh#tiic reverberations are in
this case simply insufficient substantiation foe thore fundamental and broadly
acknowledgedostoievskismehat the work was deemed by contemporary critics
to incarnaté>® If Gide's Cavesengaged with Dostoevsky's oeuvre intertextually

via pastiche and parodyes Faux-Monnayeurdid so on a less textual level.

A number of critics have tackled the connectioriemms of narrative aesthetics,
again without drawing satisfactory conclusions. i&tn posits potential
structural parallels without tracing them, while eBdan is unjustified in
regarding leFaux-Monnayeursas aesthetically categorically “undostoevskian”
without defining the tern>* Jaloux penetrated deeper, seeing in Gide’s novel a
failed attempt at a Dostoevsky-inspired narrativesalution of the self. What
Bakhtin identified as the polyphony of Dostoevsky&rative was an aspect of
his fiction that Gide revered as an aesthetic enmbext of his Christian,
guasi-metaphysical virtue of abnegation. HoweveideG own authorial ego
could never concede to thfS. As such, Gide’s fiction remains dialectical and
discursive rather than dialogical in the Bakhtinisense€®® The result is a
conglomeration ofromans a thesesather than a suspension of narrative
judgement. Gide’s novel is thus obliged to usecstmal contraption in order to

generate the aesthetic value of ‘complexity’: tttetaute of Dostoevsky'’s fiction

33 see footnote 300.

354 SheridanAndré Gide:A Life in the Presenf_ondon Hamish Hamilton, 1998), p. 354; Barry,
"Transpositions of Dostoevsky in Gide's Faux-Mongang," pp. 581.

%5 Jaloux comments that Gide, unlike Dostoevsky, ¢méver “s'effacer.” His authorial ego
could not permit his own philosophy to cede to tbhhis characters. See Jaloux, "Sur André
Gide," p. 310.

3¢ Mikhail Bakhtin, Problemy tvorchestva Dostoevskogo Sobranie Sochinenii5 vols.
(Moskva: Russkie slovari, 2000), Il, pp. 43-56.
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that he and Riviére has so highly praised andthit generation sought.

The novel remains, nevertheless, fairly unambiguowshical terms. However, it
is possible that in thd-aux-MonnayeursGide no longer sought the ethical
ambiguity he cultuvated in earlier works. At thenéi of his ‘Allocution’ on
Dostoevsky, Gide had criticised Dickens's fictiaor the over-simplicity of its
“échelle des valeurs”, which he contrasted to Dexstky’'s more problematic
charectarisation and moral interrogatidh.However, by the mid-Twenties, Gide
seems to have outgrown the ironic mode of his eawiorks in favour of a less
ambiguous depiction of his own moral values. Ashsube Faux-Monnayeurs
for its convoluted structure, operates within apssingly simple ethical
framework. This can be divided fairly easily intwde moral trajectories, all of
which find precedents in Gide’s earlier fiction angarticularly, in his
contemporaneous writings on Dostoevsky. Thesect@jes, broadly speaking,
run from material egoism to cynicism; from pioudflessness to self-loss; from

revolt to sincerity and reintegration.

The first trajectory is represented by Vincent, 2asnt and Lady Griffith. In
contrast with Dostoevsky, Gide’'s novel containglyaunproblematic villains,
rendering its moral landscape infinitely easiemap. Lady Griffith tells the tale
of a ship evacuation to account for her doctringuthless egoism. Passavant
requires no such legitimising narrative for his owmnate, inherited egoism

(inherited along with his name’s etymology). Vintehe biologist who abandons

%7 Gide,Dostoievskyp. 141.
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his inseminated mate, represents a third, podifpath to the same conclusion of
rational egoism. Gide’s account of Vincent’s descéom positivism to cynicism

is curiously conveyed in numbered bullet pointstlaetically attesting to the fact
that his “culture positive” is especially suscefgibo corruption by the forces of
evil that it refuses to acknowledd&. In consideration of Gide’s writings on
Dostoevsky’s ethics in his lectures, the trajectmiry/incent (who goes on to Kkill

Lady Griffith) is clearly that of Dostoevsky’s varis Raskolnikovs and Piotr
Verkhovenskys. Both authors represent rational Ggugres to ethics as instantly
corruptible and blind to this corruption: tragigaio in Dostoevsky; farcically so

in Gide.

Gide is here continuing a discourse he had begtim Mimmoraliste in a now
unambiguously satirical representation of conglated material egoism,
positivism and aristocratism. This is further saéid in the narrative strand of the
child-counterfeiters and their epithet “'hommetfoe tient pas a la vie” which
results in the death of Boris. Dostoevskyise Devilsis clearly an intertextual
referent for the children’s criminal brethren, thé&irlilovian epithet and the
conspired suicide. In representing this Nietzchbeethren ofhommes fortsaas
children, Gide employs a satirical technique treahhd observed in Dostoevsky’s
characterisation of Kolia Krasotkin Brothers Karamazawhat of attributing the
convictions of his adversaries to misguided chhdracters>® The culmination
of the Faux-Monnayersin the tragic death of Boris at the hands of his

schoolmates has a clear precedent in that of Hiushthe end oBrothers

%% Gide,Romansp. 1045.
9 DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinenkIV, p. 473-4.
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Karamazov

If the first moral trajectory (that of the GrifftRassavant-Vincent and the
George-Ghéridanisol-Philippe triumverates) relatdthick to Michel of
L'Immoraliste the second is the reincarnation of Marcéline,sidé- and, of
course, Emanuelle — in Rachel. This is the abnega&@bristian ideal that Gide
had praised so fervently in hislumquid and his subsequent writings on
Dostoevsky. However, this he seemed to deem inaidesif not, indeed,
unbefitting of his own ego. As always, this abnegatpath of humility Gide at
once idolises beyond reach and femininises throdgbhel (and to a lesser

degree Laura).

Gide shared with Dostoevsky this ideal of Chrissaif-effacement as well as its
feminine engendering. Dostoevsky, until his finalvael — and at that only

debatably — cast predominantly female characterthim role of the selfless

sufferer. It was this that attracted a first getieraof readers to Sonya. However,
and despite his great efforts, Dostoevsky strugdtedepresent a masculine
character in this idealised role. The self-effacimgle ego he could only
accommodate within monasteries, or else within ¢befines of the sexless,
‘ridiculous’ holy fool model of Myshkin, Makar Dotgukii, the unnamed

‘ridiculous man’ ofSon Smeshnogo Chelovelaly with Alesha did he make his
final attempt to send masculine humility from themastery out into a gendered

world.

Gide, having completely isolated the religious edaimof Dostoevsky’s thought
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in his ‘Allocution’ and privatised its Christiantets in a “région profonde,”
continues in this vein by confining piety and abatémn to the most domesticated
of female characters. Rachel’s comparatively miotg inLes Faux-Monnayeurs
to her predecessors in Gide’s earlier fiction, dedith her increased domestic
confinement, indicates that Gide had further ismahis religious abnegatory

ideal from his moral framework by further buryirtgri the “région profonde”.

Barry attempted a more feminist reading of Baix-Monnayeursn relation to

Dostoevsky'’s cult of [feminine] self-effacement:

The rebel Sarah, Rachel’'s sister, mirror of Gidesolt against the
Calvinistic gospel, ultimately crushes Rachel, dmer "religion de la
souffrance" drowns midway through the novel assaaticerting myti®°

While Catherine Barry is justified in reading SaahGide’s representation of a
destructive, individualistic, anti-religious forcéhe ‘diabolical’ aspect of his
creative thought that lashes out at Rachel, it rbastecalled that Sarah does so
explicitly in shame at her own comparative morahkvaptcy. As such, the

feminine moral ideal for Gide remains firmly abnegg

The third moral trajectory is that of Bernard, fransincere revolt to sincere
reintegration. It is in this trajectory that the mlbframework of Gide’s novel
most differs from that oBrothers Karamazowand The Devils Bernard’s initial

rebellion against a received identity (the act oiting an insulting letter to his

adoptive father) is presented as an affected &et.|fiter is stained with a drop of

360 Barry, "Transpositions of Dostoevsky in Gide’s kalonnayeurs,", p. 587.
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sweat that “joue la larme®! The tear image reappears throughout the novel,

accompanying spontaneous acts of sincerity in juog#ion to cynicisni°

His second significant act of revolt is against t@sdefined identity as a rebel,
preceding his prodigious return to the family hieaiithis vanquishing of the self
is represented as wrestling with an ambiguous ashepl 3°* This ambiguous
sparring partner can be read as a transformatidwaof Karamazov’'s debate with
Satan. Just as Ivan’s wilful affirmation of thefsel defiance of the father (his
complicity in parricide; his metaphysical revolta@igst God) was tested, so is
Bernard’s. However, while lvan proved no match fos adversary, Bernard
successfully overcomes his otherworldly opponerdrnBrd’s victory over the
devil/angel is a paradoxical self-affirmation tipgrmits an act of submission (his
consequent return to the father). Thus, the vicaryhe self over the self, or
rather, over the preconception of the self thavgméd his return, is also Gide’s
overcoming of lvan and his hubristic incapacityatimegate or to accept personal
responsibility for existenceBunt’). Bernard’s ‘conversion and return is clearly a
representation of Gide's overcoming of the romah&co and his proposition of
an engaged proto-existential one: Gide’s first &ndl character with a capacity

for overcoming his own characterisatitfi.

Bernard’s willful overcoming is presented in oppiosi to La Pérouse. The latter

%1 Gide,Romansp. 933.

%52 bid., pp. 952, 964, 966, 979, 1034.

%63 bid., p. 1208.

364 In Charles du Bos’s words, “Bernard représentaddat de Lafcadio.” See Charles du Bos,
Le Dialogue avec André GidParis: Au sans pareil, 1929), p. 185.
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also metaphorically wrestles with a divine entitgwever, his struggle is that of
Job rather than Jacob, and unlike Bernard he has&ape of victory. The
theodistic outcry with which La Pérouse closesrbeel refers back to Ivan’s, as
well as to the existential revolt of Shestov’s phdphical writings. La Pérouse’s
revolt is a clear inversion of Kirilov’s, in hisgapacity to abnegate, to transcend

the human condition: he is a slave to his own erist.

La Pérouse’s purely abnegatory, impassionate wiiqidoves impossible;
Olivier's empassioned attempt also fails; only Buriself-affirmative suicide is
successful. It is also the most resemblant of &ird in its motivation, as a
paradoxical test of the limits of self-affirmatiednegation. It is also wrapped in
the same context of nihilist criminal conspiradyid thus no coincidence that
Gide’s novel's successful suicide is charactersge@ Russian and mystic: Boris

is Gide’s final, fictional tribute to Kirilov.

Conclusion

This chapter has followed Gide’s reception of Destky, both from the
perspective of his reading, his commentary, andriextual reverberations of
Dostoevskian motifs in his fiction. His discovery Dostoevsky and initial
reading list was at the discretion of Vogié and “hidigion de la souffrance”
interpretation, which had an influence over Gidaisd his generation’s first

period of reception: an influence Gide would laiee. The second period was a
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critical and fictional parallel interrogation of Biwevsky and Nietzsche,
evidenced in Gide’s ‘6e lettre a Angele’ abhdmmoraliste. Contemporaneous
interpretations and adaptations by Suares, Faude Gopeau represented an
emerging ‘modern’ reassessment of Dostoevsky’s wiarkvhich Gide took on a
flag-bearing role. From 1908, Gide launched a vibleacklash against Vogueé,
the first translators and the previously widely #ted moralist reading of
Dostoevsky. This took the form of a subversive asting of the figure of
Dostoevsky himself in ‘Dostoievski d’apres sa cgpandance’ in 1908, followed
by Gide’s parodic representation Gfime and Punishmer(and specifically of
Vogiié’s reception of it) inLes Caves du VaticanGide’s mature reading of
Dostoevsky in the ‘Allocution’ and his final ficth@l engagement with
Dostoevsky’s oeuvre ies Faux-Monnayeursevealed that the fundamental
concerns with which he initially broachéthe Devilsin the late 19th century
were still intact, significantly informed by his womature religious thought, as

expressed ilNumquid et tu

Gide raised in his study of Dostoevsky the probligsation of dichotomous
conceptions of self-affirmation and abnegationthi@ constitution of selfhood, in
the conceptualisation of the divine and in Gidaghly abstract ethics. On the
psychological plane, this took the form of humilapd pride, which transposed
in ethical terms into altruism and egoism. Unlikesibevsky, however, Gide
represented both of these ethical extremes as dquak of moral deadend.
These extremities were engendered — affirmatiorcalia®; abnegation feminine

— in their characterised manifestations.
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The abstract ideal, shared by Gide and Dostoevekya self-affirmative

abnegation lay beyond the reach of any of theiragtars. In Dostoevsky, only
the innately meek, or the holy fool, could hopathieve humility and quietism,
while the rest are tragic victims of egoism andstoning pride. Gide took a less
polarised view, which drew him to the paradox ofrildv. Gide found an

evangelical seed of hope in Kirilov's mystical sde& and in Dostoevsky’s
famous claim that self-effacement and reintegrati@guired the highest
development of individualism. Between the extressitiof abnegation and of
self-development, Gide’s diametrically opposed amhflicted moral ideals,

Kirilov’s philosophical suicide represented a mgali point of contact, a
reconciliation that preoccupied Gide for almosttthyears. This reconciliation is
never rationalised in either Gide or Dostoevskyerhains an intuition somewhat
beyond reach. It is an ideal that finds only irorepresentation in either oeuvre
as it is unrealisable and fictionally unrepreselgtaHowever, these two axes, like
parallel Lobachevskian lines, find in Kirilov’s nmys suicide an imaginary,

scriptural meeting point.
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Chapter 3 — The Existential Reading (1920-1940)

The arrival of Russia’s exiled religious intelligsia to Paris in the early 1920s
brought with it significantly more developed integtations of Dostoevsky, the
Russian reception predating the French and bemgfitio doubt, from a degree
of domestic insight. Dostoevsky’s critique of thespenlightenment intellectual
tradition had been a key source of inspirationhg® ‘Silver Age’ generation of

Russian existential thinkers. This continued andreased in emigration, a
curious phenomenon that has duly attracted corsitkerattention in recent
analyses of the culture of the Russian diaspordenlining the importance of

Dostoevsky’s fictional world to the émigré concep8 of Russianness and

modernity>¢°

What has generally been overlooked, however, imlystg the diaspora in
isolation from its ‘host’ cultures, is the signiicce of Dostoevsky'’s fiction as a
platform for intercultural discourse. Parisian saldvad long been animated by
discussion of Dostoevsky, and it was principallyh&s authoritative interpreters
that such thinkers as Lev Shestov were first imvitgo the high profile French

journals through which they accessed the francoplreadership. As such, the

35 See, for example, Zhan-Filipp Zhakkar and Ul'ri@hmid, "Dostoevskii i Russkaia
zarubezhnaia kul'tura: k postanovke voprosa,Dastoevskii i Russkoe Zarubezh'e xx yedch
Zhan-Filipp Zhakkar and Ul'rikh Shmid (Sankt-Peteth Dmitrii Bulanin, 2008), p. 7-26; Livak,
How it was done in Parj. 16; T. I. Blagova and B. V. Emel'iandvjosofemy Dostoevskogo:
Tri interpretatsii. L. Shestov, N. Berdiaev, B. Mgslavtse\Ekaterinburg: Izdatel'stvo Ural'skogo
Universiteta, 2003), p. 7.
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longevity of Dostoevsky’s centrality to émigré eult cannot be exclusively
explained as a quasi-metaphysical aspect of ai@nand uprootedness — an
experience which in itself had as much to do witirdpean modernity as with
exile3*® This oversight is in part due to the spiritual befithe first wave of

post-soviet scholarship on émigré thought. The thakremains is to situate the
existential émigré readings in dialogical relattonexisting cults of Dostoevsky
in French discourse, bringing to the fore the histd significance of Russian
émigré contributions to the author's French rewptand, as such, to the

development of existential thought in France.

Livak’s various studies have demonstrated thatetkiied Russian intelligentsia
was far less isolated from the intellectual life B&ris than has often been
assumed®” He argues that the cultural construct of the alied émigré had
more to do with émigré poets fashioning themselopsa modernist cult of
alienation, than with the reality of the Frenchieil®®® Livak’'s work indicates
that throughout the 1920s and 30s cultural dialdmptereen Russian and French
elites was highly developed. What is constantlyderntced, if not specifically
examined, is that throughout this period DostoelgsKiction remained an
important and ever-present reference point — aingeground — particularly for
an influential proto-existential faction of religis thinkers. The following chapter

traces this dialogue, beginning with the seminaistential reading of Lev

366 One exception is Livak’s introduction to Leonidvak, ed. Le Studio Franco-Russ&oronto
Slavic Library (Toronto: Toronto Slavic Quarterly, 2005), p. 1®ak notes the importance of
Dostoevsky in Franco-Russian intercultural dialogue

37 Leonid Livak, "K izucheniiu uchastiia russkoi emitsii v intellektual’noi i kul'turnoi zhizni
mezhvoennoi Frantsii," inRusskie pisateli v Parizhe: vzgliad na frantsuaskiiteraturu
(1920-1940)Geneva, Moskva: Russkii Put' 2007), p. 200; Ljwetk,Le Studio Franco-Russe
%8 | ivak, How it was done in Parip. 26-27.
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Shestov, and its reception by French readers. el taixamines the canonical
retranslation oNotes from Undergrountdy Boris de Schloezer — Shestov’s close
friend, follower and translator — in relation toeSkov’s reading. | then analyse
Berdyaev’s interpretation and its reception in terofi existential and romantic
thought, before examining Gabriel Marcel's receptimth of Dostoevsky as an

existential thinker and of the existential thoughRussia’s Silver Age tradition.

Shestov’s ‘underground’ philosophy

It was through his writings on Dostoevsky that pbidpher Lev Shestov's
anti-rationalist revolt first came into contact hvitising existential currents in
French literary thought of the early twenties. $b&s main French publications
on his predecessor, ‘Dostoievsky et la lutte coftseévidences(19227°° and

La Philosophie de la tragédie: Dostoievsky et Mige(1926)>° thus played a
key role in establishing the philosopher’s voiceahe French intellectual milieu,
meanwhile positing, for the first time in France, cantral place for the

Dostoevskian underground man in the history of peam philosophy.

Shestov’s contribution to the 1922 centenary edlitiof the NRF, briefly
mentioned in the previous chapter, constituteduaial first step in opening this

dialogue simultaneously between French and Russiadings of Dostoevsky

39 An extract from “Preodolenie samoochevidnosteipearing in theNRF in Feb 1922,
translated and prefaced by Schloezer. The artiede tanslated and published in full lies
Révélations de la moi 1923.

37° Originally published in Russian in 1902.
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and between French and Russian existential movemieike the readings of the
generation discussed in the previous chapter, 8viesteading of Dostoevsky
was amoralistic. However, Shestov went significarflirther than previous
French interpreters in textually substantiating reading, which on many levels
equates to actively silencing the voice of Christimoralism that arguably

resounds as loudly in Dostoevsky’s fiction as amyoeivable amoralisri*

‘Dostoievsky et la lutte...” is a radical existentimbéading of the yet
little-discussedNotes from Undergroundaised up by Shestov to no less than
“une des ceuvres les plus extraordinaires de Krdiire universelle*’”? This
‘universalisation’ of Dostoevsky’s thought was icdll to Shestov's success in
France in comparison to other commentators (botlvend&rench and émigré),
many of whom persisted along 19th-century Volksgiines of interpretatiod’®

In radically dissociating Dostoevsky’s anti-ratitisrevolt from any ultimate
Christian moral objectives and analysing it insteadepistemological terms,
Shestov’s reading, while religious in its ultimatnclusions, opened the way for
more secular existential readings of Dostoevslar®lt, significantly broadening

the scope of its impact.

371 shestov gave the following explanation for hiséfial’ reading style in an unpublished letter
to Markovich: Uem s crapiie cTaHOBIIOCH, YeM Ooinbiie Haydaroch s uurtath KHUTU, Tem
6OJ'ILH.IC s B OTOM y6e>1</:1a}0c5. Ila)Ke BCIIMKHE, BeJINYaNUIINE MaCTepa SI3bIKa — HE€ TOJIBKO HaIllu
COBpeMeHHI/IKI/I, aun JAPEBHUEC aBTOpLI, BCEraa TOJIBKO HpHGHI/IBHTCHLHO paCCKaBBIBaJ'H/I TO, 4YTO
XOT€JIM pacCKa3bIBaTh. BO3I>MI/IT€ KOro XOTUTE — HJ'IaTOHa, ApI/ICTOTeJ'Iﬂ, HJ‘IOTI/IHa, ):[eKapTa,
Cnunosy, ITackans [—] Bce, Kak TOJIbKO Opaju Mepo B PYKH, UYBCTBOBAIH, YTO JHOO HYKHO
COBCEM OTKa3aThCsl OT MUCaHus, 00 — uaTH Ha KomrpoMuccsl.” See Léon Chestov, "Lettre a A.
Markovitch" (11-08-1926), Bibliotheque de la Sorben Fond Léon Chestov, MS2116, pp.
197-198.

372 | éon Schestov, "Dostoievsky et la lutte contredeislences,” ifNouvelle Revue Francaise
XVII/101 (fév. 1922), p. 142.

373 Livak, How It Was Done in Parjgpp. 14-18.
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In interpreting theNotes from Undergrounds an expression of individual
existential revelation, Shestov disentangles thdi-rationalist drive of
Dostoevsky’s thought from the ‘Russian Soul’ comsty from Slavophilism and
from the religious fanaticism previous Romantici-aationalist readings had
hinged on. Furthermore, by dealing almost exclugivath the first section of
the Notesin isolation from the second, thus militating agsi any possible
moralistic reading, Shestov’s representation of ilogk comes to resemble an
anti-rationalist manifesto, which he explicitly ee$ to as European philosophy’s
first authentic “critique of pure reasoi* In juxtaposing Dostoevsky’s critique
to Kant’s, Shestov targets the validity of ratioaglproaches to ethics, in order
not to proclaim the suprarational supremacy of §fam ethics (as Dostoevsky
had doubtlessly intended) but to present a relgjiexistential reading that
attempted to go beyond the moral dimension of Do&ky’s oeuvre. Shestov's
target is drastically different from Dostoevskytsimes and punishments are
entirely secondary to the initial moment of abstadelation and indignation that

sets Dostoevsky’s rebellious characters againsalsaad religious laws.

In Shestov’s thought, this conception of the abssimbt an end in itself. Shestov
extends Dostoevsky’s critique of the post-enlighient intellectual tradition in
order to launch his own metaphysical attack onsandentalism and ideals.
Having set underground philosophy in oppositiorKemtian idealism’s ‘praise’
of pure reason, Shestov then extrapolates his aguback to Plato. In a creative

use of metaphor, Shestov melds Dostoevsky’s ‘umdargl’ with Plato’s ‘cave’

374 Schestov, "Dostoievsky et la lutte contre les éwis,” pp. 150-151.
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using the former to subvert the latt&t. For Shestov, the underground is not the
cave in which the ignorant are enchained but aespdcevelation. However,
contrary to Plato’s allegory, this revelation islividual and subjective. Left in
the cave are the prejudices femstvpcollective conscience which, following
Dostoevsky, Shestov conceives in rationalist terfg. Shestov’s inverted
allegory, any philosophy dependent on universalslgim this he does not
differentiate between idealism, rationalism or edepositivism) is left in the
cave with the idyllic transcendental ‘shadows’ laad inadvertently venerated.
In confining universalityto the cave, Shestov aims to debunk not only piaton

idealism but rational thought pse.

The result is not necessarily irrationalism noricadscepticism. Shestov and his
underground man revolt not against the validityational thought processdsjt
the presumption of thauthority that truths obtained rationally claim over any
conception of truth that lies outwith these boureta(in this case, the existential
revelation that Shestov posits behind Dostoevskyiderground polemics)n
pitting the underground man against the entiretyhef European philosophical
mainstream, from the Greeks to Kant and from idealto positivism, Shestov
evidently indulges in a fairly radical extrapolati@f the underground man’s
original thesis’® Dostoevsky’s polemicist had focused his attackregavarious
contemporary utilitarianist attempts to rationaliseman interaction. He had

employed psychological realism against assumptasmgo the infallibility of

375 Schestov, "Dostoievsky et la lutte contre les évigs," p. 144.
376 Jean Grenier entered into debate with Shestovismptint drawing similar conclusions; see
Jean Grenier, ‘La libeétabsolue’ inL’Existence malheureuséParis: Gallimard, 1957), p. 180.
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human reason and human science to the ultimate aéndeaffirming the
pre-eminence of Christian anthropology over sechiananisn®’’ In Shestov’s
reading, however, Christian dogma is rejected asgether universalism with a
view to challenging both ethics and epistemologythwa near-anarchistic

subjectivisnt®’®

Shestov’s ‘Dostoievski et la lutte contre les émimks’ is typical particularly of

his early writings in the precarious balance iikes between mysticism and
agnosticism. A surviving, unpublished draft of #uicle in the archives of the
Sorbonne indicates that many final amendments éoaitiicle concerned the
guasi-religious vocabulary throughout. Curiouslyuam of this was a late

addition to a more secular initial draff. Varying conclusions could, of course,
be drawn from this, depending on whether last-neiradditions are interpreted as
afterthoughts straying from an initial essence @raboured finishing touches
straining towards a particular communicative goghe latter seems more
plausible. What can, in any case, be deduced isdnking such a balance
between the religious and the secular was of pawatmoncern for the Shestov

as a prose writer.

Shestov’s goal is no more gratuitous (and ultinyated less religious) than

377 See Dostoevsky's 26 March 1864 letter to MikhaiisBbevsky: Caunbn nensopa, Tam, e s
TIIYMUJICSA HaZl BCEM U UHOAA 60FOXyJ'II:CTBOBaJ'I JJId BUY, —TO IPOITYIIECHO, a II€ U3 BCEI'0 3TOI0 A
BBIBENT MOTPeOHOCTh Bephl u Xpucta — 1o 3ampemieno.” F. M. Dostoevsky,Polnoe sobranie
sochinenii v tridtsati tomakK{Leningrad: Nauka, 1973), XXVIII, I, p. 73.

378 For Shestov, only an adogmatic, absurd faith —fdunded” faith, to tentatively employ
Piron’s term, is admitted. See Geneviéve Piloéon Chestov: Philosophe du Déracinement
(Lausanne: Age de 'homme, 2010), p. 75.

7% Léon Chestov, "Preodolenie samoochevidnosti (preméiat),” Bibliothéque de la Sorbonne,
Fond Léon Chestov, MS2105 fasc 29-30.
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Dostoevsky’s. It is to challenge what he sees a&sdéspotic governance of
rationalism over thought: the pretensions of saetw exclusive rights to truth
and the tendency of philosophy to accept them.mti¢hodological recourse to
literary criticism in revolt against the philosopai mainstream is a further means
of undermining the authority of the objectivisingtionalist mode (its language,
methods, values) over individual will, caprice aciativity. Shestov is well
aware that his critical method, like Dostoevskytiénal method before him,

implies an undermining of the structure of phildsicpl discourse:

Vous n'étes pas habitué a de tels arguments; vegsné&me offensé peut-étre
gu’'en parlant de la théorie de la connaissanceite @es passages de
Dostoievsky. Vous auriez raison si Dostoievsky aiapas soulevé la question
de droit. Mais deux fois deux quatre, la raisoncai@ites ses évidences ne
veulent justement pas admettre qu’on discute latiprede droit®

Shestov’s philosophical approach to Dostoevskus perhaps a less significant
innovation than his ‘literary’ approach to philosgp which, rooted in Russia’s
non-academic tradition and informed by Nietzschepresents a challenge to
disciplinary boundaries that were arguably stillrenmstitutionally entrenched in

French than Russian discourse at this time.

This aspect of Shestov’s writing seems to have madeimpression. An

unpublished letter from G. Bessiére to Shestowigslwrites of the influence his
critical method has had on his own: “Votre critiqest toute nouvelle, et captive
autant que les oeuvres dont vous parlez. Je ne pasixvous cacher qu’elle

m'influence beaucoup®® Shestov's anti-rationalist, existential interptieta of

380 | éon Schestov, "Dostoievsky et la lutte contreéle@isliences,Nouvelle Revue Francaisks,
no. 101 (1922), p. 156.
%1 George Bessiére, "Lettre a Chestov" (12-6-25),dFdéon Chestov, Bibliothéque de la
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Dostoevsky quickly began to make an impact. Itkigrice on Gide’s reading has
been discussed in the previous chapfeCritics noted a resemblance between

the readings of the two critics, which both seemawe appreciatetf>

The following year, in 1923, Shestov, along witls hianslator, close friend and
philosophical follower Boris de Schloezer, was fadi to Paul Desjardin’s
Décadeat Pontigny, an elitist ten-day conference onghestion “Y a-t-il dans la
poésie d'un peuple un trésor résésid] impénétrable aux étranger$?”

Dostoevsky was naturally top of the agenda. Sh&stoerrespondence with
Eitingon recalls his amazement at the enthusiasmisofFrench contemporaries

for Dostoevsky and for Russian culture:

[lopa3uno MeHsi TOKe OTHOILICHHE (PaHIy30B K PYCCKUM H K PYCCKOH
nuteparype. Bee 3HalOT, BO BceM uynecHO pa3duparoTcs — M KakK Bce JHOOSAT.
S npucnymmuBaics K 4acTHBIM Pa3roBOpaM 3a CTOJIOM WM B OTAENBHBIX
rpylnax M 4acro ymaMm cBouM He Bepwil. Korma emie BOCXBaIsIOT
JIOCTOEBCKOTO — Ky/a HE 10,2

Shestov described thBécadeat Pontigny as his first genuine experience of
“Hacrosumii KoHTaKT ¢ (paniysamu.”2® Shestov’s correspondence from this
period, particularly with du Bos, sheds light oe thumber of influential French

thinkers that responded favourably to his readihBastoevsky®’ For the next

Sorbonne, MS2115, fasc 276.

382 gee page 108 of the current thesis.

383 Baranova-ShestovZhizn' L'va Shestova: po perepiske i vospominangamemenikav, pp.
230, 348-9.

34 |bid. 1, p. 256. The Décades at Pontigny were of small significance in fostering
Franco-Russian intercultural dialogue and lastimgliectual friendships among elites. Berdiaev
was also a participant in a later year; see O. @kdgonova,N. A. Berdiaev: Intellektual’naia
biografiia (Moskva: Izdatel'stvo Moskovskogo Universitetap2), p. 51.

35 | etter to Eitingon (7-9-1923) in Baranova-Shestoxhizn' L'va Shestova: po perepiske i
vospominaniiam sovremenikgw. 263.

386 | etter to Lovtski (29-8-1923) in ibid. I, p. 261.

%7 Du Bos lists Gide, Desjardins, Jean Schlumberyedré Maurois, Martin du Gard, Jacques
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five years Shestov would disseminate this readimgugh his teaching at the
Institut des Etudes Slaves, the Université Poprikaid the Sorbonne. His second
significant commentary,a Philosophie de la tragédie: Dostoievski et Niete
would appear in French in 1926. This comparativé psychological study of
Dostoevsky and Nietzsche’s thought had in fact amee in Russian over 20
years previously, in 1902, making it roughly conpamary to Gide'’s ‘lettre a
Angéle’ on the same topic (and of coursel toimoraliste) while the translation
of Shestov’s study entered the French discoursee nmontemporaneously to

Gide’s mature reading of 1923.

The crux of Shestov's ‘Philosophy of Tragedy’ isatlthe human condition,

particularly individual mortality, is an irreducibl effrontery to which the

humanist tradition turns a blind eye. The expressibthis indignation Shestov
identified in the Dostoevskian undergroundefis aBax bl Ba YETHIPE €CTh YKE

HE KU3Hb, IOCIIOAA, a HAdalio CMCpTI/I."sSB) and in Nietzsche’s anti-humanist
revolt. The irremissibility of the death of the imdual was for Shestov, as for

Dostoevsky, the essence of the Absurd.

The sharp contrast between Shestov’'s comparisdtietfsche and Dostoevsky
and others such as Gide’s and Merezhkovsky’s is $teestov’s firstly draws
surprisingly little distinction between the two. i$hhe achieves by utterly

disregarding their moral dimensions, whether Dostkg's Christian ethics or

de Lacretelle as French writers who reacted withusiasm to Shestov’s first French publications
on Dostoevsky and Pascal. See Charles du Bosrél@tChestov" (27-4-1923 and 24-7-1923) in
Biblothéque de la Sorbonne, Fond Léon Chestov, NIS24sc. 262.

388 DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinen¥, p. 119.
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Nietzsche’s infamous doctrines (through which momhmentators to date had
refracted the oeuvres). Shestov sees their ‘pregshi equally in both cases — as
entirely extraneous to their thought. As with She'st reading of Tolstoy, the

more forceful these preachings become, the mokeatreerevealed as a testimony
of a struggle against the void. This is the moghificant divergence between
Shestov’s and Gide’s parallel treatment of Dostlgwnd Nietzsche: Gide, more
in line with Merezhkovsky and Suares, saw in Dog&g something of an

antidote to Nietzsch&?

A second divergence is that, while bath Philosophie de la Tragédand the ‘6e
Lettre a Angéle’ centre on pathology and revelati@ide’s comparison is
guintessentially modernist in its historicity, réagl Dostoevsky and Nietzsche as
heralds of a knew psychology, while Shestov’s exigsal reading of revelation is
entirely individualistic and ahistorical. Moreove§hestov recognises only

negative (or absurdist) revelation.

Sadly, little remains of the dialogue that tookceldetween Gide and Shestov on
the matter of Dostoevsky, and only second-handwatdsoof Gide’s enthusiasm
for Shestov’s interpretation. This is partly be@uside’s critical engagement
with Dostoevsky ended entirely on the arrival & #migré thinkers. Seely justly

identified a “jealous possessiveness” in Gide’s ragph to Dostoevsky in

389 Charles Andler responded to Shestov’s interpriain reverential terms, though he found
that Russian interpreters tended to exaggerateidséiee’s debt to the Russian novelist. Andler’s
own comparison, published in French in 1930, sadhd Dostoevsky purely on psychological
terms, meanwhile reading Nietzsche philosophicadigching the conclusion that the former had
stopped short of Nietzsche’s conclusions, whilejously, most of the interpreters discussed in
this chapter found Dostoevsky to pre-empt Nietzaoh¢éhought. See Andleflietzsche et
Dostoievsky
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relation to Copeau and Suaré®.lt is thus not improbable that Gide’s interest
was dependent on a self-appointed role as Franeading authority on
Dostoevsky, to which his claim was lost when Russidellectuals arrived in
Paris. Fondane relates Shestov’s account of aglieoicounter between the two

writers inConversations avec Léon Chestov

C’est un des hommes les plus intelligents que jmaisse, il devine tout; on
ne peut rien lui cacher, Son livre sur Dostoievsladit paru. Nous étions a
Pontigny. Un jour, il me demandait ce que jen pénsAlors je lui ai dit que

c'était trés bien écrit, etc. Il a compris tout deite. Il a changé de
conversation. Mais depuis, il ne m’a jamais plugéa®"*

Dostoevsky remained a crucial reference for Shesmanning his entire oeuvre.
In Athens and Jerusalenhis final work, he gives an account of Dostoesky
existential thought wholly consistent with that‘Dibstoievsky et la lutte contre

les évidences’:

I'pedeckas Qumocopus 3mech ocaHaBIMBaeTcs. TYT OCTaHOBHIAch U

Kpumuxa uucmoeo pazyma. Ho JlocToeBCKHMII YyBCTBYET, YTO TYyT

‘ 1392
OCTAaHOBUTLCSA HEJIB3, UYTO 31€Ch UMCHHO JOJDKHA HAYUMHATBCA KPUTHKA

Notes from Undergroundontinues to form the basis of Shestov's argumieat t

since reason restricts thought, ‘free’ analysisnocate rational:

Thus to the end of his career Shestov never caasauderline the importance of

the underground man. In 1937 he was requesteddct sexts for the Dostoevsky

390 geely, "Dostoevsky and French Criticism", p. 167.

391 Benjamin FondandRencontres avec Léon Chest®aris: Plasma, 1982), p. 77. Fondane goes
as far to speculate, presumably facetiously, thiatdffence was the reason Gide then turned from
Dostoevsky to communism. Fondane’s own reading o$t@evsky was greatly influenced by
Shestov's. His essay ‘Sur la route de Dostoievllartin Heidegger” (first published ihes
Cahiers du Sud41 (1932), pp. 378-392; pp.195-222) applied Shestunderground’ reading
strategy to Heidegger’s work, (see Salazar-Ferearisotations to the revised, 1936 edition of the
article reprinted in Benjamin Fondaneg Conscience malheureufleagrasse: Verdier, 2013), p.
195).

392 |ev ShestovSochineniia v dvukh tomgkoscow: Nauka, 1993), p. 567.
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section of a Radio France series on Russian literagvhich would be read on air
(by Shestov’s daughter) and discussed. On his eheiotes from Underground,

KrotkaiaandThe Dream of a Ridiculous ManShestov wrote:

Bprl 3HaeTe, 4TO OOBIKHOBEHHO HUKTO HE TOBOPHUT 00 3TuX Tekcrax. Hu XKup,
HUA Jpyrue, Korma ToBopAT O J[OCTOEBCKOM, HHKOTAa HE YIOMHHAIOT
“3anncKu U3 MOAIOIbLS” 393

While these have now entered the canon (indeed,pgsimg the three
Dostoevsky novellas in the Folio Bilingual serigbey were little known in
France into the late thirties, and btes from Undergroundh particular, little
had been said in France prior to Shestov's pulitinat If, by contrast, the
subsequent generation of existentialist and absturdiriters was to draw
extensively fromNotes from Undergroundt would seem that Shestov’s efforts

were not in vein.

Boris de Schloezer and.a Voix souterraine

Shestov’s initial article on Dostoevsky appearedthe NRF thanks to the
recommendation of his close friend Boris de ScldoeSchloezer played a
decisive role in connecting Shestov to French ledté&lal circles and in
disseminating his thought. Extensive research @ir tborrespondence in the

archives of the Sorbonne and the Bibliothéque Ldogari has confirmed that

393 |etter to Fondane (17-2-1937) published in BararBhestovaZhizn' L'va Shestova: po
perepiske i vospominaniiam sovremenikop. 167.
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Schloezer was far more than Shestov's translatahloBzer was among
Shestov’s closest philosophical followérs. 1t was Schloezer who translated the
bulk of Shestov’s oeuvre into French, including dbaievski et la lutte contre les
évidences’ in 1922 anda Philosophie de la tragédie: Dostoievski et Niekwein
1926. The significance of this is that Schloezetrareslated Notes from
Undergroundinto French in the same year under the clear infltaeof Shestov’s
existential reading. Furthermore, it was the resultexistential’ translation that
became and remains the canonical French translafidhe Bibliothéque de la

Pléiade.

Born of a Russian and Belgian parentage, Schloeasrentirely bilingual, with a
remarkable gift for translation. His rendering ofoddoevsky’s texts is
linguistically reliable enough to have been regemglblished in Gallimard’s
Folio Bilingue collectior?® However, it is this assiduous fidelity to the ami

that makes his various modifications in the dittiof Shestov’'s existential
interpretation all the more readily identifiablearficularly when compared in

parallel with previous French translations of therkv

That Schloezer was under the sway of Shestov'sgthtas evident in many of his
writings. Among his manuscripts in the archivesttod Bibliothéque Notari in
Monaco, are pages writing off tligiary of a Writeron account of unoriginality

and exalting the philosophies of Ivan Karamazovijlé, Pierre Verkhovensky)

394 Alexander McCabe, "Léon Chestov and Boris de StAgn" Cahiers Léon Chestowo. 11
(2011), pp. 47-50.
%9 E M. DostoievskiCarnets du sous-sdfr. Boris de Schloezer (Paris: Gallimard, 1995).
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as “beaucoup plus intelligentes, audacieuses,igihales que lui [Dostoievski]”
and they “nourrit toujours notre pensée.” In kegpimith Shestov’s reading,

Myshkins, Zossimas and Alyoshas are overlookéd.

The choice of translation for the titld,a Voix souterraing immediately
introduces a dissociation between the protagomstator and his utterances.
Dostoevsky had emphatically presented the workhagdpiski(notes, jottings)
originating from a placeppdpol’e rather than an author. Harpéline-Kaminsky
and Charles Morice’s choice &fEsprit souterrainfor their rendering of the
near-untranslatable Russian title, clearly envistbmnderground thought as the
fruits of a mind deranged by isolation. Schloezetwice of “the underground
voice” dissociates the reflections within the nt@we from any specific
consciousness, truer to Dostoevsky's original. Hmwe the evocation of a
disembodied voice (in opposition to the originedpiski) lends these reflections

an air of revelation concurrent to Shestov’s regdin

As observed above, Shestov’s anti-rationalist remdif theNoteshad hinged on
his decision not to distinguish between the undengd man’s treatment of
rationalists and unthinking men of action (in thla¢y are both “convinced in
advance that they know what truth i€%. This association, essential in Shestov’s

philosophical writings, permeates Schloezer’s fietits of Dostoevsky:

3% “En Marge d'une traduction”, Fond Schloezer, Ritiieque Louis Notari, BSM1, Doc.
1650143, p. 12.
397 Lev ShestovSochinenii v dvukh tomdMoskva: Nauka, 1993), p. 379.
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Original Initial translation Schloezer’s translation
W3BeCTHO, MHOTHE U3 3THX [Entirely On sait que nombre de ces
mobuTeeii [ueoBedeckoro  omittedf* amateurs de sagesse

ponaj, paHo Ju, TO3IHO JIH, IO
KOHEI[ ’KU3HHU U3MEHSLIU cede,
TIPOM3BEIS KaKOH-HUOYIH
AHEKOOT, MHOIAA JaXXe U3

CaMbIX HerPIJ'IPI‘-IHefIHJPIX.

(As is known, many of these
philanthropists sooner or later,
towards the end of their lives,

betrayed themselves, producing

some ridiculous incident, even

finissent tot ou tard par
trahir leurs idées et se

compromettent dans de
scandaleuses histoires.

(As is known, many of these
lovers of wisdom end sooner
or later in betraying their
ideas and compromise
themselves in scandalous

of the least respectable incidents.§
kinds.}?®

Dostoevsky’s image of lovers of mankind letting ntfeelves down has been
replaced by philosophers betraying their doctrinBse suggestion of such a
comparison was not entirely absent from the origit@wever, Schloezer’s
liberal rendering clearly takes its cue from She'stoeading. Where Dostoevsky
had thus placed equal stress on the ethical coasegs of the fundamental
irrationality of man, Schloezer follows Shestov imoming in on the

epistemological stakes.

With regards to anti-rationalist revolt the oridimad the two translations clearly

operate within disparate ideological frameworks:

398 DostoevskyPolnoe sobranie sochinenW¥, p. 116.

399 F M. Dostoievski,L’Esprit souterrain tr. Halpérine-Kaminsky and Morice (Paris: Plon,
1886), p. 185.

400 £ M. DostoievskiCarnets du sous-sdir. Boris de Schloezer (Paris: Gallimard, 1995)39.
(References to Schloezer’s translation are to #went reprint in Folio Bilingue for ease of
comparison. The retranslated title differs from 1926 edition).
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...BIIOJIHE [TIOHUMas CBOU
HaCTOSAIIME BBITOIBI,
OTCTaBJISUIM UX Ha BTOPOI
IJ1aH 1 Opocajnch Ha
JAPYTYIO 10pPOry, HA PHCK,
Ha aBOCh, HUKEM U HUYEM
HE [IPUHYXIaeMbIE K TOMY,
a KaKk OyATO UMEHHO
TOJIBKO He JKelas
yKa3aHHOU JI0pOTH, U
YHpsSIMO, CBO€BOJIbHO
NMpooMBaJIN APYTYIO,
TPYAHYI0, HeJlenylo,
OTBICKMBas €€ UyTh HE B
noreMkax. Benp,

3HAUUT, UM JEHCTBUTEIBHO
3TO yHPSIMCTBO U
CBOeBOJIME ObLIO
IIpUATHEE BCAKOM
BBITOJIBL. ..

(...fully understanding

...sans se leurrer de leurs..touten se rendant
véritables intéréts, sans ycomptede leur intérét, le

étre poussés par rien,
pourse détourner
expres dis-je, de la voie
droite, en cherchant a
tatonsle mauvais
chemin, des actions
absurdes et mauvaises
C’est que cdibertinage
leur convient mieux que
toute considération
d'intérét réel......

(...without deluding

their own interests, they sethemselves as to their

them aside and launched
out on another path, on a

genuine interests,
without being forced by

risk, on a perhaps, obliged anything, in order, | tell
by nothing and no-one, butyou, to turn away from

precisely as if they simply
did not wish [to walk] the

path indicated to them, andway along, they took the

stubbornly, willfully, [lit.
‘self-willedly’] they beat
out a different, difficult,
absurd path, searching for
it almost in the dark.

the right roadn
purpose groping their

wrong path, of absurd
and wrong actions.

Surely this means that this It is that this libertinage

stubbornness and self-will

suited them better than

was more pleasant to themany consideration of

than any interests. *%

genuine interests....*

401 DostoevskyPolnoe sobranie sochinenW, p. 110.
02 Dostoievskil’Esprit souterrain tr. Halpérine-Kaminsky and Morice, p. 79.
403 DostoievskiCarnets du sous-sdtr. Boris de Schloezer, p. 61.

rejettent au seconde plan,
ets’engagent dans une
toute autre voie, pleine
de risqueset de hasards?
lIs N’y sont pourtant pas
forcés; mais il semble
gu’ils veuillent
précisément éviter la
route qu’on leur
indiquait, pour ertracer
librement,
capricieusement, une
autre, pleine de
difficultés, absurde a
peine reconnaissable,
obscure. C’est donc que
cetteliberté possede a
leurs yeux plus d’attraits
que leurs propres
intéréts...

(...fully awareof their
interests, did they not set
them aside and engage
themselves in an entirely
different path, full of
risks and dangers? They
were not forced,
however, but it seems
they wanted precisely to
avoid the route indicated
to them, in order to
freely, capriciously trace
another, absurd route full
of difficulties, barely
recognisable, obscure.

It is that this freedom
thus possessed more
attraction than their own
advantage. .*y?

Harpéline-Kaminsky and Morice’s rendering slides dgiginal in the direction of
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conventional romantic rebellion, which it in turnvestly condemns. Their
underground speaker draws attention only to thetfat there have been cases
when men have gone against the grain, choosingvtbag path’ (note also their
choice of the definite article, completely at oddigh Dostoevsky’s drugaia
dorogd) of ‘libertinage where the same section in the original had reféto a
‘different,” ‘difficult’ path, suspending moral jggement on either path.
Schloezer’s translation slides the text in the ajtpodirection. His rebels stray
‘freely and capriciously’ from the beaten track @wh Dostoevsky’s had strayed
stubbornly and ‘self-willedly’ fgvoevol’'ng with its Kantian overtones)
superimposing positive connotations on the origikidhere Dostoevsky’s rebels
had (lit.) ‘thrown themselves on a risk’ Schloegeiengaged themselves on a
path full of risks’, thus lexically implicating theebels in a ‘mission’; while
Dostoevsky’s throw themselves somewhat arbitrarist a perhaps’ in
self-affirmation, Schloezer’'s seem to have anothegpoken objective: they are
not on ‘their own’ paths of self-will, but rathengaged in a somewhat predefined

alternativepath ‘full of risks’.

Schloezer’s consistently higher register and mangfident expression than the
voice Dostoevsky had consigned to the undergrouad, ns evidenced in the
above example in Schloezer’s addition of a rhesbriestion and a semi-colon
(where Harpéline-Kaminsky and Morice had loweresl tibthe, and consequently
the content’s gravity, with the addition of an meeted dis-j€). This is another
means by which Schloezer systematically raisesteie to the philosophical
manifesto of Shestov’s reading. The underground’sri@mously idiosyncratic

tone has been significantly refined throughout &ebér’s translation. Though
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the translator is even strikingly faithful to theiginal syntax in most aspects,
time and again he freely omits an expression okuamty, akak by a mozhet
byt, atak skazat’,or akak-toeven a whole ffu, i... nu khot' by dazhe“f*

adding a causatar, or aparce que'®

Commas are systematically upgraded to
colons; ellipses to periods; periods to exclamatimrks?®® Discrete and indeed
permissible alterations these may be; however, @@y not inconsequential.
These subtle but systematic alterations serve tmifiiantly polish the
underground man’s rhetoric, where Dostoevsky hadnagains to confer to his
character a relatively grotesque linguistic persahest as Shestov had extended
the character’s argument towards philosophicaladisge, so Schloezer has edged
his language towards a philosophical register. TR@ce's most authoritative
translation of Notes from Undergroundwas impregnated with Shestov’s
existential worldview. If Marcadé was correct in neaering Shestov’s
penetration into French intellectual history to meeper than that of his fellow
émigré writers?’ Picon was perhaps more justified than he knewugyssting

that his francophone followers such as Camus, Makeeesco, could not have

been reached without SchloeZ¥t.

Following the key publications surrounding Dostders centenary, the twenties

saw a second wave of translations, in which Sclelopfayed a significant role,

04 |bid., pp. 28-29, 38-39, 46-47, 80-81.

405 |bid., pp. 38-39 (three examples).

%% |bid. pp. 18-19, 22-23, 24-25, 46-47.

407 J.-C. Marcadé, "Proniknovenie russkoi mysli vonfsaizskuiu sredu: N. A. Berdiaev i L. I.
Shestov" in N. T. Poltoratskii (edRusskaia religiozno-filosofskaia mysl’ XX velgittsburghh:
Pittsburghh Univ. Press, 1975), p. 150.

08 Gaétan Picon, "Les Formes et I'esplia pensée de Boris de Schloezérg' Monde 7-8
decembre 1969, p. 13.
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bringing out the first French version oA Confession de Stavrogui(iE923) and
retranslatingLe Mari éternel(1923)Les Freres Karamazofd929) followed by
the Les Possédégl933), all of which (with the exception of thees Fréres
Karamazoy entered the Bibliothéque de la Pléiade alongdide La Voix
souterraine(later retitledLe Sous—S()J4°9 Picon recalled that Schloezer’s role in
the dissemination of Russian literature and of Destky in particular, was

consequential in France:

Il'y eut, a partir des années trente, et contintmenépanchement du roman
russe dans la littérature francaise. Cela va de @i€amus (le Camus te
Chutg en passant par le Malraux da Condition humaine, le Soleil de
Satan le Sang noir, le Voyage au bout de la nuit, La $é0’entends par la
une dislocation de la forme romanesque, sous Issime des interrogations
métaphysiques et éthiques [...] un peu partouwt,alune lecture di&a Voix
souterraine que Schloezer traduit en 19%8.

Picon’s observations are of consequence for theesuistudy: he implies that
Schloezer was to some extent an intermediary betweessian and French
existential currents in literature. The fact thantis would adapthe Devilsfor

the French stage using Schloezer’s translationesigghat Picon’s observation

was not incorrect.

409 Backés’ unpublished thesis offers an analysis pfimber of the other translations from this
period, comparing each of the principal translat@enri Mongault, Albert Mousset, Jean
Chuzeville). Dating from the 1970s, Backes’ analysigenerally restricted to assessing ‘fidelity’
to the style and content of the original, ratheanthexploring any possible ideological or
philsiphical implications of a translator’s choic&®r the period of retranslations here in question
see Backes, "Dostoievski en France 1880 — 1930465484,

1% picon, "Les Formes et I'esprita pensée de Boris de Schloezer," p.13.
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Nicolas Berdyaev and_Esprit de Dostoievsky

Like Shestov, Berdyaev was of the generation ofsRusthinkers that ‘grew up
on’ Dostoevsky'* The foreward toMirosozertsanie Dostoevskagbis most
significant work on Dostoevsky’s thought, leavesdoubt that he considered the
novelist to be the single most significant influenon his philosophical
development, particularly with regards to his camn of Christ and that of
freedom?? Berdyaev further asserted this throughout his kagwaphy™*?
Commentators from Barrett to Evlampiev have argukdt Shestov and
Berdyaev’s similarity stems from a shared inhed&anf Dostoevsky’s existential

thought** More importantly, however, this ‘inheritance’ ofoBtoevsky was

cultivated in the climate of the Silver Age, andozwmed by its value$:>

Berdyaev and Shestov have often been bracketedhergender the ‘religious
existential’ rubric, a labelling they both accepteldowever, on analysis,
antagonisms between their philosophies at crucahtp seem to outweigh
parities. Their well-known intellectual friendshigras indeed a fruitfully

dialectical one: Pierre Pascal recalls their hedteeels’ as the highlight of

“11 1t may be noted that Berdyaev describes his ugbrinand childhood as Dostoevskian in his
autobiography. Meanwhile, Shestov's daughter deeinéitiing to subtitle the first tome of the
French edition of her father’s biography ‘LHomme souterrain’. See Nicolas Berdya®ream
and Reality: an essay in autobiograptiyondon: Geoffrey Bles, 1950), p. 9, 17.

12 Nikolai Berdiaev,Filosofiia tvorchestva, kul'tury i iskusstv& vols. (Moskva: Iskusstvo,
1994), p. 8, corresponding to Nicolas BerdiakfEsprit de DostoievskiParis: Stock, 1945), p.
7-8. The original publications in Russian and Frewere:Mirosozertsanie Dostoevskog@Braha:
YMCA Press, 1923) andEsprit de DostoievskiParis: Editions St. Michel, 1929).

13 BerdyaevDream and Reality: an essay in autobiogragipy 49, 80, 83.

414 W, Barrett,Irrational Man: A Study in Existential Philosoplfiyondon: Heinemann, 1961), p.
14; Evlampiev]storiia russkoi filosofij pp. 132-134.

15 N. V. Motroshilova,Misliteli Rossii i filosofii zapada: V Solov’ev, Berdiaev, S. Frank, L.
ShestoMoskva: Izdatel'stvo Kul'turnaia revoliutsiia, Q@), p. 241.
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Berdyaev’s salof*® These tensions are particularly noticeable on @ispn of
their respective studies of Dostoevsky. Such comsparis facilitated greatly by
the fact that Berdyaev's essay makes both diredtiadirect commentary on
Shestov’s reading throughout, particularly as farcancerns the place bdlotes

from Undergroundn Dostoevsky’s thougHt.’

The first divergence between Berdyaev’'s and Sh&steadings of Dostoevsky is
their approach to his problematic ‘idealism’. Dastsky himself had highlighted
the paradox in his ‘idealistic realisift® Shestov recognised in Dostoevsky no
such paradox: the only ‘authentic’ aspect of Dogt@g’s thought was the wilful
rejection of ideals voiced by his various antipéithecharacters, while the
Christian ideals expressed through his various liobls were disregarded as
‘annotation’.*'® While Gide had succeeded in incorporating the giailis
doctrines such as Zosima’s into his reading of Destky by focusing on the
immanentism therein, Berdyaev sees Dostoevsky aléty as a transcendentalist
with an immanentist (novelistic) method, drawingngarisons to Plato, to which
Shestov certainly would have objecféd.This disparity stems from disparate
conceptions of the idea. Shestov's polemics drawar&ably vague distinctions

between idealism, rationalism and positivism ins@fa all fundamentally hinge

416 p_pascal, "Berdiaev - 'homme," @olloque Berdiaev, 12 avril 197&d. O. Clément, et al.
(Paris: Inst. d'études slaves, 1978), p. 17.

“17 1t is noteworthy that Berdyaeyv, in a fairly crilcarticle on Shestov, rated Hstoevskii i
Nitsshe: Filosofiia tragediiextremely highly, deeming it to be his greatestrkvdTragedia i
obydennost™ (1905) reprinted in Berdia&¥osofiia tvorchestva, kul'tury i iskusstvid, p. 221.

418 See Letter to Maikov, 11 (23) Dec 1868 (Letter hem357) in DostoevskiPolnoe sobranie
sochinenij XXVIII, I, p. 329.

1% | éon Chestovi.a Philosophie de la Tragédie: Dostoievski et Nielte, Sur les confins de la
vie: L'apothéose du déracineméRaris: Flammarion, 1966), pp. 36, 96-98,

420 Emigré religious philosopher llin would follow Bi#yaev’s cue to declare Dostoevsky “the
Russian Plato.” See V. I. Ilirfsse o russkoi kul'turéSt. Petersburg: Akropol', 1997), p. 428.
(Originally published as "Dostoevskii i Berdiaewi'Novyj zhurnal (1971) no. 105).
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on transcendentalism and necessarily lead to dagmét for which reason
Shestov has so often been labelled a sceptic — faosbusly by Berdyaev
himself*?* Berdyaev's conception of idealism, on the othenchafollows a

Platonic tradition that equates the highest ide&aod.

While Berdyaev employs the term ‘tragedy’ with mefece to the form and
content of Dostoevsky’s novelistic thought, hisdieg hinges on a rudimentarily
moralist method that does not take aesthetics antmunt. Berdyaev’'s reading
strategy essentially consists in examining how Bestky’s plots punish sinful
characters. Such a reading undermines the complekitragic downfall as a
device that does not necessarily serve as indicafi@uthorial judgement on the
virtue of a protagonist. In Berdyaev's reductivadimg, however, Stavrogin,
Kirilov and Raskolnikov are duly punished for vemtg down the path of
self-will to the instruction of the readerI'¥oens ux cBeToHOCHA s Hac.

423
Tparenus ux ecth TMMH cBOOOAE.”

For Berdyaev, in the 1920s, this ‘tragedy of freedas the unquestionably
central theme of Dostoevsky’s oeuvt®. Following Shestov and Ivanov,
Berdyaev sees Dostoevsky’s as a “philosophy ofettg which he conceives

thus:

CBobomHOE ke J00po, KOTOpO€ €cTh EAMHCTBEHHOE J00po,

21 Monseu has suggested that in philosophical tefinest8v’s critique becomes one of reflexion
per se, insofar as it refers to a transcendentsségeSee Nicolas Monseu, "Phénoménologie et
affectivité: Le probléme de I'existence chez Chesto_evinas,'Europe no. 960 (2009), p. 87.

422 Berdiaev/Filosofiia tvorchestva, kul'tury i iskusstvia p. 221.

23 bid. Il, p. 51.

424 bid. Il, p. 44. (Berdiaeffl'Esprit de Dostoievsig. 80.)
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npesmnonaraeT cBodoay 31a. B atom Tparemust cBOOOIBI, KOTOPYIO 10
DIyOWHBI HccienoBai U nmoctur JlocroeBckuii. B aToM ckpbiTa TaliHa
XPUCTHAHCTBA. PackpbIBaeTcs Tparmyeckas auajiekTuka. JloOpo He
MOXKET OBITh MIPUHYIUTEIBHBIM, HEJIb3S MPUHYAUTH K J00py. CBoOOAA
no0pa mpemnnonaraect cBobomy 3ima. CBoOoma ke 371a BEAeT K
HUCTPEONIEHUIO caMoil  cBOOOHIBI, K TEPEepOKACHUI0O B  3IIYIO
H606X0,ZlI/IMOCTB.425

Berdyaev's conception of the tragic in the humamdition, as depicted in
Dostoevsky'’s fiction, is thus radically opposedSioestov’s. Indeed, Berdyaev’s
reasoning on ethics here evokes a neo-Kantian dmpobetween negative and
positive freedoms. In his autobiography, Berdyadacgs Kant alongside
Dostoevsky as principle influences on his concexept)'t)freedom“.26 Ultimately,
Berdyaev’'s conception hinges on the intuition tlieedom to choose evil and
freedom to choose good are fundamentally distimct @pposed freedoms; the
latter liberating and the former enslavitf§.Following Kant (and on the basis of
intuition rather than argumentation) Berdyaev’'sdieg of Dostoevsky attaches
positive freedom to reason and negative freedomrationalism: ‘cymectsyer
HC OJHa, a IBC CBO60,I[BI, nepsad U MOoCJICaHSA, CB060,Z[a I/136paHI/ISI z[o6pa n 3J1a U
cBobonia B J100pe, Wi cBoOO/Ia MppalMoHalbHas U CBOOOJA B pa3yMe."428 This
association informs Berdyaev's reading of Ivan Kaaaov: his ‘revolt’ is
conceived of and described as ‘irrational’ on aetoof its wilful rejection of
God, and thus (by a purely structural referenceghefGood and of Reason. This

is precisely the structural assumption prevalenbath Christian and secular

moral philosophy that Shestov’s oeuvre attemptetmonstruct.

25 Berdiaev, Filosofiia tvorchestva, kul'tury i iskusstvdl, p. 46. (Berdiaeff,L'Esprit de
Dostoievskp. 82).

426 BerdyaevDream and Reality: an essay in autobiograpiy49.

27 Berdiaev/Filosofiia tvorchestva, kul'tury i iskusstvi, p. 45.

2% bid., II, p. 45.
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For Berdyaev the concepts of freedom, love andh tseem to overlap. Freedom
is not merely imbued with religious significancd: becomes, as Pattison
observed, “virtually synonymous with the religiouaspect of human
existence *?° This is the source of the contradiction in Berdgménterpretation:
while Berdyaev repeats that freedom is the ‘certfeDostoevsky’s thought>°
this freedom is preconceived within a moral framew(ihus pre-divided into
positive and negative freedoms). Berdyaev’s readintpat of a moralist rather
than an existential philosopher, since freedomuimsadinate to moral universals.
In Shestov’'s more radical reading, freedom is isilive and transcends the
sphere of ethics, to the result that morals losectaim to universality. Berdyaev
seems to have come to a realisation of the cortiadiin his stance by the 1930s.
In a paper given at the Religious Philosophical desay in Paris in 1931, the
manuscript of which remains in RGALI, Berdyaev namites of Dostoevskian

freedom not as the essence of man but as divipe! ation:

UYesnoBek MmoaBepraeTcs OMAcHOCTH, 00pa3 ero 3aTeMHEH W TOTPSACEH.
JocToeBCckMid, KOTOPBIA OBT M BETUKUM MeTadU3UKOM, CO3HaBal
HEoOXOIMMOCTh HOBOH aHTpOIOJOTHH. Tema o deloBeke M OBUIO TeMa O
bore. Tema o dYemoBeke IMPEXOmAIIEM UYepe3 BCE HCHBITAHUS CBOOOIHI,
OBUIO TS HETO TaK K€ TEMOH O KpH3Hce TyMaHH3Ma ... bor, a He JenmoBek
Tpebyer cBoGoxbL

This more accurate reading of Dostoevsky in the #sns to have left behind
the heady radical relativism, typical of both Silvdge decadentism and the

Années follgsto return to traditional Christian anthropology the face of the

42 George PattisonAnxious Angels: A Retrospective View of ReligiousstEntialism (New
York: St. Martin's Press, 1999), p. 180.

430 Berdiaev, Filosofiia tvorchestva, kul'tury i iskusstvdl, p.44. (Berdiaeff, L'Esprit de
Dostoievskp. 80.)

431 »0 Dostoevskom: Rech’ N. A. Berdiaeva na sobr&l. Fil. Akademii v Parizhe v pamjat’
Dostoevskogo" (1931) RGALI, Fond 1496 Opis’ 1, Ekirko5.
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looming culmination of the ‘crisis of humanism’. &ffiact that Shestov made no
such alteration, remaining stubbornly faithful s honceptions while the ethos
of the 1930s became increasingly wary of celebgathre crisis of humanism,
contributed to a slump in his career in the 19304t is Shestov's unwillingness
to make such a compromise in his conception ofdfvaeto ethics that rendered
his thought at once the most “integral” — in Paitis words — of existential

philosophies but, as such, the least us&ful.

Berdyaev’s notion of freedom is far more elastibjak leads to a further paradox
in his interpretation of Dostoevsky. Berdyaev claithat freedom, in the works
of Dostoevsky, does not need to be tested. Thextams is clearly at odds with a
substantial element of Dostoevsky’s fictional pobjeBerdyaev turns a blind eye
to the fact that in Dostoevsky’s oeuvre, while ghare certain innately meek
characters driven by a natural will to righteousnes significant number of his
characters have an utterly irresistible desire randgress, to dare to test
individual freedom. Such characters as Raskolnikay perhaps find salvation —

but only via transgression, guilt and repentance. Father Zdsibiagraphy, in

32 Berdiaev commented of Shestov thatiopasutensha GbUIa €ro HE3aBHCHMOCTh OT
oKkpyKarmmux TeueHuit Bpemenn” in "Osnovnaia ideia L'va Shestova," (1938) repeoh in Tipy
religioznoi mysli v RossB vols. (Paris: YMCA-Press, 1989), Ill, p. 714.

3% pattison,Anxious Angels: A Retrospective View of ReligioxistEntialismp.191; McCabe,
"Léon Chestov and Boris de Schloezer," p. 50. Thszlessness’ was indeed also ‘integral’.
Shestov confronts this in his essay on DostoeVSlyriny, mogo0HbIe TeM, KOTOPbIE OTKPBUIUCH
TIOATIOJIBHOMY Y€JIOBEKY, ITO CaMOMY CBOEMY IIPOUCXOXKICHUIO TAKOBBI, YTO UX MOXXHO YyKa3arsb,

HO HEJIB3A U HET HaII06HOCTI/I JCIaTh UX MPEAMETOM 06IJ.ICFO, IIOCTOAHHOI'O JOCTOSAHUA [] I/IX,

KaK g YyXE YKa3biBall, HE yﬂaéTCSI caciiaTb CBOEH COOCTBEHHOCTBIO JIaXKe TOMY, KOMY OHH
otkpeunch.” See Lev ShestouNa vesakh lovan Sochineniia2 vols., Il, p. 32. It is perhaps
noteworthy that this phrase did not come easilghestov: from the manuscripts it is evident that
the assertion came about with more syntacticaggteuand reworking than any other in the essay,
and as such is uncharacteristic of Shestov’s diafigeneral. See Léon Chestov, "Preodolenie
samoochevidnosti (premiéer état)," Bibliotheque al&brbonne Fond Léon Chestov, MS2105 fasc
29-30.
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which his conversion follows the beating of hisveet, serves as Dostoevsky’s
final word on the foundations of righteousnessramsgression and guilt, the

theme first posited by Raskolnikov’s revolt and femsion.

The notion of revolt is essential to the readingdath Shestov and Berdyaeuv.
However, both thinkers understand this in veryaitdght ways. While Shestov had
venerated the revolt of Job as a state of beinglydev states that self-will can
only bring violence and undermine freedom. Agaierdaev’s Kantian subtext
maintains that freedom to choose evil reduces thpersor freedom to choose
good. In the ‘capricious’ freedom venerated by &heand the underground man,

Berdyaev sees necessarily a road to evil:

CBo0o/1a kKaK MPOM3BOJ U CBOEBOJIME, CBOOOMA OE300KHAS HE MOXKET HE
nopouTh "Oe3rpanuuHoro jaecrnorm3ma’. Takas cBoOoma 3akirouaeT B
cebe Benmmuaiitiee Hacwiwe. [...] ByHTyiomas cBoboma mpuBena K
OTPHUIIAHHIO caMOl uien cBOOObI, K HEBOZMOXXHOCTH MOCTUTHYTH TallHY
Mupa U TaifHy bora B cBeTe CBOOOIBI. 434

Berdyaev is thus in opposition to Shestov, insafaBerdyaev’s is a domesticated
freedom that bends to ethics, and as such a neddme from any perspective
preclusive of the “mystery” of divine will. Berdyaeheds light on this when he
writes in his autobiography: “Unlike my friend L&hestov, who engaged in the
undoing of philosophy for the sake of liberatingnm@e did so, however, by
means of philosophy!), | discovered in philosoplgoarce of freedom®® What
Berdyaev has misinterpreted is that Shestov walrgahot for the liberation of

man via philosophy but for the liberation of phiopsy from an established

34 Berdiaev/Filosofiia tvorchestva, kul'tury i iskusstya 55-7.
3% BerdyaevDream and Reality: an essay in autobiographyds.
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narrow definition For Berdyaev such an endeavour was unnecessaoyaimas
he was at ease with bending reflections into i Wis intuitions and religious

dogmatism, seeing no need to defend such a stesroeskcular critique.

In their correspondence, Berdyaev criticised treulsgism inherent in Shestov’s

psychological reading strategy:

Te1 ynopHo He »emnaenib 3HaTh, 4T0 Oe3ymue [lackans, kak ¥ amocroia
[aBna, Ob10 Ge3ymuem Bo Xpucre. brarogate Thl MpeBpaTui B TbMY U
yxac. Ompit an. IlaBma, bi. Asrycruna, [lackans, Jlrorepa He nmMen HU
MaJICUIIET0 CMBICIIa BHE XPHCTHAHCTBA, BHE OECKOHEYHO CEPHhE3HOTO
TIPUHATHS XPUCTUAHCKUAX peaJILHOCTeI7I.436

Berdyaev continues in a subsequent letter.

310 Moe TmaBHOe Bo3pakeHHe NpoTuUB Tebs. Tel pokoBBIM 00pa3zom
oOpeueH Ha HemoHuManue [lackans, mockoneky Thl caM He HAXOAWIIBCS
BHYTPU XPUCTHAHCKOTO OmbITa. HuKakol yM, HUKakoW TalaHT, HUKaKas
JyIIE€BHAsl U30LIPEHHOCTh TYT HE MOMOXKET. Thl CIUILKOM YMHO, CIIHIIKOM
TOHKO, CJIMIIKOM IIcuxojoruyHo numems o Ilackane. [na Teb6s
packpeiBaeTca Ilackaip JHUIIB CO CTOPOHBI IICUXOJOTMYECKOro, a He
PETUrno3HOro omnbiTa. Bepyromwmii ects a1t TeOs TUIIb TICUXOIOTHYESCKHA

sxcnepument. s’

Thus from the perspective of Berdyaev, Shestov wastaken in reading
Christian thinkers from an agnostic, epistemoldgicesition exterior to Christian
experience. This was Berdyaev's main issue withsfivs epistemological
searchings and the reason for his famous dubbinghefstov as a scepfi®®

Arjakovski has commented that Shestov has no dedfeagainst Berdyaev's

critique:

3¢ | etter from Berdyaev to Shestov (end 1923-earlg4)9n Baranova-ShestovZhizn' L'va
Shestova: po perepiske i vospominaniiam sovremehiko 286.

“37 bid. I, p. 290-1.

38 Berdiaev/Filosofiia tvorchestva, kul'tury i iskusstvia p. 222.
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[Chestov] veut permettre a ’lhomme souterrain dieebson thé. Or il a les
mains nues. Il ne peut et ne veut rien expliquarséule arme dont il dispose

et qui permet d’esquiver toutes les attaques deli8&r est son talent

littéraire**°

Indeed, if Shestov's stance is indefensible fronrdBaev’'s perspective, the
reverse is equally true, a fact which no doubt ant® for the perpetual debate

built into their tempestuous friendship.

A final critical divergence between the two thirkereadings of Dostoevsky is
that Berdyaev’'s, like so many before it, hingestbe notions of cultural and
historical relativism observed in the ‘modernigiadings of the previous chapter,
while Shestov’s existential reading is radicallyisédrical. In keeping with the
overarching historicity of Berdyaev’s worldview, Btoevsky’'s thought is
interpreted as a turning point in intellectual digtand the beginning of a new
era in the history of Christianity. This he con@svas a transition from

transcendentalism to immanentism, and as the hiat@nd of humanisr°

Typical of previous modernist readings, historicdgmes hand in hand with
cultural relativism. Berdyaev’'s thought is undergd by the subtext of the
‘Russian idea’ inherited from Romantic discourserdaev shares Dostoevsky's
idea that the Russian soul is inherently other tfo BEuropean counterpart.
Typically this opposition is equated to geograph@aansiveness, and notes that

the ‘more astute’ minds of Europe are aware of‘tis

3% Antoine Arjakovski, "Léon Shestov et Nicloas Bewli: une amitié orageuse," lréon
Chestov: Un philosophe comme les autr&s&hiers de I'émigration rusgfaris: Inst. des études
slaves, 1996), p. 145.

40 Berdiaev/Filosofiia tvorchestva, kul'tury i iskusstv, p. 49.

441 bid., II, p. 105.
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JlocToeBckuii  mccnenoBad OeCKOHEUHBIE BO3MOXKHOCTH YEIOBEUECKOM
oy, GopMBI U TIpenenbl IYIIW 3alaJHO-eBPONEHCKO, ee KynbTypHas
CBSI3aHHOCTh U PAIlMOHANIbHAS 3aTBEPACIOCTh ObLIN ObI MIPETITCTBUEM JIJIS
TaKOTO pojia uccieaoBanuii. Bor mouemy JloCTOEBCKHUIT MBICIMM TOJBKO B

Poccun u TonmbKko pycckas aylia MOXKET OBITh MaTepHajioM, Hall KOTOPhIM

442
OH COBEpLIaJl CBOH OTKPBITHUS.

Berdyaev thus retained certain Romantic assumptiegarding Russian culture.

Shestov was highly critical of thf8> If Shestov’s thought penetrated more
deeply in France than the more widely-read BerdyasWercadé has argu&,

it is doubtlessly due to the comparative cosmoaoigm and ‘secularism’ of his

religious existential enquiry: dogmatic in essen&erdyaev's reading is

accessible only to those already on his side.

What this comparison has brought to light is thathsfundamental differences
exist between Shestov's and Berdyaev’s reading@stoevsky, that the question
arises as to whether they may indeed be meanigghuficketed together as
‘existential’. The most significant novelty of tlexistential reading in relation to
earlier romantic readings lay in its conceptiontlod ‘void,” the psychological

trauma associated with a rejection of objectivibe resultant loss of the absolute
and of certainty per se: the ‘death of God' thaetksche's madman had
proclaimed. Most other aspects of existential thuditerature and criticism,

intertwine closely with the tenets of romanticisBerdyaev’'s reading interacts

with no such voida priori moral values remain for him supreme and indubiabl

442 |bid., Il, p. 107.

443 See, for example, Shestov's 1907 critique of #spect of lvanov’s thought in “Viacheslav
Velikolepnyi” (1907) (omitted from French and Ergjlieditions ofPotestas Claviujnin Shestov,
Sochineniiap. 243-4.

444 jean-Claude Marcadé, "Proniknovenie russkoi mysslirantsuzskuiu sredN. A. Berdiaev
& L. I. Shestov" in Russkaia religiozno-filosofskaia mysl' XX velkal. N. T. Poltoratskii
(Pittsburghh: Pittsburghh Univ Press, 1975), p..150
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As Zenkovsky rightly observed:

I'noceomorus u MeTaq)I/ISI/IKa OYEeHb TMOKH Y HETO — OHH IOCITYIIHO CJICAYIOT

3a €ro 4yBCTBAMH, a B YyBCTBaX CBOUX OH IPEKAC BCEIO U OoIbIIIe BCETO

445
MOPAJIHCT.

Berdyaev’s reading, like his philosophy, remainat tbf a romantic moralist, for
all his recourse to a more fashionable existentiatabulary. Ultimately,
Valevi¢ius was not unjust in contrasting the novelty oleS8bv's subjectivist
existential reading of Dostoevsky, to Berdyaev'duaion of the novelist to

conventional Christian anthropolo8f.

The work was successful and widely read in FraBsgdyaev was among the
most thoroughly integrated of Russian émigré thiake the French milieu and
his study of Dostoevsky went to numerous editidfs Berdyaev's

correspondence in the archive at RGALI containsraber of elucidating private
critiques of his study by key French intellectuddaritain, in an undated letter,

also offered criticism of Berdyaev’s moralist reagiof Dostoevsky:

Ce livre sur Dostoievski me semble trés importantrgcomprendre votre
conception du monde. Il est plein de ---- [motsZmaables et
merveilleusement stimulants. C’'est sur le chapitwacernant la liberté
que j'ai le plus de réserves a faire. Cette diajaet dostoievskienne de la
liberté est certainement chrétien [sic.], mais dthristianisme qui se
pense grace a une idéologie hégélienne. Je creisigDostoievski avait
eu de l'acte_surnaturaline conception plus explicite, il n’aurait pas
transporté ainsi dans la trame de la nature et'osejainsi parler
métaphysiqué la doctrine paulinienne de la loi eetla liberté (car c’est
toujours & cela qu’on revierit!§

445 7enkovskii,Istoriia russkoi filosofij I1, p. 304.

446 Andrius Valewvéius, Lev Shestov and his Times: Encounters with Branfigstoy, Dostoevsky,
Checkhov, Ibsen, Nietzsche and Husfeew York: Peter Lang, 1993), p. 41.

7 G, Struve Russkaia literatura v izgnanfParizh: YMCA-Press, 1984), p. 194-5.

448 "Pis'ma Maritena Zhaka (Maritain Jacques) N. ArdBaievu na frants. iazyke," (Menton,
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A letter from Charles du Bos describes re-readligprit de Dostoievskguring

a “crise de foie,” suggestive that Berdiaev’s prbas more potential for soothing
than stimulation for the Christian read&t.Schloezer, as a partisan of Shestov’s
thought, wrote critically of Berdiaev's readiftf. Berdyaev defended his book

from Schloezer’s attack in a letter to Shestov:

llmenep, TBOH NepeBOAYNK, €AWHOMBINUICHHHK, Hamucal B Cogpem.
3anucku perieH3nio o Moel kaure o JJoctoeBckoM. 3aMeTh, 94TO TO, 9TO OH
TOBOPHUT 000 MHE M MPOTHUB MEHS, OH MOT Obl CKa3aTh HMPOTUB BCSKOTO
BEPYIOLIEr0 YellOBeKa, BCIKOTO XpUcTHaHWHA. OH HE MPUHHMAET CaMoOro
haxra Beps.*>!

Jean Wahl, French existential philosophy’s acadeexponent, writes to
Berdyaev in an unpublished letter that “Aucun érivn’a pour moi un plus
grand interét [que Dostoievskif®> Wahl's principle issue with Dostoevsky
coincides with Nietzsche’s: Dostoevsky’s conceptdrhumility and abnegation
(though Wahl does not specify whether this is aigence for an implied slave
psychology or slave morality). “C’est la ce qui Mmignerait d’'une partie de
'oeuvre de Dostoievski,” writes Wahl, in line witBhestov's removal of this
theme from his reading of Dostoevsky. Wahl goestmmuestion Berdyaev’s

ethical universalism, again in parallel to Shestand also Gide’s ‘Nietzschean

readings:

Si je me permettais de poser une interrogatiorecatcelle-ci: le bien et
le mal sont-ils toujours aussi séparés pour Doss&iequ'il semble
d’aprés vos pages? N'ont-ils pas tous deux leurcpre réel? ---- [Dieu?]?

Dimanche) Fond 1496(Moskva: RGALI, [19307]) Opis’ 1, Ed. Khr. 605, Ro71, p. 2.

449 "Pis’ma diu Bosa Sharla (du Bos Charles) N. A.dBgievu na frants. iazykeFond 1496
(Moskva: RGALI) Opis’ 1, Ed. Khr. 367, Dok. 4.

450 Baranova-Shestovahizn' L'va Shestova: po perepiske i vospominansamremenikavl, p.
286.

451 | etter from Berdyaev to Shestov (end 1923 — eBB4) in ibid., |, p.286.

452 "pis'ma Valia Zhana (Wahl Jean) N. A. Berdiaieval frants. iazyke,'Fond 1496(Moskva:
RGALI, 1920-1930 [1929-30]), Opis' 1, Ed. Khr. 378.
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Ne valent-ils pas I'un par l'autre? Et le péchéstvié pas d'aprés les
paroles de Zossime que vous citez la ressemblantardour dévoué? Et
I'amour dévoué ne transfigure-t-il pas tout ou gtute conserve-t-il pas
tout? La boue resplendit dans le soleil; I'ame basan puits infini;- et les

---- [gens?] des ------- n'ont-ils pas donc un atpge --- ------------ ? -
Peut-étre par ¢ca aussi Dostoievski se rapprochai¢ icertaines sectes
gnostiques®®

The most interesting reaction for the current stuehuld have been that of
Marcel. Sadly little remains of his correspondemdth Berdiaev, despite their
well-known affiliation. What does, however, remairthe archive at RGALI is a
letter clearly indicating that Marcel took efforssich that the work might be
republished?* The correlations between the two thinkers haveeived

insufficient critical attention, despite Wahl hagirobserved long ago that
Berdiaev and Marcel stood apart from other philbsop of existence in France
in that they identified a genuine possibility fanemunication between the self
and the other (the ‘I’ and the ‘thol> If Marcel was unique among French
existential thinkers in this regard, the fact th& reading of Dostoevsky and
Ivanov hinges on this notion invites further, inptie research into both his
historical and conceptual connection to Berdiaey @nRussian émigré thought

at large.

453 H
Ibid.
454 "Pis’ma Marselia Gabrielia (Marcel Gabriel) N. Berdiaievu na frants. iazyke," (28 Oct.),
Fond 1496(Moskva: RGALI) Opis’ 1, Ed. Khr. 608, Dok. 18.
5% Wahl, Philosophies of Existencp.81.
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Gabriel Marcel, Dostoevsky and Russian thought

The contribution of Gabriel Marcel, France’s highpsofile religious existential

philosopher, to the existential interpretation obsibevsky in France, was
particularly marked by his close involvement in Bias émigré circles. Marcel
was as a participant at the Studio Franco-Russe l§gdow) an attendant at
Berdyaev’s salon, a close friend of Schloezer, mthused reader of lvanov and

Shestov.

In an early essay on Pushkin in 1923, Marcel ofersinsight into his initial,
cosmopolitan approach to Russian culture: “nousreaujui occupons une
position excentrique par rapport au slavisme, lasiuest tout autre chose: c’est
une note singuliere de la gamme universelle, ute ada fois pure, plaintive et
trés légérement désaccordé® "Following the war, Revolution and the arrival
of the émigrés, national stereotypes were incrghsinooming into question,
being discussed and gradually unravelled. In 19@4ycel’'s first essay on
Dostoevsky hinges refreshingly little on the Russ&ss that had been of such
importance to previous commentators (with the etioapof Shestov). Marcel
offers a sober and insightful psychological readipge-emptive of aspects of
what he would later term inter-subjectivity: a dalcaspect of his existential

philosophy.

Marcel's essay, a review of Schloezer’s translatbhe Eternal Husbandyn

56 Gabriel Marcel, "La Dame de Pique de Poushkingpituction d’André Gide, traduit par
Schiffrin et B. de Schloezer »)Nouvelle Revue Francaiseno. 21 (1923), p. 626.
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one level resembles Gide’s treatment of the sant& (tbe previous year) in its
focus on Dostoevsky’s modernism and his radical aegpn of existing
psychological categories. However, Marcel penedratmnsiderably further than
Gide towards an understanding of the workings iaf tiew psychology. Marcel’s
conception is inter-relational rather than indiatistic. As such Marcel moves a
step away both from Gide’s and from Shestov’s megslitowards his developing
concern for inter-subjectivity. For Marcel, the Daevskian relationship is an
“@tre qui existe par lui-méme, qui commande les actes pgsonnages entre
lesquels elle s’est créée et dont ils sont au fondpables de prendre tout & fait
conscience®’ Such a conception of relationships as agents ‘camnaing’
participant-subjects subverts Cartesian conceptioos the individual
agent-subject. This marks a significant transiti@tween individualist readings
of Dostoevsky such as Gide’s and Shestov’s, towiatds, post-modern readings

such as Girard’s, in emphasising inter-subjectivity

Marcel's reading also resonates with Bakhtin’s irecagnising this
inter-subjectivity as the quintessence of Dostoggskesthetic and psychological
innovation, and also as an inalienable aspectehtiman condition historically
misrepresented in Western thougtit.Marcel draws comparison to Proust as the
epitomy of [French] individualist psychology and torresponding aesthetics of

the novel:

57 Gabriel Marcel, "LUEternel mari de Dostoievski draB. de Schloezer,Nouvelle Revue
Frangaise2, no. 22 (1924), p. 767.

58 While it seems improbable that Marcel could hameoeintered Bakhtin's writings (that were
little-known and untranslated in France until shogfter Marcel's death), Vizgin observes that
Bakhtin was a sympathetic reader of Marcel; se®.Wizgin, Filosofiia Gabrielia Marselia:
Temy i variatsiiSankt-PeterburgMir, 2008), p. 488.
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Nos catégories sont ici en défaut, mais surtous shoute ce monadisme
spontané dont l'ceuvre de Proust est peut-étre rbsgmon la plus
rigoureusement cohérente. Pour un Proust il nigrm il ne peut rien y avoir
entre des étres; ce matntre est ici absolument vide d’application; pour
Dostoievski c'est, semble-t-il, le contraire qui @si; et peut-étre ce qui est
en moin’est-il concevable qu’en fonction de ce qui estreermoi et les
autres®™

Marcel's perspective has the potential to be hightgductive: Dostoevsky’s
impassioned characters are no longer victims ofr thassions; rather they
respond to a matrix of contending, often internaliysfunctional relationships.
The intersecting love triangles Birothers Karamazqvfor example, are clearly

an exploration of this.

There is a definite ‘dramatological’ aspect to Macperception of Dostoevsky’s
psychological innovation - as was the case withndwaand Bakhtin. From

Marcel's perspective, Dostoevsky's outlandish plotsjected by so many
previous critics, are plausible insofar as actiaresdriven by relation rather than
character. Such an approach to the psychologicakimgs of The Eternal

Husbandis justified by the very title. ‘Eternal husbandsignates a character
type, coined by Velchaninov to describe Trusot3kye term proves insufficient
when the characters’ relationship develops beytmihitial boundaries, positing
an insufficiency of ‘character’ as determinant ofi@an, or more precisely, to the

subordinance of character to relation; of subjégtio inter-subjectivity.

In this initial essay of 1924, Marcel has chosea ohDostoevsky’s most secular

5% Marcel, "L'Eternel mari de Dostoievski trad. B. Sehloezer," p. 767.
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works of fiction for analysis, and relationshipse anderstood from a secular
perspective. This would change by Marcel's nexagss the Russian novelist. It
was not until 1929 that Marcel (and a curious cisEssion of French modernists)
converted to Catholicisi#t’ From around this time, inter-subjectivity took an

decidedly more religious slant in Marcel’s philobagal writings.

In 1932, Marcel read IvanovBostoevsky: Tragedy — Myth — Mysticisipon its

publication in German translatidi® Marcel's reaction appeared in Italian
translation just a year later. Marcel’s intentiaadhoeen to initiate (and preface —
presumably with the French original of the Italiarticle) the publication of

lvanov's influential study in Frencli? Ivanov's reading of Dostoevsky dates
from the first wave of proto-existential interprigas of the Silver Age. It seems
to have resonated significantly with Marcel, to thdent that when reading his

article it is difficult to disentangle Ivanov’s te€tions from Marcel’s.

The metaphysical focus of lvanov’s reading strateggresponded to Marcel’s.
Both see in Dostoevsky’s novels “un certo misteriagessaggio, riferentisi alla
pit intima struttura della realtd.” (a certain ngygus message referring to the

most intimate structure of realit§)> lvanov’s reading, while expressed in the

40 gee Stephen Schloessdazz Age Catholocism: Mystic Modernism in Post-Waris
(1919-1933)Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2005), p32

%81 The edition was Ivanov, VIDostojewskij: Tragddie-Mythos-Mysti/ iibingen: J.C.B. Mohr,
1932).

462 \/izgin informs that this project was interrupteyl & publishing crisis in the early-mid 1930s
and never saw fruition; see VizgiRilosofiia Gabrielia Marselia: Temy i variatsip. 499.

463 Gabriel Marcel, "L'Interpretazione dell'opera dodboievski secondo Venceslao Ivanol,”
Convegno. Rivista di letteratura e di arteo. 8-12 (1933), p. 274. Extended quotations with
translations (kindly provided by Paola Vacca andilignRyder) have been included in the
following discussion on account of the unavailapibf the text in translation and because the text
remains little-known to Marcel scholars (it is, example, absent from the 1984 bibliography of
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lexicon of symbolism with its reference to archetlypnyths, hinges on a
conception of the Self and Other that Marcel argioexistential thinkers would

reiterate:

[IpoHukHOBEHHE eCTh HEKMii transSCensusyObekTa, Takoe ero COCTOsHHE,
IIPU KOTOPOM BO3MOXKHBIM CT@HOBUTCSI BOCIPHUHHMATh UyXO€ £ HE Kak
OOBEKT, a KaK Ipyroi cyobekT. [...] ‘Thl ech’ — He 3Ha4MT Ooyiee ‘ThI
MIO3HAEIIBCS MHOIO, KaK CyIUil’, a ‘TBoe OBbITHE NepeXUBAETCA MHOIO, KaK

Moe, TBOMM OBITHEM s CHOBa IMo3Haro cebst cymmm’. ES, ergo sum?6*

Marcel found the essence of Dostoevsky's conceptibmiuman existence in
Ivanov’s notion that the recognition of the otherafellow subject represents

both an affirmation and negation of the self:

Da cui la formula paradossale e per un cartesiaadicalmente
inintelligibile: Es, ergo sumLidealismo che dichiarandola impensabile
sopprime la priorita defu seidi fronte alllo sonq di regola finisce nella
solitudine, nella disperazione, nell'odio. La trdgedostoievskiana mette
in luce la dialettica catastrofica che ha origimeunh irrealismo deTu; se

io mi limito a sognare l'altro, tutto mi e lecitd;sogno non ha diritti sul
sognatore, che € libero ma di una liberta disiogtirnon creatrice; io
posso uccidermi e assieme col mio io posso uccidaerenondo che ha
stanza solo in me — e non io, certamente, ho leiradgquel mondo.

(Hence, the paradoxical formula that is radicallyintelligible for a
Cartesian mindEs, ergo sumThe idealism that outrules the possibility of
this conception suppresses the priority normaliyegito the ‘you are’ in
favour of the ‘I am’, and usually ends up in loneks, desperation, hate.
Dostoevsky’s tragedy highlights the catastrophataditic that originates in
the unrealism of the ‘you’; if | limit myself to daming the other,
everything is legitimate; the dream has no rigwsrdhe dreamer, who is
free but whose freedom is destructive, not creativaan kill myself and
together with my ‘I’ I can kill a world that is reanly for me, and it is not
me, of course, who has roots in that Wof’ﬂﬁ.)

Marcel's works and from the current bibliography dhe Gabriel Marcel Society:
http://gms.lemoyne.edu/biblio.htm#bibfr).

464 Viiacheslav lvanovSobranie sochinenié vols. (Brussels: Foyer Oriental Chrétien, 198V)
p. 502.

%% Marcel, "L'Interpretazione dell'opera di Dostoikivsecondo Venceslao Ivanov," p. 276.
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Marcel's words are pertinent to the discussionatr®’s thought below, in which
the possibility of an individualist solution to theroblem of the Absurd is
contrasted to religious and inter-subjective ma8&ldt is in this contrast that
Ivanov and Marcel identify the crux of Dostoevskiyidictment of humanism:

L'umanesimo avra [...] preparato I'avvento di unaistic che sara invero
solo una super-animalita, e che si distinguera lpersua forza di
accentramento, di subordinazione.

(Humanism will have [...] prepared the advent of aisty that is indeed
nothing but a super-animality, distinguishableifsiforce of centralisation
and subordinatiorfy.’

In Dostoevsky’s fiction, Marcel follows lvanov iropiting the development of a

conception of man radically opposed to individuatis

Infatti la personalita ha, agli occhi di Dostoieyskna natura antinomica.
Indubbiamente, come sostanza, essa € una, malguétdole possibili
divisioni interiori di cui e suscettibile; & unagrphe riflette o esprime a
suo modo un’unitd superiore e infrangibile; ma mealtesso tempo non
forma un mondo chiuso; anzi, proprio dal fatto séere fondata su di un
principio d'unita assoluta, essa trae il potersidgolarizzarsinel senso
metafisico di questo termine, di isolarsi, di tagh i legami che la
uniscono alle altre personalita.

(Each personality has, according to Dostoevskyamtinomical nature.
Undoubtedly, in essence, it is one, despite alptiesible interior divisions
that it is susceptible to. It @nebecause it reflects or expresses in its own
way a superior and unbreakable unity. Nevertheléssoes not form a
closed world; in fact, due to being founded oniagyple of absolute unity,

a personality takes its power from its ability tis¢ singularly (in the
metaphysical sense of the word); to isolate itgelfut the ties that bind it
to other personalitie$%

Citing Dostoevsky'sDiary of a Writer on the impossibility of delineating Self

from Other, Marcel comments:

66 See pages 195-198 of the current thesis.
%7 bid., p. 279.
“%8 bid., p. 275.
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Vi é qui, oso affermarlo, una concezione straond@maente profonda, che
anticipa le piu recenti e ardite dottrine filosbic Dostoievski ha visto
con inaudita chiarezza che l'idea di una specigetimitazione oggettiva
delle personalita [...] contradditoria.

(Here 1 find an extremely profound conception that, my opinion,
anticipates the most recent and courgeous philésaiptdoctrines.

Dostoevsky has seen clearly that the idea of aactibg delimitation of
personalities [...] is contradictory per §&)

This notion takes on metaphysical purport insofathe embodied subject comes
into being in a necessarily peopled world: a warldich presents itself to the
subject via the other. This conception takes orysticquality in his writings, as
Being can only be conceived as a unity by referéadbe unity of divine Being,
such that, in Pattison’s words, “God is [...] coneglvin the language of
ontology.”"® Inter-subjectivity thus also takes on a religisignificance, which
resonates closely with the Silver Age discussiosaifornost’ a key aspect of

Berdyaev's and Ivanov’s readings of Dostoev&Ry.

Marcel was critical of philosophical stances thainaeived of individual
being-in-the-world prior to the consideration ofetlother (since the world
presents itself to thé as aThod. His mystic and ‘harmonious’ conception of
inter-subjectivity is opposed to the antagonistelf-ether relations in the
understanding of atheist existentialism (such atr&s dissociablétre pour soi
andétre pour les autrgs Dostoevsky’s fiction had explored the dispaligtween
these stances at length. The Self, if alienateah f@hrist, Dostoevsky conceived

as capable of only an antagonistic relation toQlteer. For Dostoevsky, this was

%% bid., p. 275.

70 pattison Anxious Angels: A Retrospective View of ReligioxistEntialism p. 264.

"1 Vizgin agrees that the distinction between the twtions is ‘stylistic.” See VizgirFilosofiia
Gabrielia Marselia: Temy i variatsiipp. 501-502.

172



the inescapable paradox of secular humanism.

In Dostoevsky’s thought there exists a similar motto sobornost comparable

to Ilvanov’s or Berdyaev's and to Marcel’s inter-gdivity. The key to this,
contrary to later religious thinkers, was guilt, @ Zosima’s doctrine:s¢skuii

M3 HAC TpEX BCEMH BO BCEM BHHOBAT, a s Goxee Beex.”*’? To this sobornost’
Dostoevsky opposedsemstvosecular collective consciousness, the source both
of rational thought and of the cynicism that prélelsi the unconditional love of
the other. It is this secular and Cartesian comwepdf the other that Marcel
criticised in Sartre'd'Etre et le ®ant*’® Sartre had presented human relations
as power struggles and manipulations, flights dmabkes, leading down the dead

end of “I'enfer, c’est les autres.”

The crux is that in Marcel's existential reading@dstoevsky, Being is not an
ontological given, but an ontological exigency: noerely existence but a
complex of existence and subjective experience xiStence, necessarily
coloured by the mystery of an urge to exat** This mysterious exigency to
existfor could, of course, have been conceived and expressttk revelation of
an absence of a comprehensible ontological motirem this perspective,
Marcel can be observed to use the positive vocapofaontology to express the
same absence that Shestov expressed in the negatabulary of absurdism.

The unpublished correspondence of Schloezer andd\larakes reference to the

472 Dostoevskii Polnoe sobranie sochinenkIV, P. 262.
73 Gabriel MarcelThe Mystery of Being vols. (London: Harvill Press, 1950), II, p. 9.
474 bid., II, pp. 34-35.
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initial allure of Shestov’s stance to Marcel. Ardated letter addressed simply to
“cher ami” contains a wealth of Schloezer's reflees on the author of
“Positions et approches concretes du mystére agitple” (thus Marcel, late
1933—early 1934). Schloezer’'s commentary againexlie thought of Shestov.
Explicitly, he writes:

En vous lisant, jai pensé parfois a quelqu'un quels n’aimez pas
beaucoup, je crois, mais que j'aime, et pour qoiyrpgle multiples raisons
dont je vous parlerai peut-étre un jour, jai un@riense reconnaissance,
c’est Chestov. Je lui passe votre li{fe.

Marcel's response is indicative of the influenceeSbv had on his own
intellectual development: “Quant au rapprochemeeteChestov — [ce] qui me
porterait a penser que vous avez raison c’estk\tive émotion, I'énergie de

choc que jai ressenti lorsque j'ai pris contadfiafement avec sa penség®

The disparity between the conclusions reached bly philosopher in his thought
parallels the conclusions of their readings of Dessky. Marcel's article

concludes on Ivanov’s reading of Aliosha’s sermgnhe grave of lliusha:

Il ricordo di lliusha, in quanto egli resta vivo ltiatimo di ognuno, i
preservera dalla disperazione, permettera lorcesistere allo Spirito di
Negazione; ognuno conserva in se la presenzaudcidi come un tesoro
personale e che non si puo perdere. Ma dietro gya®isenza ce n'e
un’altra, che € la vera Presenza — quella del &rist

(The memory of lliusha, insofar as it remains alineesach of them, will
save them from despair, and will allow them to sedshe Spirit of
Negation; each of them conserves in himself thegee of lliusha as a
personal treasure that cannot be lost. Behindpiteisence, however, there

475 Bibliothéque Louis Notari, Fond Schloezer (undfées document).
7% Gabriel Marcel, “Lettre & Boris de Schloezer” (4:9934), Bibliothéque Louis Notari, Fond
Schloezer, BSC13bis.
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is another one, the real Presence: that of CHfist.)

It is fitting that Marcel chooses to grant the fimaord to Aliosha’s sermon since
this was the closing argument of Dostoevsky’s dict(the final chapter of his
final novel), which had for so long been removeahfrthe French version of the
text in Harpéline-Kaminsky’s translation/adaptatiddowever, much like the
dislocated publication of the sermonlassPrécocesMarcel alters the meaning
of the sermon by removing it from the context @& filot. His reading focuses on
the memory and a resultant ‘presence’ of the deckHisisha as a foundation for
the boys’ spiritual communion. However, this intetation undermines the
importance of sin and guilt in this episode anceeul in Dostoevsky’s thought.
The significance of Aliosha’s sermon by the grasenot lliusha’s presence but
his absence: what the children experience, and Wwimals them together is a
haunting experience, intrinsically connected tdrtlbgyn complicity in lliusha’s
death. Thusobornost'is founded on guilt. One religious existentiahtter who
did appreciate this aspect of Dostoevsky's worldvieas Rachel Bespaloff,
writing in 1938: “Dans le monde de Dostoievski, Idaupassion sans limite du
repentir peut scruter I'abime de la cruadt®.Inversely, at the other end of this
spectrum, Bespaloff places Stavroguine: “Chez 8taine, ‘le défi orgueilleux
du coupable au destin’ est ancré dans l'indératénednnaissance du péchHé®
So as Gide had understood Dostoevsky’s fiction gltre axis of pride and
humility (an individualistic axis) so Bespaloff erprets it along the axis of

cruelty and guilt (an inter-subjective ax{&j.

"7 Marcel, "L'Interpretazione dell'opera di Dostoikivsecondo Venceslao Ivanov," p. 280.

478 Rachel BespalofiCheminements et CarrefouBaris: Vrin, 2004), p. 63.

7 bid., p. 60.

80 Marcel regarded Bespaloff’'s thought highly and whe initiator of her posthumous
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Marcel is perhaps the only existential interpreteiDostoevsky to turn a blind
eye to lIvan’s infamous theodicean revolt. As he tevoin his Journal

Métaphysique

La théodicée, c'est I'athéisme. Mais ceci implidik-(en un sens
guelconque) que I'on doive penser Dieu comme d¢tantela le bien et le
mal? Il n’y a pas d’expression plus ambigué quiedal®®

While this interrogation is similar to Dostoevskyis Brothers Karamazqv

Marcel's conclusion (that theodicy is atheism)nsdngruous to Dostoevsky'’s,
who famously proclaimed that his Hosana had beerpéeed by the fires of
doubt?®? Marcel is also here in opposition to Shestov,vitlom doubt — up to
the revolt of Job — was an essential element ofnmgéul faith. While Shestov
found meaning in the confrontation of reason analegion, Marcel refused to
allow religious experience to be confronted by tReclidian mind’, as his

writings on Dostoevsky and lvanov express:

le verita religiose non diventano costrittive parnhente, se non quando
degenerano in principi astratti, cioé se perdonoloito carattere
fondamentale. Qui siamo vicinissimi alla filosofiaun N. Berdiaev, quale
si esprime, per esempio Bpirito e LibertalLa ragione euclidiana e tutta
formale, e si potrebbe forse dire che essa sistfersolo ai possibili.

(religious truths become constrictive for the miodly when they
degenerate, transform themselves into abstractipk&s. That is when
they lose their fundamental principle (charactelgre we are very close to
Berdyaev's philosophy, as explained 8pirit and freedom Euclidian
reason is all formal and one could maybe say thagfers only to the
possible i3

publications, as an unpublished letter to Schloetecidates. See letter from Marcel to B. de
Schloezer (25-3-[19497]). Bibliothéque Notari, fdchloezer, BSC13bis.

81 Gabriel MarcelJournal MétaphysiquéParis: Gallimard, 1927), p. 65.

82 DostoevskyPolnoe sobranie sochinenkXVll, p. 86.

83 Marcel, "L'Interpretazione dell'opera di Dostoikivsecondo Venceslao Ivanov," p. 277.
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Simone Weil, another thinker who has on occasienhstuated in the margins

of the religious existential tradition, read Ivatiteodicy sympathetically:

Discours d'lvan dans ldsaramazov “Quand méme cette immense fabrique
apporterait les plus extraordinaires merveillesi@tcodlterait qu’'une seule
larme d'un seul enfant, moi je refuse.” Jadhérempletement a ce
sentiment®* Aucun motif, quel qu’il soit, qu'on puisse me dennpour
compenser une larme d'un enfant ne peut me faicepaer cette larme.
Aucun absolument que lintelligence puisse conaevdn seul, mais qui
n'est intelligible qu'a I'amour surnaturel: DiewlVvoulu. Et pour ce motif-la
jaccepterais aussi bien un monde qui ne serait mag qu'une larme
d’enfant?®®

Weil, along with Berdyaev, seems in line with Mdixstance that: “Religioms
only for the person who surrenders himself td3€."Religious experience cannot
interact with reason. Dostoevsky had fictionalishis very interaction, but
ultimately came to the same conclusion with his dasty audacious
proclamation that if Christ were proven to lie oittwtruth he would choose
Christ over TrutH®’ Shestov’s writings likewise brought faith and masnto
conflict, but unlike other religious existentialinkers he rejected any such
‘choice’ as Dostoevsky’s, any consolation that wiordduce the conflict, finding

the meaning of faith rather in the conflict itself.

84 \Weil rarely speaks in the first person in this kidFhe question of theodicy is clearly deemed
to be an emphatically personal one.

8% Simone WeilLa Pesanteur et la grac@aris: Plon 1988), p. 90.

86 Gabriel MarcelMetaphysical Journakrans. Bernard Wall (London: Rockliff, 1952), p..84

87 DostoievskiPolnoe sobranie sochinenkXVIlI, 1, p. 176.

177



Dostoevsky atLe Studio Franco-Russe

In 1929 the Studio Franco-Russe was establishdédster and develop existing
intercultural dialogue between French and Russhaigi@ literary elites. The
Studio's monthly debates, which continued until 1,98entered on questions
pertaining to contemporary intercultural exchangfgen with a strong religious
slant. These debates brought together such hidfiieptbinkers and writers as
Berdyaev, Schloezer, Adamovitch, Tsvetaeva, Teffiarcel, Bernanos?®
Crémieux, Valéry, Mauriac and Malraf® The transcripts, originally published
by Péguy in theCahiers de la Quinzaindave recently been republished with an
informative introduction by Leonid Livak (2005). Adbserved with the Décades

at Pontigny, Dostoevsky was top of the Studio’snaige especially emerging

‘modern’ and proto-existential conceptions of tlewelist’s religious thought.

The inaugural meeting, held on the 29 Oct 1929, wdwated debate on the
guestion of “linquiétude dans la littérature cangeoraine.” The controversial
proposition that post-WWI French intellectual coétufor better or worse, shared
a certain anguish and uncertainty with a predafngsian tradition set the tone
for the meetings to follow. The topic was a hot :0Adamovich had already

posited in 1925 that the post-war climate in Frelitehature meant Russians no

“88 Several commentators have grouped the religioosigit of Bernanos with Dostoevsky,
Orthodox thought and existential philosophy. Setigam, Anxious Angels: A Retrospective View
of Religious Existentialisyrpp. 220-221; Robert SpeaiglBeorge Bernanos: A Study of the Man
and the Writer{London: Collins & Harvill Press, 1973), pp. 19; 27, 75. The current thesis has
not explored Bernanos's reception of Dostoevskheaseems to have left no critical writings on
the Russian novelist. Three doctoral theses cuyrenderway in France will soon contribute to
the field of their comparative study.

8% For a detailed list of participants see Livak, &@. Studio Franco-Russpp. 587-612.
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longer held the “monopoly” on andSf. Perhaps an easier claim to defend would
be that intellectuals were increasingly aware ofodernity’ as a common
European experience, and that, in the Franco-Russantext, Dostoevsky
became something of a common language. The folpwiaeting (26 Nov 1929)
on French-Russian and Russian-French literaryuerite’, centred so heavily
around Dostoevsky that the need to hold a separa&ting on the subject of the
novelist became clear, which took place on 18 D&291 A later meeting on the
subject of Gide (25 Mar 1930) also focused heasilyhis relation to Dostoevsky.
The following discussion will examine the transtsipf these three meetings in

terms of the place of Dostoevsky in each debate.

‘Influence’

The first occasion for detailed debate on Dostogvek the extremely broad
theme of intercultural literary influence, was anlightening disaster. Jean
Maxence opened with the age-old anti-cosmopolitaaiguments of Vogué’s
early opponents, asserting the danger of crossfalilicontamination in the

literary sphere:

Rien ne défigure en effet une littérature et unespe comme l'influence
gu’elle peut prendre & I'étranger [...]. Aussi fauseigneusement nous
garder des interférences subtiles de la compréherisincaise et de la

9% “Our monopoly on anxiety, on ‘sacred distress\vigsoe bespokoistvo’) ceases to be a
monopoly.... While there may not be much sanctitgantemporary French literature, its anxiety
is not fake — hence the word inquiétude in evergnEh article about literature” cited in

translation in Livak,How it was done in Parjsp. 25 from Adamovich, G., "O frantsuzskoi

‘inquiétude’ i o russkoi trevoge" 2; idem, ‘Litetahye besedyZvenol133:2 (25-8-1925).
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vision slave du mondée'®®

Note the typical opposition of French ‘comprehensigconnoting reason,
objectivity, accuracy) to a Slavic ‘vision’ (conmgg the mystic and subjective).
Significantly, in order to depict the fundament#fatence between the national
character of France and Russia, Maxence referdh@oFrench reception of

Dostoevsky:

Il suffit pour s’en apercevoir de mesurer toutedistance qui sépare des
interprétations russes de Dostoievski, celles destol par exemple et de
Berdiaev — pourtant opposée en tant de points Fintierprétation frangaise
que tente d’en donner M. Gid¥.

Personal and historical factors are utterly remaosed national intellectual types

alone remain.

Contact with the Russian novel, Maxence asserts, @l a lamentably
denaturing influence on French intellectual lifesning the French against their
own values: “ll n’en est pas qui ait mieux aidé E®ncais a mepriser leur
patrimoine intellectuel et a méconnaitre les loiwfgndes de leur génie
propre.’493 To the ‘profound laws’ of French aesthetics, Maempposes the
‘chasms’ of Dostoevsky’s fiction, again making usiethe established lexicon
dating back to Vogié. When comparing Romain Rol@nés RussesMaxence

states “[Celui de Rolland n’a rien en] commun aVesuvre de Dostoievski. On

n'y trouve pas les gouffres, les abimes d'un Ivarafazov, ni les élans d’'un

491 Maxence, "L'Influence de la littérature russe ks écrivains francais," in Livak, ed.e
Studio Franco-Russe. 73.

92 bid., p. 73.

9% bid., p. 74.
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Aliocha.”*** This ‘chasmic’ reading of Dostoevsky seems to héezome
entrenched by the end of the 1920s, to the extettgrobing this ‘abyss’ and
identifying its workings was deemed futile from tbatset. Maxence tellingly
expresses his preference for Suarés’s interprataier the developed readings
of Gide’s or Shestov’4”® As observed in the previous chapter, Suarés had
contributed positively nothing to the understandioigDostoevsky’s work or

thought, but merely regurgitated second-hand trslisamcerning/ame russe

The debate that followed was somewhat shambolgcuBisants on either side of
the cultural divide, having fumbled around an ingbly vast and vague topic,

fell back on the old national stereotypes. Michat®proclaimed that:

Jusqu’a présent, on n'a pas abordé dans le défmidede la question, car il
s’agit en fait de deux pays qui sont profondéméaingers I'un a l'autre: ‘La
Russie représente jusgu’a nos jours la soumissiordestin; la France
représente la lutte de la volonté contre le dé&tin.

The stenographer records at this point a reassguffgw from Gabriel Marcel.
The debate then descended into tragi-comedy asngpaatellectuals grappled

with an impossible topic. Marcel emerged as a vofiogitical insight:

Il ne suffit pas de découvrir chez Mauriac le sdnspéché pour affirmer
gu’il a été influencé par Dostoevski. Il est damger de chercher une
influence de chaque écrivain étranger sur un éariflancais sensible a
I'atmosphére générale de son épotjlie.

He chastised the sweeping judgements and genetlal df critical rigour of

prevalent approaches to questions of influencherl©30s.

494 bid., p. 75.
49 |bid., p. 76.
49 | jvak, ed.,Le Studio Franco-Russp. 85.
97 bid., p. 86.
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‘Dostoevsky’

The following meeting opened with a paper by Kigditsev offering a fairly
typical émigré reading, reverent of Rozanov's seahinSilver Age
interpretatiorf®® and echoing the tones of Shestov’s existentialinga Again, a
‘chasmic’ lexicon dominates, militating against tical engagement with

Dostoevsky’s aesthetics:

[ST'il vous arrive de plonger votre regard, ne fét-que pour un instant, dans
le gouffre, dans le néant de Dostoievski, vousserwez un choc inoubliable
et dont les traces sont ineffacabl®s.

Dostoevsky, he continues, must be understood nmmgalde novelists but
religious philosophers such as Plato, Pascal asttdtihe® Zaitsev's choice of
fairly ambiguous ‘religious philosophers’ again kge Shestov’s reading and the
Silver Age. Zaitsev further emphasises the themewblt against God as a path

to religious truth, again concurrent with Shest@xsstential thought:

La différence entre Dostoievski et Platon, PasuaN®tzsche ne se confine
pas dans la forme romancée de la philosophie [.a$t@evski n'est pas une
recherche, ni un hymne, une affirmation logiquege uangoisse, une
aspiration, une terreur, une négation de Dieu} ¢éegévolte titanique contre
Dieu qui, sous l'influence de I'amour du Christ,tensforme en ‘*hosannah’
retentissant

Despite these echoes of Shestov in Zaitsev's paparpncludes on a critical note
towards an unnamed, recent, ‘entirely negative’ memtator (most likely

Shestov), stressing the final victory of faith inhriSt over atheism in

98 Kirill Zaitsev, "Le Probléme de Dostoievskpaper presented at the Studio Franco-Russe,
Troisieme Réunion 18 déc 1929,"lie Studio Franco-Russed. Leonid Livak (Toronto Slavic
Review, 2005), p. 97.

4% |bid. p. 92.

%00 pid. p. 93.

01 bid. p. 93.
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Dostoevsky'’s life and work®?

René Lalou’s paper saw Dostoevsky’s thought asstamed attack on western
values’®® He suggests that France’s initial enthusiasm fostBevsky was based

on a misuderstanding:

Devant certains personnages de Dostoievski, ndassabhabitude de nous
écrier: ‘Comme ils sont Russes! Quelle surprise gientendre a présent
Stavroguine nous répondre: ‘Rien ne m’'attache Russie.’ De méme, nous
avions admiré lvan Karamazov. Nous voyons mainteqatil n'existe que

pour se faire écraser. Donc, il nous fallut sus@urs points faire machine

en arriére, admettre que le vrai héros pour Dosskietait Aliocha™

He nonetheless concludes on the value of Frenam-deatric readings, for all
their distance from Dostoevsky’s authorial intentitFrancais, je constate un tel
enrichissement dans ces diverses images de ‘riabistbievski, que je demande

la permission de les garder toutes, avec leurgaiotions.®*®

Once again, the debates that followed were heafiedlimir Pozner was highly
critical of Zaitsev, for following the Silver Ageadition of reading Dostoevsky as
a metaphysician and prophet rather than as a stv@ozner goes as far as to
lament that psychologists and theologians haveuptred the right to interpret

Dostoevsky rather than leaving this business ¢odity critics:

La critique littéraire n'est pas un prétexte a desversations sur des sujets
philosophiques a propos d'un livre donné. [...] Unédlogien, qui
n'admettrait jamais qu’'un historien de la littérait des théories sur la

%02 |bid. pp. 99-100.

%03 | alou, "Dostoievski et L'Occident (Paper deliveré®e Réunion du Studio Franco-Russe, 18
déc 1929)," in (ed.) LivaK,e Studio Franco-Russp. 106.

%04 Zaitsev, "Le Probléme de Dostoievsgaper presented at the Studio Franco-Russe, &nuisi
Réunion 18 déc 1929," in (ed.) Livdke Studio Franco-Russp. 100.

%05 |bid. p.108.
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Divinité d’'apres I'oeuvre romanesque d’'un écrivain,croit autorisé a faire
des incursions dans un domaine qui lui est étraffger

While Pozner’s exclusionist stance is extreme, teschighlight a deficiency in
the dominant interpretations of Dostoevsky of theriqn: their failure to
incorporate aesthetics into their readings. Berdgagtudy, for example, had at

no point meaningfully engaged with Dostoevsky'srhiry aesthetic”

Much of the discussion centred on Dostoevsky a®mlist. R.P. Léon Gillet, a
French orthodox priest, comments that many Frenohimeve turned to the

Orthodox church, inspired by Dostoevsky, and tobatttiem, Aliosha is not only

508
€

the protagonist of thBrothers Karamazowut a way of life?”" Gaito Gazdanov,

like Shestov, rejects any moralist reading:

En ce qui concerne cette éternelle question: ‘cominfaut-il vivre?’
Dostoievski ne nous a rien dit de positif, et, ltBars, il est tout a fait
évident que le phénomeéene de Dostoievski est quellgose qui se trouve de
l'autre c6té de la vie pratique. [...] Dire que lesolin de Dostosievski est
celui qu'il faut suivre, c’est le voir sous une liéme absolument fauss®.

The conclusion reached by K. Zaitsev is that whhe debate surrounding
Dostoevsky’s fiction was a heated one, the divisi@nd affiliations that it

revealed did not relate to the nationalities ofgheticipants:

Il'y aici des Francgais qui étaient avec moi etRasses qui approuvaient M.
Lalou. [...] [N]otre réunion d'aujourd’hui démontreug cette différence
échappe a nos origines nationales. C'est une cdasmnvtrés précieuse, et
gu’il faut marquer comme un pas essentiel danagpnochement intellectuel

506 | es Débats" in Livak, edLe Studio Franco-Russpp. 111-112.

07 1t is for this reason, for example, that his rotimmterpretation of the Grand Inquisitor as
‘revelation’ can remain oblivious to Dostoevskyspiitation of the uncanny in the preceding
chapter and the means of the ambiguous embeddethtexgh which Ivan’s ‘poem’ attains its
supra-textual narrative status.

%08 | jvak, ed.,Le Studio Franco-Russpp. 113-114.

0% bid., p. 118.
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entre Russes et FrancaiS.

This conclusion is indeed of purport, as it prootkat Dostoevsky served

successfully as a platform for meaningful intenetdt communication.

‘André Gide’

The question of the connection between DostoevaklyGide was a key one for
the participants of the Studio Franco-Russe. Indiggussion of ‘influence’,

Maxence had judged that:

[O]n ne retrouve dans aucune des ceuvres de Gidénflnence vraiment

authentique de Dostoeievski [...]. Aucun [de ses@erages] ne vit de cette
vie des profondeurs qui donne aux héros de Dostkiiawme si étrange
puissance humairé®

Maxence gives little indication of what an ‘authehinfluence might constitute
other than an achievement of the “étrange puisSarsfc@ostoevsky. Maxence’s
approach was thus to assess whether Gide ‘measpidd Dostoevsky (in the
vaguest of terms) rather than examining how Gidelgels were in dialogue with
Dostoevsky’s. Maxence is highly representative his trespect: most of the
subsequent discussion of the two novelists focusedhether or not Gide had
passed the Dostoevsky test. Once more, the debadenaive and polarised.
However, once again the polarisation was often@i@ireshingly non-national
lines in comparison to previous discussion of Degstty in France. Adamovich,

for example, addressed Gide's unpopularity in Ryisghich he accounts for as a

*1% bid., pp. 119-120.
®11 Maxence, "L'Influence de la littérature russelearécrivains frangais," p. 77.
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non-adherence to stereotypes Russian readers eddeain French literaturd?
He also spoke of a superiority of Gide’s fictionRostoevsky's, in terms of the

personal authenticity of experiences conveiféd.

The significance of the Studio Franco-Russe, adrdrescribed debates attest at
every page, is that they brought all of the cultiaad national stereotypes
discussed in the previous two chapters to the seinehere their deconstruction
could begin. Dostoevsky was crucial to this insa@farhe split participants along

non-national lines.

Conclusion

This chapter has highlighted that Russian Silvee Agpught in emigration and
France’s developing religious existential movemeete in dialogue in the 1920s
and 30s, and that Dostoevsky was both a commorceairinspiration to both
and a meeting ground. Pattison warns against titetey to interpret the history
of religious existentialism as “a progressive doraton of the
nineteenth-century experience of Kierkegaard, Nigte and Dostoevsky™*
He adds, however, that such an interpretation waooltetheless be “much more
plausible” than the commonly held notion that religs existentialism was a

second-order, pious counterpart to Sartre and Idgitées projects™® My

°12 Adamovich, "André Gide," p. 197.

513 |bid., p. 198.

°14 pattison Anxious Angels: A Retrospective View of ReligioxistEntialism p. 262.
1% |bid., p. 262.
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analysis has clearly shown that the existentiatliregs of Dostoevsky, such as
Shestov’s and Schloezer’'s, were far from “domestoa,” but rather
radicalisations of existential motifs in Dostoevskyhought. Berdyaev's more
romantic reading attempted to reunite this expegdn Christian dogma. Marcel,
drawing from Dostoevsky’s fiction through the leas Russian philosophical
commentary, homed in on the concepts of inter-stibge religious experience.
The analysis of the discussions of Dostoevsky at3tudio Franco-Russe has
suggested that national stereotypes continued neage and at times obstruct
intercultural dialogue. However, in the case of idessky, a common ground
was achieved: Dostoevsky did divide discussantssipaately, but along
non-national lines; an experience that participahé&nselves recognised as an

important step towards meaningful, cosmopolitaaritultural exchange.
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Chapter 4: Dostoevsky and the French existentialistovel

Proto-existentialist readings such as Shestov's @ik’s had dissociated the
Christian humanism of Dostoevsky’s fiction from sgbversive, anti-humanist
representations of atheist thought. From the 128804 the latter became
increasingly important to the thinkers and writexssociated with France’s
non-religious existentialist movements as they ctotbe fore. The backlash that
‘modern’ interpreters like Gide had launched agawgyiié and his generation

had been remarkably successful. André Malraux leatal

Nous avons d'abord connu Dostoievski par des ttamhg élémentaires, des
ceuvres amputées de murs entiers, des préfacegdairaient & contre-jour
en le présentant comme un Dickens rus&e.”

Mistrustful of initial readings and translations filneir humanitarian bent, they
embraced the modern reading, refracted through &k Shestov, despite this
being equally slanted in the opposite direction.e Tiesultant existentialist
readings of Dostoevsky have the same focus on esiat revolt and
(secularised) theodicy as the religious forerunndmvever, they differ crucially
from the readings of Gide, Berdyaev and Marcel w&bard to the concepts of
abnegation and intersubjectivity. The focus remaindvan Karamazov, Kirilov

and, of course, thdotes from Underground

| have chosen to restrict analysis to three authalsan-Paul Sartre, Louis-René
des Foréts and Albert Camus — not only in lighth#ir extensive intertextual

engagement with Dostoevsky’s oeuvre, but also thmErodic intertextual

°1% André MalrauxEuvres compléte@aris: Gallimard, 2010), p. 740.
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dialogue with each other via the Dostoevskian hgpiotThrough their respective
‘rewritings’ of Notes from Undergroundand the dialogue that takes place
between these works, a multifaceted image emerdetheo significance of
Dostoevsky'sNotesto the French existentialist tradition. Firstlyetipoint of
contact between Dostoevsky's and Sartre’s fictisn demonstrated via an
intertextual reading ofLa Nausége Erostrate and Dostoevsky’'sNotes from
Underground Foréts'sLe Bavardis then analysed as a parody at once of
Dostoevsky'sNotesand of Sartre’d.a NauséeCamus’s rewritinglLa Chute is
then observed to critique Sartre’s existentialisyn reconfronting it with the
Dostoevskian hypotext. Comparative analysis perraits assessment of the
significance of their intertextual dialogue surrding Dostoevsky’s work as a

contribution to existentialist interpretation of £oevsky’s fiction.

Discussion of the existentialist reception of Dest&ky necessitates
contextualisation within the complex intellectuastbry of the interchange of
ideas between prominent French, Russian and Gesristential movements
spanning the first half of the century. Boscetts lubserved that alongside the
more well-known intermediary roles of Koyré and &eg in the reception of
German philosophy in France at this time, the thowj Shestov and Berdyaev
in many respects prepared the terrain for exisism>'’ Meanwhile, the
Studio Franco-Russe was among the very earliestbatmn grounds for

discussion of Kierkegaard in Franté.Shestov was also among the first to

517 Anna BoschettiThe Intellectual Enterprise: Sartre and Les Tempxd&tnes trans. Richard
C. McCleary (Evanston, IL: Northwestern Univ. Prek388), pp. 62-63.
*1% |bid., p. 64.
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introduce the thought of Husserl to Frante.

What has often been viewed as a bilateral exchhatyggeen German and French
thinkers could thus be reconsidered as a triangg#ahange in which Russia’s
existential movement in literature and religiousiggophy played an active role.
The influence of Russian émigré thought on the kigweent of French
existentialism has rarely received due attentiavsdBetti’s work is an exception
to this, underlining the émigré influence on therkgoof Gabriel Marcel in the
late 20s and early 30s and stressing, at the mioSartre’s philosophy, “the

collective labour rooted in an imported train abtight”>%°

Dostoevsky has often been omitted from discussiofsthe history of
existentialism. As observed in the introductioris thas primarily been because
he was not a philosopher in the strict sense ofirisgtutionalised discipline.
However, the very fact that French existentialissngtituted such an irrefutably
synthetic literary-philosophical movement begs assessment of the place in
this history of Dostoevsky and the philosophic&riry criticism of Russian
émigré philosophy, especially since it is perhapsva all in this transmodality
that French existentialism distinguished itself mdsstinctly from its German
counterpart, as represented by Heidegger and 3aspee significance of this
merging of literary and philosophical discoursesha context of the intellectual

history of an emerging post-modernity is of no dnpairport. Existential and

°1% | éon Chestov, "Memento moriRevue Philosophique de la France et de I'étranger 1/2
(1926) See also Ramona Fotiade, "Evidence et camsei Léon Chestov et la critique
existentielle de la théorie de I'évidence chez Eidssn Léon Chestov: un philosophe pas comme
les autres?ed. N. Struve (Paris: Institut d'études slavé8g}, pp. 111-25.

%20 Boschetti,The Intellectual Enterprise: Sartre and Les Tempusidtnes p. 64-65.
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existentialist movements represented a crucial sitian towards a more
genuinely philosophical literature and genuinelgriary philosophy, Bataille and
Ricoeur, for example, drawing directly from the st®ntial tradition of Shestov

and Dostoevsky*

The difficulty in situating Dostoevsky’s fiction whiin the history of French
existentialism arises from the fact that by the @93as a direct result of the
publications discussed in the previous two chaptées author had been firmly
established as a modern classic. It would therelf@rea more difficult task to
identify French authors that did not read and atfiengage to some extent with
Dostoevsky’s oeuvre around this perfdtl.In the years when WWII unfolded,
Dostoevsky's representation of a fundamental inatibpity between

rationalism and human experience again came tfoteeAs Malraux wrote:

Comme tous les écrivains de ma génération, jadaigrappé par le passage
desFreres Karamazowu Ivan dit: ‘Si la volonté divine implique le sujge
d’un enfant innocent par une brute, je rends mbetb*®

Thus, while the religious conclusions of Dostoevskiiought were far removed

%21 Georges Bataille’8leu du cieland its ‘Dirty’ is another work that has been ipteted with
Notes from Undergrounchs ‘“lintertexte capital’. See Jean-Francois Ltelet'Bataille et
Dostoievski via Thibaudet, Gide, Chestov. Jalorighgence no. 86 (2008), p. 96. On the
publication ofBleu de cigl two years after that dfe Bavard Louis-René des Foréts wrote of
Bataille as the greatest of French novelists, "otiVers angoissé et nocturne des grands romans
de Dostoievski s’ouvre sur la plénitude aériennkimineuse du ciel de midi.” See Louis-René
des Forétsla Cigué no. 1 (janvier, 1948) pp. 35-6. Had the chronmagboundaries of this
study been broader, the arrival of Bakhtin’s regdiri Dostoevsky and its contribution to the
thought of Kristeva and Ricoeur could also havenbeeextremely fertile field of study.

22 Among key authors of the period that recognisedt®evky’s influence over their work and
thought are Malraux and Céline. See, for exampledrd Malraux, Antimémoires(Paris:
Gallimard, 1967), pp. 570-3. See also Shervashid2e,romantizma k ekzistentsializmu:
Tvorchestvo Andre Mal'ro i Al'bera Kamiupp. 65, 98. Céline himself spoke of the
“dostoievskysme” of hid/oyage au bout de la nuih his letter to theNRF accompanying the
manuscript in April 1932. (See Célinsgttres p. 307-8). It is noteworthy that Céline’s novelsh
in turn been identified as the key French influence Sartre’s redrafting ofa Nausée (See
Rhiannon Goldthorpd,a Nauséd€London: Harper Collins Academic, 1991), p. 47).

2% Malraux,Antimémoiresp. 570.
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from those of the secular thinkers discussed is thiapter, the importance of
ideas expressed through Dostoevsky’s novels irfdiraulation and expression

of existentialist thought in France cannot be aakted.

Jean-Paul Sartre

Sartre announced, in ‘LExistentialisme est un hois@e’ (1945): “Dostoievski
avait écrit: ‘si dieu n’existait pas, tout seragrmis.’ C'est la le point de départ de
I'existentialisme.?®® It is thus in his conception of the human conditiand
specifically the interrogation of the limits of ham freedom, that Sartre’s
thought drew from the tradition of Dostoevsky arek treligious existential
thinkers that had fed more directly from Dostoeaskroots. Though Sartre’s
subsequent ethical systemisations would take hievary different direction, in
his earliest works of fiction a dialogue with Dasisky’s thought is distinctly
manifest, and has already attracted a degree oblasth attention®?
Comparison of Sartre’s first novel to Dostoevskydeed, preceded its
publication: Brice Parain, an editor at Gallimaah reading the draft oka

Nauséecampared it immediately to Dostoevsk.

524 J.-P. Sartrd,'Existentialisme est un humanisiiiaris: Gallimard, 1996), p. 39.

%25 By far the most profound of these is Erofeev'sjchtackled the two authors in terms of their
opposition to secular humanism. Mileshin has alszathed the question, and, more recently,
Nikolaevskaia’s doctoral research: see Erofedlgiti v cheloveke chelovekaMileshin,
Dostoevskii i frantsuzskie romanisty pervoi polgvidX veka T. E. Nikolaevskaia, "F. M.
Dostoevskii kak predtecha evropeiskogo ekzisteliggia" (Tezis, Kandidat filosofskikh nauk,
Moskva, RGGU, 1999). Goldthorpe also highlightst®&s “fascinated reading of Dostoevsky
alongside that of Jaspers” as the inspiration fartr®'s representation of madness. (see
GoldthorpeLa Nauségp. 30).

26 | ettre & Simone de Beauvoir (30-4-1937), in JS&tre,Lettres au Castor et & quelques
autres (1926-1939ed. Simone de Beauvoir, 2 vols., (Paris: Gallona983), |, p. 115.
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Since first publicationLa Nauséehas been recognised as a radical departure
from the French tradition of the philosophical nipwe which questions ahceurs
were discussed within the strict confines of theeatistic form. This is not the
tradition to which Sartre adheres: the form andception of the novel is
remodelled around its philosophical subject magemething on which all critics,
sympathetic or otherwise, seem to have agréedPaul Nizan's review in
particular stressed that Sartre’s fiction bore esemblance to the frivolity of the
genre as it existed from \oltaire to the twentiegmtury"® The ‘new literatures
of the North’ were often cited by critics observitigs innovation — most often
with reference to Kafka, as in Nizan's above citeview. The name of
Dostoevsky and his contribution to the developnwérthe modern philosophical
novel is more rarely raised, no doubt owing to mharked aesthetic disparities
discussed below and, of course, the religious-sthepposition between
Dostoevsky and Sartre. Pinning down historical emtions between Sartre and
Dostoevsky is further problematised by the fact,thmlike Gide, Marcel or
Camus, and despite his extensive critical oeuveetré& offered no significant
critical analysis of Dostoevsky’s oeuv¥e. Nonetheless, Sartre’s early fictional
output is in dialogue wittNotes from Undergroundith regard to the questions

of subjectivity, intersubjectivity, freedom and hammotivation.

This dialogue is openday the second paragraph of Roquentin’s journal:

Je ne pense pas que le métier d’historien dispdsmalyse psychologique.

%27 See the ‘Dossier de presse’ compiled by Contat Rydalka in J.-P. Sartre(Euvres
romanesqueParis: Gallimard, 1981), pp. 1701-11.

528 |bid., p. 1701. Originally published iBe Soir(16-5-1938).

2% The numerous references to the Russian in hisdkmmes ofSituationsare disappointingly
superficial.
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Dans notre partie, nous n'avons affaire qu'a destiments entiers sur
lesquels on met des noms générigues comme Ambititérét. Pourtant si
javais une ombre de connaissance de moi-mémet Dlamtenant qu'il
faudrait m’en servir>°

Roquentin’s enquiry into the workings of his owmsoiousness is thus expressly
set out in opposition to totalising, rationalisitigeories of human motivation.
‘Interest’ was the precise target of the undergtboran’s offensive. He pitted a
subversive subjectivist theory of human behaviogairst utilitarianism and

theories of historical progress:

[X]orerh sxe MOXHO W TPOTHB COOCTBEHHON BBITOABI, a HMHOTAA U
MOJIOKHUTEIBHO JOJDKHO (3TO Y MOs Hzes). [...] BOT 3TO-TO BCe W €CTh Ta
camasi, TIpOIyIIEeHHas, caMasi BBITOIHAs BBHITOJA, KOTOpas HU MOJ KaKyIo

Knaccmbm(aumo HC InoaxoauT H OT KOTOpOI\/'I BC€ CHCTEMBI W TCOpPUU

TIOCTOSIHHO Pa3/IeTAIOTCS K 4epTy.

Notes from Undergrounthus postulates that the individual can, does randt
oppose personal and collective advantage, beirlgaat equally motivated by
entirely irrational impulses. It is the extremity this conception of the human

condition thatLa Nauséénvestigates.

Both texts, having established an opposition tergdic perspectives on human
action and interaction, develop their argumentsradically challenge any
presumed correspondence between objectivisingetsalising perspectives and
the experience of the individual human subject. osserved in the previous
chapter, Dostoevsky's text expressed this as atmejeof 2x2 = 4, perceived as
an effrontery to human dignity, and this argumeatl lhecome a pillar of the

religious existential thought that arrived in Padsring the twenties. The

30 gartre (Euvres romanesqugep. 8.
31 DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinen¥, p. 110.
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subsequent Heidegger-informed, atheist branch dftestialism that Sartre’s
novel heralded did not inherit this polemic dirgcth as much as it did not
reproduce it in the polemical terms of his religioiorerunners. However, the
argument is no less present despite being expréssechore integrated aesthetic
mode.La Nauséecontests objective truth, by means of poetics liigtlight an

insurmountable division between subjective expeeesnd facticity.

This is achieved at the level of perception andhat moment of perceiving.

Where Dostoevsky’s protagonist — and following hishestov — had polemicised
overtly against empiricism, Sartre’s novel embodid@s argument aesthetically
on two levels. Firstly, Roquentin’s voice, his sdijve consciousness, is pitted
against his own body, his objective existence. Mdale, perceptions (sensory
data collected by the body) are presented in agirenal suspension, subverting

the empirical process:

Je domine les deux colonnes de toute la tétewatigedes chapeaux, une mer
de chapeaux. La plupart sont noirs et durs. De $eamifautre, on en voit un
qui s’envole au bout d'un bras et découvre le temdiroitement d’'un crane;
puis, aprés quelques instants, d’un vol lourde ibese

Estrangement here surpasses poetics: it represent$ssociation between
perceived sensory data and knowledge insofar a®jéicts the process of
rationalisation that connects them. Herein lies thek between the

phenomenological component of the existentialisught of the 1930s and 40s
and the anti-rationalist polemics of Dostoevskyerkegaard and Shestov that

preceded it.

%32 gartre (Euvres romanesqugep. 54.
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The above quotation also raises the question opthblematic relation to the
body that such a conceptualisation of perceptiopligs. In La Nauség this
ambivalencestems from an antagonistic conception of the m@batbetween
consciousness and body where the rationalisingdftépe empirical process has
been rejected. The condition of the Nausea itsati thus be read as the
narrativisation of a traumatic encounter betweebjemiive consciousness and
embodiment within an objective world. Roquentin emkvarious attempts to
shelter himself from these attacks of existential$ea. His principal consolation
from the Nausea is the jazz rec@dme of these dayshich he listens to in the
café. The singing voice that comes forth from #eord has the capacity to stave
off an attack of the Nausea. The consoling effectirectly related to what
Roquentin perceives as the immateriality of theimughich he in turn perceives
in contrast to facticity. Everything and everyone the café, including
Roquentin’'s own body, is described as being “denkme matiére [...] d’'une
espéce de souffrance moct&’while the music alone differs. The recorded
voice has escaped from the degrading realm of pheraeral and, as such, has
achieved a degree of comparative ‘necessity’. thésenviable necessary quality
of the disembodiment of the voice of the recordt teaentually inspires
Roquentin to attempt a similar transcendence: tfeentbodiment of his own

subjective voice through the act of writing a novel

A key disparity is herein evident between religioegistential and atheist

33 |bid., p. 205.
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existentialist thought. Atheist existentialistseiSartre, particularly in his early
work, retained a deep nostalgia for the immutahk the necessary. The fact that
man was indisputably unneccessary was an affrantith the humanist myth
overthrown, man and his temporary bodily existebel®mnged only to the realm
of the arbitrary. Existential thinkers like Shestawd the underground man did
not see the creative act as a naive attempt asenalence, but as a subjective

outcry against the injustice of the human condition

In both cases, however, the target is the myth wihdnism. Roquentin’s
ambivalent relationship to his own factitious body indivisible from his
ambivalence to every-body (experienced factitiousty expressed in the first
guotation). This misanthropic aspect connects hin his Dostoevskian
predecessor and his tirade agawstmstvolomnitude), understood at once as
collective consciousness and the rational-empinealdview it favours. Like the
underground man, Sartre’s protagonist sets hisagédinst this. | his case, this
takes the form of a sophisticated act of will ggdiast the contingent status of his

own embodiment.

In a central passage, Roquentin narrates an aceldharm®* The act is
provoked by a particularly linguistic bout of theadéea. The narrator stabs his
hand with a knife in an attempt to interrupt theslgag forth of words that is his
consciousness. To his satisfaction, blood spilte time page beneath four lines of

writing. Critics have questioned the paradox of #pmntaneous present-tense

>4 bid., p. 119.
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narration of this sequence (which implies simultargawriting and cutting) as a
lapse in verisimilitude, since it requires four Hart®> As they have observed, the
narrative thus undermines its own veracity. Howewdrat they overlook is that
the paradox, together with the clear image of dplittod on the page, clearly
implies that the act of self-harm the act of writing. Writing itself becomes a
wilful act of violence committed by the subjectiveice against the body; an act
of defiance precisely because it disembodies theevdmmediately following

this act of revolt, Roquentin goes to the cafe latens to the jazz record:

La voix, grave et rauque, apparait brusquemen¢ ehdnde s’évanouit, le
monde des existences. Une femme de chair a eu \a#keelle a chanté
devant un disque dans sa plus belle toilette et éoregistrait sa voix. La
femme: bah! elle existait comme moi [...] mais il gat>®

The implication is that while subjective being isdermined by the arbitrariness
of factitious existence, i.e. whilétre pour soiis bound to and dominated by
I'étre en soj subjective sincerity is beyond reach. Howeverdisembodiment of

the subjective voice implicit in the recording obms, on a disk or on paper, is

suggested to entail a potential for subjectivescandence®’

Un livre. Un roman. Et il y aurait des gens quaiént ce roman et qui
diraient: “C’est Antoine Roquentin qui I'a écrit;était un type roux qui
trainait dans les cafés”, et ils penseraient a imaamme je pense a celle de
cette négresse: comme a quelgque chose de précieud’ae moitié
légendaire®

This conception of the possibility for subjectivartscendence contains the crux

3% paul Reed and Roger McClure, "'La Nausée" andPtfblem of Literary Representation,”
The Modern Language RevieB2, no. 2 (1987) p. 344; Denis Hollig?plitique de la Prose:
Jean-Paul Sartre et I'an quaran{Paris: Gallimard, 1982 ), p. 182.

3¢ gartre (Euvres romanesqugep. 122.

537 This could in turn be read as a dubious attempt/aycome the Cartesian dualism inherent in
La Nausée

%38 gartre (Euvres romanesqugep. 210.

198



of the fundamental oppositions between religiousl atheist branches of
existential philosophy. The former, particularly @epresented by Dostoevsky,
Berdyaev and Marcel, takes the search for inteestibjty as point of departure
and of arrival, whereas the atheist existentialshBartre, beginning with the
notion of the transcendence of the Ego, strugglemally for any meaningful
reconnection to the oth&f A comparison of the conclusions of tRetesand of
La Nauséeillustrates this disparity. Sartre’s ray of hopesliat once in the
separation of consciousness from body (following jez singer’s example and
disembodying consciousness by writing) as a measslgective transcendence,
and also in the notion that through the resultaetdry statement, the novel, the
author might validate his existence in the eyeshef other, thus achieving,
through transcendence, recognition and privilegegimorial as opposed to
reintegration. Roquentin’s desire is thus not tmownicate meaningfully with

the collective, but to transcend it and his sitwaivithin it.

Dostoevsky had already pre-empted this conclusiddates from Underground
The underground man’s confessional monologue ta Ueils because the
protagonist’s insurmountable spite towards the rothémately militates against
genuine communion, regardless of the sincerity bé tcontent of his
confessiort*® His consequent act of writing down the event s®giresented in a

satyrical light, implying that this too is an affed and thus futile gesture,

3% Hence the constant impressiorlLiitre et le néanthat being-for-oneself somehow precedes,
is somehow superior to or more desirable than b&intghe-other, for example, Sartre introduces
the “problem” of the existence of the other ints philosophy with: “Nous avons découvert, en
suivant ce fil conducteur, que la réalité humaitatgour-soi. Est-ce la tout ce qu’elle est?”.J.-P
Sartre L'Etre et le néan(Paris: Gallimard, 1943), p. 259.

%40 Dostoevskii,Polnoe sobranie sochinen¥, pp. 173-175.
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permitting neither communion nor transcendence:

Ho nmoBonbHO; HE X0uy st 6omibine nucath “u3 [logmones”... Bnpouewm, 31ech
elle He KOHYAIOTCS “3alucKy’ 3TOro mapagokcanrcra. OH He BBIAEpXKAI U
npopoybkan  janee. Ho HaMm ToXe KaXeTcs, 4YTO 3/eCh MOXHO |
ocTaHoBUTHCA. >

Dostoevsky seems to have preempted Sartre’s hopze safcular, individualist
route out of alienation from the collective viaeliture. For Dostoevsky,
fraternity without religious faith was an imposéiyi The religious, abnegatory
road to intersubjectivity that Dostoevsky's monastharacters advocated, and
that Gide’s reading had stressed, was alien taeSpdrticularly at this stage in
the development of his thought. However, he reaghgdeater understanding of
the abnegatory prerequisite to intersubjectivityity the war. HisCarnets de la
dréle de guerrerecount an experience during which Sartre camearto

understanding of this abnegation and relate itdst®evsky and Gid&'?

This illustrates out the fundamental tension betwg® two conceptions of the
individual self and the collective that are inhdrém existential thought and
existentialism respectively. Berdyaev developed tbpposition in the essay
‘Sartre et le destin de I'existentialisme,” expiagshis fear that Sartre’s thought
threatened to eclipse the established traditiorexaétential thought to which

Shestov, Dostoevsky and he belong®dlt is significant that Berdyaev here

1 bid., V, p.179.

%42 Fokin writes that the war provided Sartre with thgportunity to grasp collectivism, with
personal abnegation as its prerequisite. He pexdeikis through the lens of Dostoevsky and
Gide. Fokin quotes Sartre, saying that there isick ‘and peaceful joy’ in the resignation of the
individual, that Gide and Dostoevsky talk about] #mat he himself encountered it on a train with
soldiers during the war. He concludes that war gjieee the opportunity for abnegation. Carnets
de la dréle de guerre (Paris: 1995) p.66 cited dki; « Russkaia ideia » vo frantsuzskoj
literature XX vekap. 179.

%43 Citations are from the drafts in the Berdyaev aelat RGALI, Moscow. Fond 1496, Opis’ 1,
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identified La Nausées Sartre’s best work, undoutedly because it resdrmaost
closely with existential thought: “Il y pose dég@probléme de l'activité créatrice
de 'homme, issue d’une existence basse et écdetifdh However, Berdyaev
raised the opposition with regards to the inher€attesianism in Sartre’s
worldview.>® It was in this that Berdyaev identified the disparbetween
Russian existential thought and that of Sartre:n#l saurait y avoir, dans la
pensée russe, un existentialisme du type de Hedderigle Sartre. Nous sommes

enfants de Dostoievski*®

The fundamental distinction is not, however, asdgaev suggests, rooted in an
inherent rationalism of the latter, nor is it ilyl&tic expression. Rather, the key
disparity lies in the fundamental experience of siedf and the collective. An
intertextually significant motif inLa Nauséeserves to highlight this distancing
from Dostoevsky’s representation of the human dwmdiin Notes from
Underground Roquentin, observing the spectacle of the Supdamenade from

an exterior perspective (“mais, aprés tout, c'étailr dimanche et non le

1547
)

mien narrates:

Les négociants et les fonctionnaires marchaierdg aétote; ils se laissaient
coudoyer, heurter méme et déplacer par de petipdogés a la mine pauvre.
Les aristocraties, les élites, les groupementsepsifnnels avaient fondu
dans cette foule tiede. Il restait des hommes, qoeesseuls, qui ne
représentaient plué®

ed. khr. 233, RGALI. The article was published oimytranslation, (in both French and German)
in 1947. See Tamara Klépinine, elikolas Berdiaev: BibliographiéParis: YMCA Press, 1978),
p. 67-68.

>4 RGALI, Fond 1496, Opis’ 1, ed.khr. 233, p. 22.

%% RGALI, Fond 1496, Opis’ 1, ed.khr. 233, p. 23.

546 RGALI, Fond 1496, Opis’ 1, ed.khr. 233, p. 36.

*¥7 Sartre (Euvres romanesqugep. 65.

%% bid., p. 63.
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This precise image features prominently Notes from UndergroundThe
protagonist (also a ‘shabby looking clerk’) goes otihis way to bump into an
officer on the Nevsky Prospect, in a feeble attetovenge a past humiliation.
Several crucial differences distinguish the two rése In Notes from
Underground the instigator of the crucial bump is the spitafalrator himself,
longing at once for revenge and to forgive anddygiven, to ‘unite’ fraternally
with the six-foot tall officer who had previouslasually movedgerestavi] him
from his position to another in a tavefl. The act of colliding in the street is
intended to redress the inequality that separatedrom his physical and social
superior. The protagonist becomes utterly obselsgelde idea of carrying out the
collision, and tries and fails numerous times, hguiressed with dignity for the

fateful occasion when the courageous bump willljriae accomplished®

It is significant that Dostoevsky had used thisgmas an intertextual reference
to Cherneshevsky'€hto delat’ in parody of the latter’s socialist New Man,
Lopukhov and his epithet: “turn aside for nobodgept women” which he put to
violent practice”® Sartre, employing the same image but from thepeets/e of

a detached spectator, accentuates Roquentin’s aaben from the social
interactions of the collective. In Sartre’s reprdgation of the act, the social
structure that gives the gesture pertinence in @oasky has emphatically
“melted away,” at least from the detached perspedif the narrator, for whom it

holds no sway. Such petty offences and interactasishe underground man’s

% DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinen¥, p. 128.

%50 |bid. V, p. 130-132.

! Irina Kirk, Dostoevskii and Camus: the themes of Conscioustssistion, Freedom and
Love(Minchen Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 1974), p. 30.
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have become meaningless to Roquentin.

This key motif of bodily collision returns in Sagts short story ‘Erostrate’ in his
next significant work of fiction, the collectiohe Mur. The protagonist here
experiences collisions not as the offence of aipeafficer but as the assault of

the crowd at large, a hostile mass of humanity:

'y en a eu qui me guettaient depuis longtemps: deands. lls me
bousculaient dans la rue, pour rire, pour voir @e g ferais. Je ne disais rien.
Je faisais semblant de ne pas avoir compfis.

As such, Hilbert's obsessive act of vengeance &nag the crowd at large. The
entirety of the crowd is the enemy of the individwand his loathing indignation
is directed against it in its entirety: an extrgnaf misanthropy has been reached.
The significance of ‘Erostratein understanding Sartre’s commentary on
Dostoevsky’s representation of an individual wekt sigainst humanity does not
end heré>® The underground conception of the self and théecile (“I-to
onuH, a oHU-TO 6ce”>>Y) has evolved to a new level. The underground neh h

proclaimed:

I[a s 3a TO, qT00 MEHS HE 6GCHOKOI/IJ'II/I, BECh CBET celdac ke 3a KOHeﬁKy
mnmpoaam. CBeTy JIn TIPOBAJIUTLCA, UJINW BOT MHC Yar0 HE muth? 51 CKaxy, 4To

52 Sartre,Euvres romanesques. 263. A further example: “Le boulevard Montpase était
plein de gens. lls me bousculaient, me repoussaieatfrappaient de leurs coudes ou de leurs
épaules. Je me laissais ballotter, la force me oaihgour me glisser entre eux. Je me vis
soudain au coeur de cette foule, horriblement sepe#t. Comme ils auraient pu me faire mal,
s'ils l'avaient voulu!” p. 274. Again the crowd Bn aggressive whole in opposition to the
individual.

53 The connection between the two texts is markedugindo have already attracted some
critical attention. Katz deemed it significant egbueven to include an excerpt of Sartre’s short
story as a complementary appendix to his critichfien of the work: F. M. Dostoevskflotes
from Undergroundtrans. Michael R. Katz (New York and London: Nortand Company, 2001).
Erofeev offers an anti-humanist analysis of thenemtion, which the current analysis concurs
with and expands. (see Erofedlaiti v cheloveke chelovekpp. 42-50).

5% DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinen¥, p. 125.
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o 555
CBCTY IPOBAJIUTHCA, A 9T00 MHE Jai BCCraa IUTh.

‘Erostrate’, likeNotes from Undergroundonsists structurally of two planes: an
anti-humanist diatribe and a confession of a miwapic act of arbitrary
aggression. Hilbert’s letter to the humanist wetesf his day is strikingly
resonant with the underground man'’s tirade agdmwgipens! u m06uTenn poaa
gernoBeueckoro”.>>° The premise of Hilbert's argument is that the hnisizs
innate fondness of man has no rational foundaamad, that the misanthropy of
the protagonist is equally innate and equally vaficgrbitrarily detested by the

cultural mainstream:

[V]ous aimez les hommes. Vous avez I'humanisme darsmang: c’est bien
de la chance. [...] Vous avez le godt [...] pour sesnmaurtout: ¢ca vous
plait qu'il ait cing doigts a chaque main et qulilisse opposer le pouce aux
autres doigts. [...] Mais ce qui vous attire en ewx aégoute. [...] Quand il
méache en gardant la bouche close, les coins deoseh® montent et

descendent, il a l'air de passer sans relache dgédénité a la surprise
pleurarde. Vous aimez ¢a, je le sAfs.

Hilbert's case is set out with the same scathingcasan as that of the

underground man:

Kakas kamennas crena? Hy, pasymeercs, 3aKOHBI HPHUPOIBI, BBIBOIBI
€CTECTBEHHBIX HayK, MaTeMaTHKa. YK KakK JIOKaKyT TeOe, HapuMep, 4To OT
00e3bsHBI MPOU30IIIEN, TAK YK M HEYEr0 MOPIIUTHCS, IPUHUMAH KaK eCTh.
Yk Kak JOKaxyT Tebe, YTO, B CYIIHOCTH, OJHA KarejlbKa TBOETO
COOCTBEHHOT0 JXUPY TeOe TOJKHA OBITh JIOPOXKE CTA ThICAY TeOE MOTOOHBIX U
YTO B 3TOM pe3yJbTare paspeuiarcs MO KOHEIl BCE TaK Ha3bIBACMBIC
J00OpoJIeTeN U 00S3aHHOCTH U TIPOYHEe OPETHU M MPEAPACCYIKH, TaK YK TaK

%% |bid.,V, p. 174.

%5 bid. V, p. 116.

%57 Erofeev has noted that Hilbert uses the same ‘aggiment that Soloviev famously used to
undermine (atheist) humanism’s presumption of ad&mental human dignity: Yemosek
MIPOUCXOANUT OT 00E3bsHBI, a TMOTOMY MMOJIOXKHT Aymry 3a mpyru cBos.” See Erofeev,Naiti v
cheloveke cheloveka.44. Shestov, in hidnevnik moikh myslealso wrote at length concerning
the notion that Darwinism was incapable of guaraingg human dignity, seeing in it the same
insult that Dostoevsky and Sartre’s narrators tith.vw6ee Lev Shestov, "Dnevnik moikh mislei,"
in Kontinent no. 8, 1976, p. 242.
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U TpUHMMai, He4ero [enarb-To, IIOTOMY JABAaXIbl JBa - MaTeMaTuKa.
. 558
[Tonpobyiite BO3pa3uTh.

Both thus argue that the mere existence of the hueeploiting Darwinism and
the absurdity of human facial expressions in batlses to ironic effect) is
insufficient grounding for a theoretical humanisiaving debased humanism,
the polemicists go in different directions. Dostsley's ultimately defended the
right of the individual to free irrational will, @hnot to arbitrary action, the
intelligent man being conceived as incapable dbadas in the aboveCsety 1u
MpPOBaJIMTHCS, WM BOT MHE 4Yalo He muTh?”); Sartre’s protagonist goes a significant

step further, to instigate direct anti-humanistact

Vous serez curieux de savoir, je suppose, ce que e un homme qui
n'aime pas les hommes. Eh bien, c’est moi et jeaie® si peu que je vais
tout & 'heure en tuer une demi-douzairie.

However, Hilbert eventually finds himself in thensa dead-end situation as the
underground man: he is incapable of the ultimateoavill, that of suicide (or
indeed of killing as cool headedly as intended) faimdis himself surrendering in
a café toilet to the mercy of the society he hadgimed himself in transcendence

of.

There are likewise significant parallels within tt@nfessional textsIfo moBoxy
Mokporo cHera’ in Dostoevsky’s novella; the narrative-properSartre’s). Both
characters represent social recluses, the modemistted and introverted

flaneursthat Precilla Ferguson associated with the arfahodernity’®® They

%58 Dostoevskii,Polnoe sobranie sochinenW¥, p. 105.

%59 sartre (Euvres romanesquep. 271.

%0 precilla Ferguson, "The flaneur on and off theets of Paris,” iThe Flaneuy ed. Kieth
Tester (London: Routledge, 1994), p. 39.
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cut themselves off from society and confine themeslto small spaces: the
former to his underground ‘corner’, the latter is B" floor balcony. Hilbert's
love of high places (the Eiffel tower, the Sacréuteaic.) is representative of his
presumed superiority, in contrast to the undergdoonan’s self-perceived moral
inferiority which he similarly expressed througtethunderground’ as a spatial
metaphor, further associating himself with an inssed a mous&® Hilbert's
height metaphor in turn refers his thought to Nieke’s rapturous writings
concerning high altitude and moral superiorityZarathustra his “book of the
air and the heights:*? Hilbert narrates: “Au balcon d’'un sixiéme: c’eét due
jaurais d0 passer toute ma vie. Il faut étayer dapériorités morales par des
symboles matériels, sans quoi elles retomb¥it3artre thus uses Nietzsche’s
metaphor periodically: aristocratism is suggested be as unfounded as
humanism. Erofeev was thus mistaken in concludiveg Hilbert's philosophy
was dogmatic in opposition to Dostoevsky's protagis anti-dogmatic
approach’® Sartre makes clear from the first page that higagonist is aware
that his thought stems from sentiment and thatiit be conceived as a moral

superiority only entirely arbitrarily.

A Nietzschean reworking of the underground is a emfiuitful approach to
Erostrate This is not to say that the Will to power wasetifrom Dostoevsky’s
text: Hilbert's domination of prostitutes was notitwut precedent in the

underground man’s treatment of Lisa. However, tigetistical and sadistic

%61 gartre (Euvres romanesqugep. 262; DostoevskiRolnoe sobranie sochinenW, p. 104.

%62 F NietzscheWhy | am so Wis@.ondon: Penguin, 2004) p.5. Camus will do likesvis La
Chute See pages 225-226 of the current thesis.

%63 gartre (Euvres romanesqugep. 262.

%64 Erofeev,Naiti v cheloveke chelovekp. 49-50.
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component is drastically augmented in Sartre’s . teitiibert’'s murderous
ambition can also be read as an anti-humanist tiegrof Raskolnikov. The
nineteenth-century predecessor had used humanismekdRikov’s presumed
future Napoleonic works) to justify careerist killj, while the twentieth-century
rewriting murders unambiguously and overtly in th@me of anti-humanism.
However, the argument is unchanged: atheist hummnias Sartre and
Dostoevsky agree, cannot guarantee the value oahuife as it has no guarantor.
It is in light of this that Sartre will later stateechoing Ivan and Alesha
Karamazov’'s famous debate, that: “L'existentialigta contraire, pense qu’il est
trés génant que Dieu n’existe pas, car avec Iypadait toute possibilité de

trouver des valeurs dans un ciel intelligibl€>”

Ultimately, the conclusions of both théotesand Erostratus suggest that the
misanthropic urge of the individual is more forcawhre affected, and ultimately
more limited than the protagonist imagines. On entering a corpse in the
street, Hilbert attempted to transcend all empatbsponses but found himself
fainting and being resuscitated by doctors (soiefyhis personal failure
anticipates his eventual failure to kill entirelybararily (he shies away from
killing a family with young children) and his faie to kill himself, landing him
in prison, again at the mercy of society: the il proves incapable of
transcending society. This is precisely Raskolni&ogonclusion. Hilbert's

decision not to kill the two children echoes Raskalv’'s saving of the children

%% gartre, L'Existentialisme est un humanisme38. It may also be recalled that Nietzsche’s
fictional representation of the pronouncement ef Breath of God is equally far from jubilatory.
See F NietzscheThe Gay Sciengerans. Walter Kaufmann (New York: Vintage, 197gp.
181-182.
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from the fire, while his eventual surrender to tbellective, not through
repentance but by inability to do otherwise, iscgely the ‘blunder’ of
Raskolnikov. Both supermen can indeed turn theirdhagainst human life, but
they are mistaken in theorising that in so doingythmight transcend the
definition of man that they have rejected: both agmall too human despite their

attempts to transcend humanism.

Misanthropic perversion of the humanist ideal isnamticised in none of the
three texts, but rather it is presented as ansiinén Notes as in Nausea
consciousness itself, or at least the pervertedaousness of the protagonists, is
perpetually in antagonistic relation to its objgmyticularly the othet?® It is in
this aspect that existential novels go beyond thainantic roots: subjectivist
conceptions of truth are equally problematic andadly satirised. InNotes the
subjective realm receives a brutally parodic treatin The podpol’e or
“underground” of the title is a symbolic inversiohtranscendence, and a further
anticipation of Sartre’s novel's ultimate return tomantic idealism. The
underground, fraught with paradox, uncertainty destructive irrational impulse,
while ostensibly defended by the narrator, is deally satirised throughout the

work and eventually denounced for an unattaindbte pption:

Konern koHIOB, rocmoaa: jydine Hu4Yero He aenars! Jlyuiie co3HarenbHas
unepuust! Wrak, na 3mpascteyer noxnonee! [...] Ox! na Bems s u TyT BpY!

566 Dostoevsky had written iNotes from the Undergrountis xpenko yoesxieH, 9To He TOIBKO
OoueHb MHOTO CO3HAHHMsI, HO IaXke U BCAKOe co3Hanue Oones3ns’, see DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie
sochineniit.5, p.101-2. Adamo describes the underground sretream of consciousness as, “una
malattia congenita tenuta per tanti anni in incido@z e incurabile.” See Adambpstoevskij in
Italia: il dibattito sulle reviste (1869-1945p. 33. Huisman sees Sartre’s conceptualisation of
phenomenological ‘nausea’ as an inheritance fromirlass: “La nausée comme affect de
révélation ontologique est discrétement empruntéévinas, lu un peu vite,” (see D. Huisman,
Histoire de la philosophie francaig®aris: Perrin 2002), p. 490).
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Bpy, moToMy 4TO caM 3HaI0, KaK ABAKABI JIBa, YTO BOBCE HE ITOATIONBE JIyHIIe,
a 9TO-TO JPYTO€, COBCEM IPYyTroe, KOTOPOTO 5 XaX.Iy, HO KOTOPOTO HUKAK He
uaiiny! K uepry noxmombe! >’

Thus there is no attainable mode of being that dguésent an alternative to a
perpetual longing for truth in recognition of thesardity of such a state of
affairs: the underground cannot be reconciled tgeativity and narrative

becomes an expression of the resultant exasperation

In Notes from Undergroundas in Nausea the narrative culminates in an
unsuccessful gesture of outreach on the part ofrtisanthropic individual to a
female other. The former, to Lisa, is immediatetyverted; the latter, to Annie, is
rejected. Both protagonists then turn to writing,aafurther attempt at outreach.
The former is disparaged semi-diegetically by teeitorial’ narrative voice
discussed above. The latter, undirected and ref#exdeems unlikely to succeed.
Sartre later, irLes Mots rejected this conclusion to his youthful noveliting
was not enough to imbue existence with mearifiddis later output would
pursue this question relentlessly, straying fronterapts to systematise
existentialist ethics to Marxism and back. In tprecess, he would again find
occasion to speak of Dostoevsky. Following histvisithe Soviet Union in the
1950s, Sartre published five articlesliibération (15-20 July 1954) discussing
aspects of contemporary Soviet sociétyThe second of these, “De Dostoievsky

a la littérature contemporaine”, constituted a fbrééscussion of Sartre’s

*%7 DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinen¥, p. 121.

%8 J.-P. Sartreles Mots(Paris: Gallimard, 1964), p. 210. See also Richigainber, "The
Creative solution ilNaused' Susquehanna University Studixs no. 4 (1974).

%%% The other four were in praise of USSR’s develpmémfreedom of speech, philosophy, peace
and equality, respectively.
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impression of the contemporary Soviet receptioDas$toevsky.”” He expressed
his own enthusiasm for the writer and his view thiatwritings had not lost their
relevance, but explained that the issues of thefolagontemporary Soviet man
were not those of Dostoevsky (nor, implicitly, teasf either nineteenth-century

Russia nor contemporary Francé).

It is clear that while Sartre’s interest in Dostsley endured, his perception of the
pertinence of the Russian author’s representatfothe human condition was
transitory, or rather, historical. Dostoevsky’s @épn of the irreconcilability of

reason and experience coincided with Sartre’sestsrin the 1930s and into the
40s. However, his subsequent output was a search riteans to overcome this
condition. His writings on returning from the USSBeak of a new man and a
new culture, innately collectivist and, as sucleirently immune to the Nausea

of the initial, negative period of his creation.

Louis-René Des Foréts

Foréts’s Le Bavard (1946) represents an important literary example of
intermingling between the receptionsNdétes from UndergroundndLa Nausée

It constituted a simultaneous parody of the twokspthough it has never yet

70 j.-P. Sartre, "De Dostoievski a la littérature teorporaine” inLibération (16-7-1954).
Citations from the electronic version at: http:/Mmnsartre.ch/URSS.pdf, pp. 5-8.
571 H

Ibid., p. 5.
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been analysed as sutA. The scholarly corpus addressihg Bavardis limited,
and most commentators have followed Blanchot's sahmieading.”® Blanchot
approached.e Bavardas an outburst of gratuitous language. For Blandhet
monologue, in acknowledging its own gratuity (@s/ardage, negates its own
literary enterprise and, by extension, undermintsature per se. What this
reading deliberately overlooks, however, is that¢bntent ot.e Bavardis not as
monological nor as arbitrary as the narrator hifmsedfesses. Richly intertextual
and parodic, the bavard’s monologue is dialogitiaé negation it implies is
directed toward particular intertexts, and predamtty Notes from Underground
andLa Nauség’ Blanchot was not blind to the connection betweerét and

Dostoevsky, though he downplayed it:

Nous ne sommes pas non plus en présence d'un dpecssnnages de
Dostoievski, parleurs invétérés qui, dans un désiconfidence provocante,
se donnent a tout instant pour ce gu’ils sont @immieux le taire, encore que
la force exténuante delémoires du souterrairsurgisse souvent ici a
nouveau.®

If Blanchot was eager to differentiate between Degsky’'s and des Forét’s
narration, the reason is thae Bavards intertextuality fatally undermines

Blanchot’s reading, since itsavardage if read in the context of an intertextual

72 passing references to the work as a parodyotéshave been made for example by Louette
and Fermentelli; see Louette, "Bataille et Dostskewia Thibaudet, Gide, Chestov. Jalons,", p.
103; George Fermentelli, "Deux lectures Hauterrainde Dostoievski," irLéon Chestov: un
philosophe pas comme les autres@. G. StruveCahiers de I'émigration russgParis: Institut
d'études slaves, 1996) Durand also observes iiingatse evident connection betweles Bavard
Sartre’sLa Nauséeand the Camusian Absurd, though he does not expiis, his post-modern
reading continuing on from Blanchot's. See Thidbyrand, "Le Sujet en souffrance dans I'oeuvre
de Louis-René des Forétgtench Forum26, no. 3 (2001), p. 93.

73 Blanchot's "La Parole vaine," reprinted iMAmitié, was first published as a preface to the
1963 edition of the novel. Comina’s monograph pdegi an extensive reception history of des
Forét’s which attests to the ubiquity of the ‘stleeading. Marc Comind,ouis-René des Foréts:
L'Impossible silencéSeyssel: Champs Vallon, 1998), pp. 19-62.

7% André Breton is also a significant target. (sed.ipp. 284-291).

"> Maurice Blanchotl'Amitié (Paris: Gallimard, 1971), p. 138.
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dialogue, can no longer be deemed gratuitous. thoeethis section will argue,

it becomes polemical.

Le BavardestablishedNotes from Undergrounds an intertext by means of a
near-direct quotation: “Je suis un bavard, un ewdif et facheux bavard, comme
vous I'étes vous-mém&® which corresponds, in Schloezer’s translation‘de:
ne suis donc qu'un bavard inoffensif, un facheuxnme nous tous’*’ The
guotation implicates the ‘bavardage’ of Dostoevskyarratolas a specific object
of parody. Le Bavard goes on to mimic his narrative voice. However the
polemical dimension of the underground man’s diatiis conspicuously absent
in Le Bavard leaving only a grotesque linguistic surplus. Themous
dialogicality of Dostoevsky's interrupted monologuge also parodied. The
narrator of Le Bavard repeatedly reminds his readers (“messieurs”) tiat
requires no more from them than feigned attentiuh silence, begging them not

to interrupt:

Et notez que je ne vous demande pas de meviagment, mais de
m’entretenir dans cette illusion que je suis lwwsaisissez la nuance? Alors
vous parlez pour mentir? — Non, monsieur, pouregparien de plus [...]
Mais suffit. Que mon lecteur me pardonne si je m&ipas qu'on me
bourdonne aux oreilles quand je paffe.

This subvertion of the interrupted monologue, like whole ofLe Bavard is a
parodic comment on a radical subjectivism feigrimgrsubjectivity by means of

a narratively contrived dialogism: “'ai moins bé&sae complicité, d’aprobation,

°’® | puis-René des Forétse Bavard(Paris: Gallimard, 1946), p. 143.

577 E. M. DostoievskiCarnets du sous-sol/Zapiski iz podpqlieans. Boris de Schloezer (Paris:
Gallimard, 1995), p. 55.

°’® Forétse Bavard p. 28.
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de respect, d'intérét que de silenc€”.And again: “On ne peut me demander de
rester dans mon coin, silencieux et modeste, atécsa payer de mots des gens
dont j'ai bien le droit de penser qu’il n'y a niugl d’expérience ni plus de

réflexion que moi-méme>®°

Speech, irLe Bavard is gratuitous and self-indulgent rather than camicative,

as Blanchot stressed. However, Blanchot did naigeise that this very gratuity
is in dialogue with the Dostoevskian hypotext. Teatral event of.e Bavard’s
uneventful narrative is arise de bavardagéhat seizes the protagonist before a

female listener in a night club. The diatribe sedf-gratifying confession:

Je parlais et c'était une sensation magnifiquendl semblait qu’en faisant
ainsi étalage de ce que j'osais tout juste m’avaaenoi-méme, je me
déchargeais d’'un fardeau trés lourd [...] je me w@dantement, c'était un
plaisir aussi bouleversant que la plus réussievdieptés érotique¥!

The account continues: “sans oublier ce qu’'unee télection verbale pouvait
avoir d’enivrant — mon corps était littéralementtemse, j'avais la foudre dans la
gorge — ni la volupté positive, mais plus vulgait®’ Around ten pages are
dedicated to this suggestive account of the bawasdandalous confession;
however, the actual content of his speech is conspsly omitted. All that
remains is a methavardage an extended description of the voluptuousness
experienced during the confessih. This confession is a parody of the

underground man’s outpourings to Lisa. The bavardifessor is also suggested

>’ bid., p. 81.
%80 bid., p. 143.
%81 |bid., pp. 62-3.
%82 bid., p. 68.
*83 bid., pp. 62-72.
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to be a prostitute®® Like Lisa (as well as Sonya) the bavard's
prostitute-confessor receives his confession wiikbalief and confusion;
however, in the case of the parodic hypertext, ihidue to a language barrier
(the hispanophone listener has limited knowledgeth@ unspecified local
language, presumably French). Ultimately, wherealhad collapsed in tears at
the twisted but profound sincerity of the undergrduman’s confession, that of
Le Bavardis “inondé de larmes” of mocking laughter at thenfession’s
pomposity and vulgarit}?® The existential confessional novel is thus liketed
a grotesque linguistic masturbation, and parodgrésented, through the image

of the laughter of the listener, as a just retidgyufor such indulgence:

jétais tenté de voir dans ce rire un chéatiment rpon’étre trop
complaisamment abandonné a des confidences quaegréible qu’'elt été
I'allégement éprouvé sur le moment, jallais avpayer d’un rude pri¥°

The protagonist then speaks of his “aversion insmtable pour les maniaques

de la confession®

’ Le Bavardthen ironically signals its stylistic connection to
this confessional tradition: “Ajoutez a cela querstyle naturel n’est pas celui
du confessionnal, rien d’étonnant s'’il ressembima foule d’autres, mais je n’ai

pas la prétention, vous étes avertfs.”

Whilst clearly parodyingNotes from UndergroundLe Bavardsimultaneously

%84 |bid., p. 72.

%85 bid., p. 73.

%8¢ bid., p. 80.

%87 bid., p. 81.

%88 |bid., p. 10. It must be recalled thdbtes from Undergroundias also a conscious parody of
confessional literature, most specifically of Ra&s It is thus indicative of the new status the
Notes have gained in French discourse by the 1948tthe parody has itself become the target
of parody. On the connection to Rousseau see Ry&icamvacki,Dostoevsky and the Affirmation
of Life (New Burnswick: Transaction, 2012), p. 46. On fhactionings of parody in cultural
history see Robert ChambeParody: The art that plays with a{New York: Peter Lang, 2010),
p. 11.
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attacks Sartre’da Nauségimplicating both (and the parodic text) as a gene
tradition. The representation of the protagonists/ardageas attacksdriseg is
in direct reference tha Nauséeas is clear from an intertextual reading of the

conditions under which these occur:

Ce fut donc vers la fin d'une aprés-midi de dimanch j'éprouvai une
sensation d’ennui particulierement déprimante que e décidai
brusquement a quitter ma chambre et a aller pigoertéte a la plage voisine.
[...] Je ne m'attendrais pas si longuement sur I'éfauphorie ou je me
complaisais si je n'avais eu lieu de croire, unerbeaprées, qu'il fut le
prologue et en quelque sorte la source de la premianifestation de mon
mal sous sa forme activé,

Roquentin’s first bout of the Nausbkad begun:

Samedi les gamins jouaient aux ricochets et jeaislhncer, comme eux, un
caillou dans la mer. A ce moment-a, je me suiétérrjai laissé tomber le

caillou et je suis parti. [...] Ce qui s'est passén@i n'a pas laissé de traces
claires. Il y avait quelque chose que j'ai vu et R dégouté, mais je ne

sais plus si je regardais la mer ou le gafet.

The resolution of both crises is likewise broughowt in a public garden, sitting
on a bench under a tree, where the bavard firseaes “un véritable sentiment
de détente et de sécurité”, a parodic referencRdquentin’s famous public
garden revelatio®’* So as Roquentin realised that the Natse®nsciousness,

Le Bavardsuggests that consciousnesbavardage

The representation of thi®avardage as an illness Foréts now parodies,
implicating Dostoevsky and in Sartre alike in thesspective representation of

consciousness as an illneste Bavard thus deconstructs existential

%89 ForétsLe Bavard p. 13-15.
%90 gartre (Euvres romanesqugep 6.
91 ForétsLe Bavard p. 94; Sartre(Euvres romanesquepp. 150-160.

215



hyperconsciousness as an aesthetic stance amgho$ihand:

Or a présent, inexplicablement délivré d’'une télsmtise et toutes choses
cessant de m’apparaitre sous un angle tragiguengen’empéchait de jouir
en toute tranquillité d’'un lieu ol je ne me senfiss traqué ni menacé et
que I'évocation de tout un passé dont il était kdre douait d'un
bouleversant prestige en raison de ce qu'il luifé@it de lointain et de
printanier:®?

There is a clear suggestion that existential argsin aesthetic perspective, a
mere perversion of romantic aesthetic rapture. @dredic enters into play when

the narrator confesses to the falseness of thisaguion:

Sans doute, il m’est trop habituel de tenir meblésises pour des maladies
insolites sur lesquelles aucun traitement n'a devpio, et dont je dois me
contenter de suivre I'évolution avec une curiogit@uissante (...) En fait,
c’est presque ridicule, cette obstination & merergravement atteint quand
jai le cafard, quand une sombre jalousie me dévquand une nouvelle
révélation de mon insuffisance me donne I'enviendefourrer sous terré®

Much has already been made of the fact that theahatontent of the
protagonist’s central outburst of gratuitduesvardagehas been omitted from the
novel. Post-modern critics were keen to read thés aa telling silence,
representative of emptiness inherent to langd&gelowever, the content is not
so absent as the post-modernists wished it to be. ¢ontent is clearly and
repeatedly described as a confession, and a scaisdebnfession, which no one
would wish to heat?® Confessional monologues are then discussed at grea

length as a lack of “hygiene mentale” and attentptdisguise this as an illness

%92 ForétsLe Bavard p. 94.

9 |bid., p.17.

%94 See, for example, Philip Beitchmanam a process with no subjegflorida: Univ. Florida
Press, 1988), p. 185; Maurice Blanchot, "La Pavalme" in L'Amitié (Paris: Gallimard, 1971),
pp. 141-145; Eleanor Kaufmaihe delirium of praise: Bataille, Blanchot, Deleu&altimore

and London: John Hopkins Univ. Press, 2001), p220

9% ForétsLe Bavard pp. 62, 63, 65, 67, 71.
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are brutally derided® The intertextual existential malady in questiomét a

nausea but a linguistic incontinence.

In Le Bavard Sartre’s contraption of Roquentin’s diary as doeatation of a
crisis is parodied throughout: “si j'ai bien prondi'€tudier consciencieusement et
sans détours tout le mécanisme de mes crises,ajepas I'ambition de tout
rapporter.®®” The notion of documenting changing states of migdurther
problematised by the fact that the protagonistatarr of Le Bavard later
confesses to having embelished or invented mangoff all of these. The
speaker’s discourse is further coloured by remimaéis state of enibriatiofi®

In the closing pages he finally confesses to havatgely represented his own
gratuitous desire to speak as a malady: “mes didg®rs sur le caractere clinique
de mon vice que je me déclarais pleinement sdtisfaelqu’'un a pu sans rire
m’entendre parler de ce que je qualifie pompeusemercrise?’ If the direct
parody of the novel of existential crisis were mi¢ar enough, the narrator

continues:

La vérité, c’est qu’'a court d’'imagination et pounttpeu désireux de me taire,
je n’ai rien trouvé de mieux que de révéler morraggerie a ceux qui en
étaient les victimes, et vous avez vous que jearséjuere disposé a vous
faire grace d’aucun détail [...] je parlais, jelps;, quelle jouissance! Et je
parle encoré®

Of course, this parody extends lte Bavarditself: it does not lie outwith the

tradition that it parodies. Kaufman has assertat th

%9 |bid., p. 82.

97 bid., p. 63.

% |bid., pp. 29, 94.
% |bid., pp. 153-4.
890 1pid., pp. 156.
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Le Bavardmight be considered asraman a thésehat marks a notable
departure from the Sartrean model. Rather thaningtagharacters as
mouthpieces for specific philosophical positiobs,Bavarddepicts a central
character who is of philosophical significance famt what he says but for
the way he says "

While Kaufman'’s reading ofe Bavardis correct, her reading dfa Nauséds
mistaken: as the above discussion has stressepgh&m®menological stance that
Roquentin’s narrative represents is revealed pecitirough novelistic poetics.
Le Bavardwrites specifically into the self-same traditionlasNauséeandNotes
from Undergroundusing intertexual references in order to subtietnovel of

existential crisis from within.

Le Bavardcan also be read as a parody of the representttiparception ota

NauséeThe narrator tells that:

la double action de regarder et d’écouter s’accgmaiat depuis longtemps
pour moi d'une émotion tres spéciale [...] Aurait-afors cherché a
m’arracher au doux vertige que me procurait unée tebntemplation,
peut-étre aurais-je réagi violemment par instiretdéfense et répondu aux
questions les plus inoffensives par des parolegesigestes blessafits.

Modernist poetics of perception such as that otr8arnovel are here being
clearly parodied. The passage is followed by a esecgl of ironic misperceptions,
when the bavard diagnoses himself with acute dsjeson noticing his own
tears following a physical beating; with “anguishdadesolation” on perceiving
himself to be groaning, ef®® The protagonist then describes voluntarily
cultivating these misinterpreted feelings of melwilg and anguish by

contemplating the “ruisseau nauséabond de mon péeligre claiming that the

801 Kaufman,The delirium of praise: Bataille, Blanchot, Deleupe 20.
802 ForétsLe Bavard p. 97.
%3 bid., p. 113, 115.
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aesthetic rapture experienced on hearing his faeopieces of music is the way

he can achieve his personnel suniit.

Assis seul dans un café & trois violons et un maup@no exécutent un
morceau en vogue [...] il m'arrive d’'étre envahi pardélire de tristesse ou
de joie auquel je ne puis honnétement donner menobgtion [...] Aussi

me suis-je exercé a demeurer sourd a ce qui, smuisur d'exalter ma
sensibilité, ne faisait de moi qu'un absurde plaleur, mais hélas! jai la
téte trop chaud®

Roquentin’s aesthetic rapture at popular music setenie referenced here. The
added suggestion of drunkenness further underntieeevelations ofe Bavard
Alcohol was far from absent iha Nausée However, inlLe Bavard this
connection between the chemically altered statecarfisciousness and the
existential revelation (in the parodyavardagé becomes overt to the point of
ridicule % This is part of a much larger ideological dispatinderpinning the
three novels. In Sartre’s novel, the subjectivity tbe narrator supersedes
objectivity, as in the description of the sea astabove, or of the enstranged face
in the mirror. InLe Bavardthis is constantly parodied. The narrator deseritie
own subjective experience. However, objectivitycanstantly round the corner
waiting to discredit this. Drunkenness serves phugpose, as do the narrator’s

constant vain lie&’

Le Bavards primary parodic method ishus to confront subjectivism with

objectivity. Such a parody of the existential noesomewhat naivét operates

04 bid., p. 122.

€% bid., pp. 122-3.

€% bid., pp. 83, 86-7.

807 Chambers identified in Dostoevsky¥otes from Undergrountthe turning point that opened
the spigot for modern outpourings of unreliabilif€ee Chamber$arody: The art that plays
with art, p. 148). As such, Foréts is parodying a traditibits root.
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by confronting perception with reality and equatsupjective experience with
lies or delusions. As suche Bavards workings as a parody of subjectivism can
perhaps be better informed by Ivanov’s theory eftibvel-tragedy as opposed to
the Blanchotian anti-novel. Ivanov’s conceptiontioé novel-tragedy, which he
identified as Dostoevsky’s break from the Europeadition, departed from the
grounds that the European novel, fr@uixoteto Karenina, was ideologically
driven to dramatise the disunity between the irmtligsi and the collective;
between subjective experience and objective refifty lvanov identified
Dostoevsky as a historic, innovative deviation froms ideology in that, in
Dostoevsky, it is not objectivity but inter-subjedy that transcends and presides
over the subjective. Forétsse Bavardcan thus be read as a parodic backlash
from the camp of the quixotic ideology that Dostelgyv (and, following him, the
existential novel) was subvertinge Bavardconstantly confronts the reader with
an unproblematic disparity between the subjectigegence and the objective

world, the narrator’s lies and dilusions being jiacally transparent.

The fact thatLe Bavard constitutes such a direct parody Blotes from
Undergroundand La Nauséeindicates that the two works were by this stage
received at least to some degree as a unified isticetradition. It is also
indicative of the status dotes from Undergrounds a text to contend with and a
historical force that it provoked direct parodicteation. In neglectingLe

Bavards intertextual dimension and its positionning withthe context of

%8 lya Kliger, "Dostoevsky and the Novel-Tragedy: rg& and Modernity in Ivanov,
Pumpyansky and BakhtinPMLA 126, no. 1 (2011), pp. 75-76.; Robert Bird, "Ursdanding
Dostoevsky: A Comparison of Russian Hermeneuticofibs,"Dostoevsky Studies, New SeNes
(2001), p. 135.
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existential fiction, post-modern critics falsifieimerous elements in their drive
to (post-)modernise the text. Avni could not haeer further from the mark in
seeing inLe Bavarda post-modern, Heidegger-informed conceptiotruth as a
becoming rather than an existdft. The fact is that the ideology of the text is the
opposite, a step back from existential discourse irdrr-subjectivity to a
predating conflict of reality and interpretatioratiserves to affirm the former by

constantly parodying the latter.

The anti-novel that Bataille and Blanchot so apjted in the work is no less
pertinent for the fact that its negation is direlctather than entirely reflexive, or
rather, is reflexive towards a tradition rathernthanly to itself and fiction in
general. The closing pages of the work reveal tthattext itself was an example
of an extendedrise de bavardagand furthermore an entirely untruthful ot&.
This final confession is affected by the remindettit too is not impervious to
the same denunciatioad infinitum. The narrator’s reminders of the possibility
that his narrative is comprised of lies is not thigence parlant” that Blanchot
chose to see in it, since internal suggestionsoafverity by no means nullify a
narrative. What such disclaimers do achieve isretndén problematisation dfe
Bavard'salready slippery status as parody. In so doiigBavardalso takes the
issue of narrative authenticity beyond previousmamtic’ existential fiction,
towards a more post-modern, ironic and paradoxioakeption of authenticity,

as irresolvable and unattainable, the novel endirdje est ma puérilité que je

899 Ora Avni, "Silence, vérité et lecture dans I'ceuwleelouis-René Des ForétdyLN 102, no. 4
(1987), pp. 879-880.
®1% ForétsLe Bavard p. 142.
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me réjouis a I'idée que ma revanche consisteralaidser toujours ignorer si je

mentais encore quand je prétendais mentir. Quegistje encore dire®*

Albert Camus

Albert Camus’sLa Chuteis the next in the cycle of French existentialist
rewritings of Notes from UndergroundA number of comparative studies have
been dedicated to Camus’s interaction with Dostogv€amus’s active and
productive contemplation of the Russian novelistrsed his entire adult lifé?
As early as 1937, he directed a production of JasqCopeau’sFréeres
Karamazovwith the Théatre de L'Equipe, staged the followiygar, Camus
himself performing the role of Ivan. He later réedlthis as the favourite role of
his career, adding: “le m'exprimais directementlerjouant.®** As observed
above Copeau’s adaptation had somewhat accentls@das an enigmatic
romantic herd** It shall be shown that Camus’s conception of gstivas
directly influenced by Ivan’s discourse. At the etlextremity of Camus’s career,
his final work prior to his death, is a stage adtiph of Dostoevsky'Devils
Dostoevsky’s fiction thus literally frames Camussuvre. Camus’s two major

philosophical works both contain substantial sextidedicated to Dostoevsky’s

611 |bid., p. 160. This closing sentence also echas émigmatic ending oNotes from
Underground the narrator’s decision to stop narrating, folmlby the author’s assurance that he
did not in fact stop.

612 Camus pinpoints his discovery of Dostoevsky atabe of 20 (1933); see ‘Pour Dostoievski’
in CamusEuvres completedV, p. 590.

613 ‘Interview & Paris Théatre’ (1958) in ibid., IV, $78.

614 See pages 99-100 of the current thesis.
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fiction, while his major novels have all been ddigcussed by numerous critics

in terms of their intertextual dialogue with Dostslky®*

Among them,La

Chute Camus's final novel, has proved the richest teff8 What remains to be
achieved, however, is to integrate CamiisisChuteinto the broader intertextual
discourse between Dostoevsky and the French ndvelistential crisis that
concerns this chapter, and to assess the Camwesding of Dostoevsky in the

broader context of Dostoevsky’s French recepticartiqularly the points of

contact between Camus'’s readings and those oféiepessors.

Gide, Shestov and Berdyaev were all factors in dbeelopment of Camus’s
reading of Dostoevsky. Camus speaks of loving Gideundlessly” and of
Shestov as a major influence, while Berdyaev's inggé on Dostoevsky are
quoted in hisCarnets®*’ Sartre’s La Nauséeand Le Mur have also been
identified as major influences on Camus’s thought awriting.®*® It is in
Camus’sLa Chute his final novel, that all of these threads coogether, making
it the most pertinent of his texts in terms of ihiertextual discourse analysed in

the current study. It is also noteworthy that BlasicpositedLe Bavardas a

615 Two studies appeared in the 1990s by Davison amiMdodie, both of which take the form
of intellectual biographies through the lense ofm@a’s thinking and writing on Dostoevsky. See
Ray DavisonCamus: The Challenge of DostoevgExeter: University of Exeter Press, 1997);
Peter DunwoodielJne histoire ambivalente: le dialogue Camus-Dostske(Paris: Nizet, 1996).
There are also important comparative observatibiwsighout René GirardCritigue dans un
souterrain(Paris: Age de 'lhomme, 1978);Etranger has received attention in relationGoime
and Punishment(see relevant chapters of the above cited, iitiaddo FridlenderDostoevskii i
mirovaia literaturg pp. 276-294).

616 Kirk and Gambert have both dedicated in-depthistuspecifically td_a Chutein relation to
Notes from UndergroundJustyna Gambert, "La Confession du je occidertites d'un
souterrainde F.M. Dostoievski dta Chuted’A. Camus,"Revue de littérature comparée no.
341 (2012), pp. 25-49; KirkDostoevskij and Camus: the themes of Consciousigsation,
Freedom and Love

617 Camus,Euvres complétedV, p. 1184.; Sergei Leonidovich Fokidlber Kamiu. Roman.
Filosofiia. Zhizn'(St. Petersburg: Aleteiia, 1999), p. 19.

618 Fokin, Alber Kamiu. Roman. Filosofiia. Zhizpp. 105-113.
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further key hypotext tha Chute®*®

Dostoevsky and_a Chute

It is clear from the frequent references and olzd@ms in Camus’S€arnetsthat
Russian thought, literature and politics were aopeapation for him in the 30s
and 40s. That Camus’s thought was interrogatingipally that of Dostoevsky
during the writing ofLa Chutecannot be doubted: hiSarnetscite towards the
end of 1948: “Un homme conscient, dit Dostoeievsé&it-il se respecter tant soit
peu?®? This question, so fundamental to Dostoevsky'sidictand central
specifically toNotes from Undergroundvould constitute the interrogation b
Chute published the following year: both works are Bl@aterrogations of the

possibility of humanism from the perspective of se¢f-aware individual.

Irina Kirk has made the convincing case that Casius’Chutés parodic relation
to existentialism was parallel tdNotes from Underground’ relation to
Chernyshevsk§#* Both Notes from UndergroundndLa Chuteshare a slippery,
parodic, but nonetheless polemical drive, directadainst rationalist,

progressionist and humanist theoriesNbites from Undergrounthe utilitarianist

61° Blanchot writes: “ce monologue [Le Bavard] augigetécit de Camus (La Chute) parit avoir
emprunté quelque peu, nous donne l'idée la plute fdes rapports ambigus entre lecteur et
auteur” (see Blanchot,'Amitié p. 142). It seems, however, significantly moraugible and
certainly more intertextually demonstrable, that tonnection between the texts relates back to
their common hypotextlotes from Underground

520 CamusEuvres complétes!, p. 1118.

621 Kirk, Dostoevskij and Camus: the themes of Conscioustsesation, Freedom and Loye.

33.
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and socialist thinking of the 1850s was the targdtile in La Chuteit was
Sartre’s increasingly Marxist existentialism. Ag&d has observed, bolotes
from Undergroundand La Chute represent watersheds in the intellectual
biographies of the two authors: a violent and sogtbvercoming of an ideology
once held?® More specifically, both authors had already beénnsed as
reactionaries by the movements they now pafétiyas Gambert asserts in her

recent study of the two works:

Camus vu par les Sartriens, Dostoievski par lesd@ntalistes radicaux,
chacun de nos deux confessions met donc en ceuvravai polyphonique
de désintégration de I'image d’un Moi nécessairdnspéculaire, réfléchi
dans le regard de I'Autre-jug&

The significance of this parallel for the currehegis lies in Camus’s return
specifically to the Dostoevskian hypotext in orderhighlight where Sartre’s
thought has turned away from the existential tracid back towards the

rationalist humanism it had originally set out augai

Camus opens this polemic via another importantrtexeé the thought of
DescartesLa Chutés Dutch setting expressely brings existential poés to the
land of Descartes’ refuge. Clamence refers to Himsepassing, as a Cartesian
Frenchman and notes that Descartes’ Dutch residanee houses an insane
asylum®® In addition to this, Davison and Kirk have intexfgd Camus’s
Amsterdam as a self-conscious surrogate for Doskyesy St Petersburg, with its

grimy taverns, misty canals, its uncanny, demorstagnant and stifling

622 Girard,Critique dans un souterrajrp. 13.

623 Gambert, "La Confession du je occidentdtites d'un souterraimle F.M. Dostoievski dta
Chuted’A. Camus,", p. 30.

624 bid., pp. 30-31.

625 CamusEuvres complétesll, p. 750.
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atmospher&?® Amsterdam was also notably Peter the Great's po¢ofor St
Petersburg. The contrast in setting to Camus’'srotdediterranean novels is
striking. Camus indeed saw the urbanisation ofrditee as a Dostoevskian

innovation:

On cherche en vain les paysages dans la granélatitte européenne depuis
Dostoievski. Lhistoire n’explique ni I'univers natl qui était avant elle, ni
la beauté qui est au-dessus d’elle. Elle a donisictie les ignorer. Alors que
Platon contenait tout, le non-sens, la raison ehyéhe, nos philosophes ne
contiennent rien que le non-sens de la raisonepguitls ont fermé les yeux
sur le reste. La taupe médité.

The meditating mole, recalling Dostoevsky's hypenscious subteranian
‘mouse’, represents modernity’s previously mentbmeovement indoors, into
isolation, and introspectiotf® Camus situated this turning point in literary
history specifically at Dostoevsky. This is sigo#nt when considering the
connection between philosophical thematics ana Hpeicial representation ira
Chute in relation to its Dostoevskian, Nietzschean &adtrian hypotexts. As
observed of Hilbert in Sartre’s ‘Erostrate’, a [¢®thean valorisation of altitude

distinguishes Clamence from the underground man:

Oui, je ne me suis jamais senti a I'aise que desisituations élevées. Jusque
dans le détail de la vie, javais besoin d'étredagsus. Je préférais I'autobus
au métro, les caléches aux taxis, les terrassesratesol$?°

Rapturing on heights and vertigo, Clamence, estaiply his past self (even

e630

explicitly) as a “surhomme;”" states that: “Les soutes, les cales, les soutsyrai

626 Davison,Camus: The Challenge of Dostoevsgp. 163, 167; KirkDostoevskij and Camus
pp. 115, 119.

%27 CamusEuvres complétesll, p. 599.

628 Ferguson, "The flaneur on and off the streets aifis?” p. 39. On the underground man as
proto-modern see, for example, Peter NichoMnpdernisms: a literary guidgBasingstoke
Macmillan, 1995), pp. 8, 18.

62 CamusEuvres complétesl, pp. 706-707.

830 bid., I, p. 709.
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les grottes, les gouffres me faisaient horréii‘r.SpatialIy, this places Clamence’s
discourse on the same ‘vertical structural axi®astoevsky and Nietzche's. The
‘fall' of the title thus takes on a further intextaal nuance in addition to its
obvious biblical one: a fall from Nietzsche’s vgitious heights to Dostoevsky’s

underground.

This is presented as a choice. Clamence has wilioited for a particular
landscape, the ‘infernal’ circles of canals andtg lbelow sea level against his

more Nietzschean instincts:

La vérité est que je me force a aimer les canaexq@ j'aime le plus au
monde, c’est la Sicile, vous voyez bien, et enclwrdnaut de I'Etna, dans la
lumiére, a condition de dominer I'fle et la nfi&r.

The narrator thus professes a Nietzschean preditetti physically transcend the
landscape yet chooses to make his home in a cibybsea-level. Like Hilbert,
Clamence becomes a pathetic rendering of the Nie¢zsn superman. Clamence
has the same need of the other as the undergroandThe crucial narratological
disparity betweemMotes from UndergroundndLa Chuteconcerns the presence
of the interlocutor and consequent orality of thdéter. Like Dostoevsky and
Foréts, Camus’s narrative employs the device diegsedavardagg“Je suis un
bavard, hélasf®). The diegetic orality of Clamence’s discoursedsinteracted
by stylistic bookishness (the narrator employsithgerfect subjunctive from the
first page, observing dietegically the wince of higerlocutor-readef§* while

the written ‘notes’ of the underground man empldijpgs, repetition and

&1 bid., IIl, p. 707.
32 |bid., IIl, p. 716.
%33 bid., IIl, p. 698.
34 bid., IIl, p. 698.
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exclamation in imitation of orality. This ambiguitprings to the fore the

ambiguous relationship between narrating voiceraader as listener.

La Chutethus enters into existential debate withtes from Undergroundn the
same narratological plaresLa NauséeandLe Bavard that of the self and the
other. Narrative in each constitutes an act of essibnal outreactLe Bavard
was observed to parody the dialogical aspect oftd@wsky’s interrupted
monologue, while La Nausés monologism is indicative of Rogquentin’s
irrevocable dissociation from the othéa Chuteis a narratological step in the
opposite direction: a literal rendering of Dostdeas dialogism, insofar as the
formal interlocutor of theNotes is here vaguely diegetically embodied. In
Dosoesvky's novella, the abstract interlocutor amerrupter of his monologue is
the rational voice ofvsemstvoIn Camus’s text, the interrupter represents a
singular rather than a collective reader, and s no particular stant®.
However, Clamence subverts this in the closingicedf the novel by revealing

that he constantly seeks out and lures listenéogliis narrative compliance.

La Chute like Le Bavard is also a direct parody afr NauséeThe image of the
disillusioned humanist-cum-‘penitent judge’ is, @amus affirmed, a parodic
representation of Sartrian existentialism and thegox contained in any notion
of value systems founded on phenomenological ogyold existentialisme chez

nous about it a unedblogie sans dieu et a une scolastique doétait inevitable

835 Blanchot's analysis of the work in "La Chute: Laite, " interprets Camus’s narrative as a
dialogue enveloped in a monologue, but a doublylproatised one: “ses confidences ne confient
rien, de méme que l'interlocuteur vers qui il eéstrhé est un mur de brouillard dans lequel ses
paroles s’enfoncent, sans avoir été entenduesmanecsi elles n'avaient pas été prononcées. Que
reste-t-iI? Lironie.” See Blanchot, Amitié, p. 229.
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qu'elles finissent par susciter desgimes d’inquisition.®®® Camus’s choice to
attack this by returning to the Dostoevskian hygpbi® not arbitrary, as he stated

in the same interview:

Si les pémisses de l'existentialisme se trouvent, commeejerbit, chez
Pascale, Nietzsche et Kierkegaard ou Chestov, ass d’accord avec ells.
Si ses conclusions sont celles de nos existen$iajes ne suis pas d’accord,
car ells sont contradictoires aux premi¥gs.

La Chuteis thus explicitly an attack on the contemporexistentialist movement
in France, from the perspective of existential titdu The significance of the
protagonist’s self-imposed exile to a Northern Paan port-town setting again
becomes clear. Camus’s most Dostoevskian (and regitential) novel

reconfronts Sartrian existentialism with the funéamal problem at the origins of
existential thought. This is the problem of thewalisrepresented iba Chuteby

the disembodied laughter. This follows Clamenceagwsaying reminder of an

intuitively sensed indignity inherent to an abshuinan existence.

The connection between this disembodied laughter sncide is the absurd
problematic that Camus developed lie Mythe de Sysiphérhe ‘Fall’ from
humanist naivety is a representation of the dsiloment associated with the
revelation of the absurd. Fruitful comparisons nimy observed betweeba
Chuteand Dostoevsky’s own reworking of the myth of thedl in Dream of a

Ridiculous Man In the Dostoevskian version, the myth is embedated dream

83¢ Albert Camus, "Derrniére interview" i@euvres completeV, p. 662. It may be observed that
Berdyaev said almost the same thing: “I regard wpe tof philosophy as ‘existentialist’, even
though one should qualify this by pointing out tirae existentialist philosophy is represented by
St Augustine, Pascal, Kierkegaard and Nietzscheerahan Heidegger, Jaspers or Sartre” (see
BerdyaevDream and Reality: an essay in autobiograppy93).

837 Camus, "Derrniére interview" iDeuvres completedV, p. 663.
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in a framing narrative in which the protagonistresnsformed from cynicism to
holy ridicule by a brush with suicide, the dreaselt and an encounter with a
destitute child. The novella concludes ty maneHbkyto 1eBOUKY s OTBICKa... 1
noiiny! W noiay!”®*® The Camusian text involves the suicide of anotker,
which the protagonist bears silent witness, rasglin his fall fromhumanism to
cynicism (the inverse trajectory of the Dostoevekpotagonist oDream of a
Ridiculous Mah The centrality of the problem of suicide (thebjsative
potential decision as to whether life is worth rig) in Camus’s conception of
humanism is comparable to the problem of the saffechild in Dostoevsky’s
thought®®*® The crucial difference is that Camus’s is a rdflex rational value
judgement of one’s own life, in isolation from tbther. As such it is ego-centred
while Dostoevsky’s response takes a supra-rationiat-subjective empathy as

its foundation.

The absurd had been the starting point of Camusi®gophical engagement
with Dostoevsky withLe Mythe de Sisyphén 1942, the essay famously
commencing: “Il N’y a qu’un probléme philosophiqueiment sérieux: c’est le
suicide.” Camus'’s initial ground of enquiry is theme as Dostoevsky’s: human
mortality implies subjective meaninglessn&8sThe crucial distinction is that

for Dostoevsky, this constituted a proof of hum@amiortality while for Camus it

638 DostoevskiiPolnoe sobranie sochinenkXV, p. 119.

539 |t is noteworthy that Camus spoke of inheriting thheme of child suffering directly from
Dostoevsky, and that were it not from Dostoevskig tvould have been absent from his thought
(see CamusEuvres complétesV, p. 547).

%40 1bid., 1, p. 230. It is noteworthy that this essay Dostoevsky was added to the volume
initially in replacement of an essay on Kafka thats unpublishable under the occupation. The
idea that the two studies might be ‘interchangeéablm itself of interest. Camus subjected both
writers, along with Kierkegaard, to a similar egigfial reading.
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is the inescapable condition of the Absfttin face of the potential conclusion
that life is indeed not worth living, Camus raisé@slov’s self-destruction to the
status of an event (albeit fictional) of genuinsttiical significanc&*? Camus'’s
reading follows Gide’s insofar as Kirilov's actseen as a genuine surpassing of
the human condition, its ironic and grotesque sittevnplayed, or rather,
rehabilitated from the perspective of the Absurcam@s, however, goes a
significant step further than Gide in seeing inildir's act a genuine starting
point for a paradoxical nihilistic humanism. Gid&sgilov had killed himself in
order to surpass his own humanity; Camus’s does eader that others might do
s0°* What Dostoevsky intended as a grotesque parodsthaist humanism,
reductio ad absurdumCamus’s absurdist humanism re-appropriates. diris
thus reinstated as a prophet of modern nihilisra:litherating force that permits

the subsequent “everything is permitted” of lvan.

This absurd humanism follows Ivan Karamazov’s seetital validation of
justice over God, understood in Camus as the atyhair both dogma and fact:
“La lutte de la justice contre la vérité est ougeidi pour la premiére fois*
Absurdist humanism recognises neither rational dogmatic approaches to
ethics. This irrationalist reading of Ivan’s revgis a sentiment of justice in
revolt against truth) differs radically from Gide'seading of Ivan as a

representative of intellectualism. It also contathe seed of the dispute that

641 “A BBICIIAS HUIOCs Ha 3€MJIC JIMIIb OAHA U UMCHHO — HEs O 6€CCMepTI/II/I Ay ‘IeJ’IOBG‘IGCKOﬁ,
100 BCE OCTANbHBIE «BBICIINE» HUICU )XU3HU, KOTOPBIMH MOXKET OBITH XHUB YECJIOBCK, JIMIIb U3 HEC
onnoi BeiTekaiot,” (Dostoevskii,Polnoe sobranie sochinenXIV, p. 48).

842 CamusEuvres complétes, p. 224.

%43 bid., I, pp. 293-4.

%44 bid., Il, p. 108.
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would eventually divide Camus and Sartre. Revolt,Gamus, is the essence of
freedom. It is for this reason that in Kant he ggused only negative freedom,

freedom fromP*®

Dostoevsky’s conception of the existential predieatmas expressed in his letters,
differed from Pascal’s ‘thinking reed’ in recogmigi reason itself as a source of
suffering rather than a source of digrfity. Sartre and Camus both follow this
conception, of the overdeveloped consciousnessnagingss. Camus, unlike
Sartre, retained a degree of hope in the unthinkihg sensory and the
pre-rational, that which Sartre had portrayed ithsa negative light irLa

Nausée

Camus’s departure from Shestov and existentialghbwas set out ihe Mythe
de SisypheHe termed “suicide philosophique” the turn from tegelation of the
Absurd to God. Dostoevsky’s, Kierkegaard’s and 8hes leaps of Absurd faith
(“ecnu 6 KTO MHE J0Ka3al, 4YTO XPUCTOC BHE UCTHHBI, U OelicmeumenbHo ObLIO
Obl, YTO HCTHMHAa BHE XpHUCTA, TO MHE Jy4lle XOTEJIOCh OBl OCTaBaTHCS CO
Xpucrom, Hesxenn ¢ ucrunoit.”®*’) Camus rejected. The rubric he applied to
Shestov, the “admirable monotonie” has remainedchéd to the Russian

philosopher henceforth. It is of significance ttias dates from CamusGarnets

as an observation concerning a host of religioirskéns and text&® Prior to

54% |bid., I, p. 1103.

646 Blaise PascaRensée¢Paris: Seuil, 1962), p. 67.

547 ‘pis'mo H. D. Fonvizinoi, ian-fev 1854’ in Dostoskii, Polnoe sobranie sochineniXXVIIl,

l, p. 176.

548 The observation in the diary extends to the mamptaf Shestov, Pascal, Nietzsche, the Coran
and the Bible, Buddhist texts, Proust and MarqeisSdde, of last works of Tolstoy. See Camus,
Euvres completedl, p. 931.
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this, it dates to Gide’s ‘6éme lettre & Ang&te.’

With La Chute Camus realines his thought, on a fundamentall,levith the
existential interrogations of Dostoevsky’s undetgrd man, those of Shestov and
those of Nietzsche. Blanchot's essay ‘La ChutefFu#e’ brings these concerns

to the fore:

Mais que fuit-il? Qu’est ce que cette fuite? Le st mal choisi pour plaire.
Le courage est pourtant d’accepter de fuir plutf# de vivre quietement et
hypocritement en de faux refuges. Les valeurgpdtses, les religions et ces
certitudes privées que notre vanité et notre coisgiae a nous-mémes nous
octroient généreusement, sont autant de séjoumspéors que le monde
aménage pour ceux qui pensent se tenir ainsi deftcal repos, parmi les
choses stable¥?

This rejection of refuge, of the comfort of 2x2= Dostoevsky'’s text, is also a
rejection of Sartre’s early ideal of transcenderarad his later ideal of

engagement.

Camus’s rift with French Existentialism had beguithw.’Homme révolté- his

attempt at a conceptual history of Revolt — andcisclusion regarding the
famouspensée de midCamus’s vision of a conciliation, however terisetween

the rational and the irrational alienated him froboth existential and
existentialist camps. His discussion of Dostoevske&volt is of particular interest
in this regard: it was in lvan Kramazov that Canmirspointed Dostoevsky’s
“vrai progrés” with regards to the history of retyatientifying in Ivan’s discourse

and demise the question “peut-on vivre et se maiintans la révolte?® Like

549 See page 79, footnote 206 of the current thesis.
850 Blanchot,L’Amitié, p. 232.
51 CamusEuvres complétesll, p. 110.
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Sartre, Camus homes in on Ivan’s “tout est perrag’a historical event, which
he identifies this as the origin of contemporatyiligm.®>?> For Camus, Ivan is in

a sense trapped in his revolt:

La lutte de la justice contre la vérité est ouvat@our la premiere fois; elle
n'aura plus de cesse. Ivan, solitaire, donc mdeglse suffira d’'une sorte de
don-quichottisme métaphysiqti&.

The quixotic aspect Camus here refers to is trat'$vbattle is essentially absurd:
in the face of universal injustice, subjectivelyperenced, he cado positively
nothing of consequence. What served as a fairlyabipmatic atheistic starting
point for Sartre’s humanist existentialism is foar@us far more conceptually
complex. Camus, unlike Sartre, does not turn adl®ye on lvan’s recognition of
the fundamental paradox between his simultaneocsptance and rejection of
the world and creat8P* Where Sartre’s character had famously declaret! tha
“L'enfer, c’est les autres”, Camus proclaimed irs Rlarnets in much more
Dostoevskian terms, that, “L'enfer, c’est le pasagius la mort”, clearly in
reference to the same inherent injustice of modsistence that Russian
existential thought from Dostoevsky to Shestov beabpled witf>® Camus’s
understanding of the Ivan and Alyosha’s debatdusi@ated by a later assertion
in the Carnetsthat: “cela m’ennuierait beaucoup que I'on me éog choisir
absolument entre saint Augustin et Hegel. J'aipiession qu'’il doit y avoir une

vérité supportable entre les de§x®”

%52 bid., Ill, pp. 108-9.
%3 1bid., IIl, p. 108.
5% |bid., Ill, p. 109.
5 |bid., II, p. 1145.
8¢ bid., II, p. 659.
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Through his final parody ofa Chute Camus had dramatized his dispute with
existentialism by returning to its existential, Dues/skian origins iMNotes from
Underground Camus’s life was to end abruptly just two yediterathis final
novelistic tribute to Dostoevsky, but not beforé gaother, theatrical tribute: his
adaptation of.es Possédéa 1959.LesPossédésccupies a special place in the
oeuvre of “Camus-adapteur,” as Ouadia has discusssofar as it is his only
project of theatre adaptation taken on entirehhisyown initiative and following
many years of gestation, whilst all the rest wené ‘au hazard®’ Indeed,
Camus wrote of DostoevskyBevilsin 1959 “je m’en suis nourri et [...] je m’y
suis formé. |l y a prés de vingt ans en tout casjguwois ses personnages sur la
scéne.®® Camus also said that, unlike most of his work, auaptedLes

Possédémotivated by desire and personal pleaStite.

It is curious to note that, in response to the tioesas to why he adapted
Dostoevsky’s novel for the stage, Camus answersxipjaining why he did not
adapt Tolstoy®® While greatly appreciating both, he reads the twiters in the
same dualistic terms as his predecessors. In regponthe question, during an
open debate, as to whether Dostoevsky can be dakethther of contemporary

French literature, Camus stated:

le probléeme de l'influence est toujours un problédédicat a traiter parce
gu’on ne sait pas ou elle commence ni ou elle &ary...] Eh bien, je crois
pouvoir dire que si une ceuvre est vivante aujowiddarmi nous, c'est celle

857 Karima OuadiaAlbert Camus adapteur de théatitesipzig: Le Manuscrit, 2006), p. 36.
858 CamusEuvres complétesV, p. 537.

9 bid., IV, p. 552.

80 bid., IV, p. 541.
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de Dostoievski®!

Camus expressly saw Hies Possédéss a dramatisation of the same reading of
Dostoevsky that he had presented’ifomme révolt&®? His justification of the
project, and generally of the interest in Dostogvsk the 1950s, was largely

political: Dostoevsky was seen to have prophesgtatinism®®®

Conclusion

It is clear that by the 1930s and 40s aspects aftd@osky’s underground had
been knitted deep into the fabric of France’s exisalist literary traditionLa
Nausée engaged subtly with the underground man’s polemitsing a
simultaneous critique of rationalism and romanticigith modernist poetics of
perception. Sartre, however, returned, in the amich of La Nauséeto the
romantic transcendence the underground had refatej in his subsequent
technical writings, to rationalist ethicke Bavardwas observed as a parody of
Notes from UndergroundndLa Nauségtargeting directly the dialogical poetics
of the former and the subjectivist poetics of pptica of the latter to confront, in
turn, both radical subjectivism and inter-subjestiv with cold hard objectivity,
and, as such, to re-confront tteenan-tragediiawith quixotic ideologyLa Chute
was then analysed as the concluding word in thiteogf parodies, reconfronting

Sartrian existentialism with the shared Dostoevskigypotext by means of

%81 |bid., IV, p. 545.
%2 |bid. IV, p. 536.
%3 bid. IV, p. 536.
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intertextual reference. Camus, through Chuteand all of his oeuvre, fused as it
was with Dostoevskian ideas and motifs, ultimateyallenged the dogmatism
inherent in Sartrian existentialism’s rationalisipproach to ethics, to return to
an lvan Karamazov-informed ethics of sentimentjir@gg with indignation and

revolt, and ending in a suprarational fraternalism.

From this analysis, two principal oppositions bedwereligious existential
thought and atheist existentialism have emerge@. firbt disparity pertains, of
course, to the meaning of human existence. Indhmdr, as represented by the
underground man and Shestov, this is a mystic apchgrational possibility lying
beyond reach: beyond the stone wall of abstractorg@ng. In Marcel and
Berdiaev this supra-rational possibility is found intersubjectivity; in Camus,
the same indication is also present, if in a secdase, though this possibility is
— as with Shestov and the underground man — beyeadh. In Sartre’da
Nausée the opposite conclusion is reached: authorshipaofext is seen,
over-optimistically, as authorial transcendenceaftingency and embuing of the

individual self with the aspect of the necessary.

The second disparity between existential thought aristentialism emerged
from their approaches to the problem of the selfelation to the other. Marcel
and lvanov’'s thought, and particularly their reacs to Dostoevsky's, stressed
intersubjectivity andsobornost’as the only road out of the destructive impass of
radical subjectivism. Contrarily, Sartre’s fictednand philosophical writings
explored the same predicament but maintained aganistic conception of the

relationship between self and other. Camus’'<Chuteand des Forét'ke Bavard
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continued this discussion through their narrativgl@ation of dialogism,
exploiting Dostoevsky-informed interrupted monolegu to highlight the

impossibility of intersubjective communication.
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Conclusion

This thesis set out to trace the reception of Dmathky in France from initial
translations and critical responses to the existeand existentialist dialogues of
the 1930s and 1940s via the modernist and prostemtial readings from the
turn of the century. Derély’s first translation Gfime and Punishmenias

analysed in parallel to both the original and arairench translation, revealing
that key, subversive themes of the original hachbre@malised and sanitised in
translation, altering Raskolnikov's murder motive@rh the theoretical to the
sociological. Hunger and the resultant desire tb tbe pawnbroker were
emphasised while Raskolnikov’s greater motive, thfatesting his aristocratic
theory, was downplayed. Initial critics made theneamodification, including

Vogué’s highly influential reading. For the followg two decades, Vogié
dominated the reception of Russian literature BnEe, playing a significant role
in the way in which works were translated and drgsated, and how they were
read. He contributed significantly to the developmef more cosmopolitan
readings of Russian literature in France. HoweVegué reduced Dostoevsky to
his earliest works, writing off his far more subsige, mature fiction on account
of its cumbersome philosophical deviations: the ehlowas no place for
philosophising and these works were moreover deeafedubious utility in

terms of providing moral instruction.

A subsequent, modern generation of readers, spmdgtieby André Gide,
reassessed this initial reading and rejected itemity. This generation had

encountered Dostoevsky before reaching intelleatuatlrity. Significantly, they
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were also fervent readers of Nietzsche. Increagisgless came to be placed on
Dostoevsky’s later, more morally ambiguous novelgating an ‘immoralist’
Dostoevsky in opposition to Vogué’s ‘moralist’ réagl Post-Nietzsche and
Post-Freud, Dostoevsky’s investigation of madnessine a talking point among
his defenders rather than his detractors. Meanyitat previous detracters had
seen in Dostoevsky's novelistic aesthetics as barbfarmlessness, modernist
readers such as Gide and Riviére identified aseathatics of complexity to be

drawn from and integrated into the French tradition

Gide admired Dostoevsky’s ability to achieve a atwe dissolution of the self
into multiple opposed ethical stances of his cherac His literary output often
explored the same themes as his various criticaksvon Dostoevky. An initial,
‘immoralistic’ stage centered around the imposgibpf an ethics of self-will, in
the ‘6° lettre a Angéle’ and’Immoraliste A second stage represented a backlash
against Vogué’s “religion de la souffrance” as auaion of Dostoevsky’s
thought. Gide launched this directly in the brie€eption history that opens his
‘Dostoievski d’'aprés sa correspondance.’ He themticoed it intertextually with
Les Caves du Vaticara parody not so much @rime and Punishmerdas of
Vogué’s reading of it — evidenced by Vogiié’s cheeased appearance in the
novel as well as Gide’s rewriting of Dostoevskyisdang, on which Vogué’s
reading had hinged. Following the Great War andskwsRevolution, Gide’s
final, mature reading of Dostoevsky was influend®dh by his own spiritual
awakening, as described Mumquid et tu..and by his encounter with Shestov’s
philosophical interpretation. Ultimately, Gide’'sading concluded where it

started, with his innovative reformulation of thddie of Kirilov: a riddle that
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stimulated Gide for three decades before finaltgifg its fictional rewriting in

Boris and La Perouse bes Faux-Monnayeurs

Russian émigré readings arrived around the time'Si@ading reached maturity.
Emigré readings, cultivated in the climate of thes§lan Silver Age, focused on
Dostoevsky as a religious critique of positivisnheStov’s reading, from 1921,
was the first in France to suggé&ttes from Undergrounds the central pillar of

Dostoevsky’s thought — a statement Gide would soeiterate. Shestov's
‘Dostoievski et la lutte contre les évidences’ hdma on proto-existential,

antirationalist aspects of Dostoevsky’s work. Thag to Shestov's translator,
friend and philosophical follower Boris de Schloemadertaking a retranslation
of the novella. The resultant translation, withatdgstential shading, went on to
enter the Bibliothéque de la Pléiade, attestingdrt to its quality, in part to the

positive reception of a more existentialist Dosgigv

Berdiaev's was a more traditionally romantic Chaistreading, which did not
belong to to the existential tradition of ShestawsSchloezer’s. Heated debates
as to the meaning of Dostoevsky’s work and its@lacboth Russian and French
litearary history animated the Studio Franco-Rus$saging about meaningful
intercultural exchange via the platform of Dostders fictional world. Gabriel
Marcel, immersed in this intercultural dialogue,daan enthused reader of
Berdiaev, Shestov, and lvanov, wrote a little-knagsay on the representation of
the self and other (I and Thou) in lvanov’s readifigpostoevsky: a dialectic that

proved essential to Marcel’s developing existemtfalosophy.
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Finally, French existentialist fiction from Sarsela Nauséeto Camus’sLa
Chute continued to dialogue intertextually with Dostdeys fiction and
particularly with existential readings dfotes from Undergroundrhrough their
intertextual dialogue with and surrounding the [@estkian hypotext, they
employ Dostoevsky-informed monological form to expl the possibility of
meaningful communication. lba Chuteand particularlyLe Bavard this is fused
with an ironic pessimism that bridges DostoevsiNes from Undergrounand

developing post-modern accounts of dialoffife.

Through this analysis, a number of overarching #rhave been identified,
which warrant further indepth research. The firstthe refracting role of
‘orientalism’ in the early reception of Dostoevsky an exotic, barbaric, Asiatic
artist. Given that Russian literature is, to th#g,dshelved in the Bibliothéque
Nationale de France under ‘Littératures OrientaleArts’ rather than ‘Littérature
Etrangeére’ (the latter being reserved for literatauthored in Western European
languages), a detailed assessment of how Franeggption of Russian culture
has evolved as European, Oriental or otherwisedvbe a crucial contribution
to developing an understanding of these constrastf§actors dominating the

nineteenth and twentieth century reception of Russultural output in France.

A further research theme that this study has urrealves that of the interwoven

nature of Dostoevsky and Nietzsche’s reception lootFrance, from Gide’s ‘6e

84 A significant field of future study will be theraval of Bakhtin’s reading of Dostoevsky and
its impact both on the reception of Dostoevsky iarfEe and on cultures of reading in France at
large. Pitting the receptions of Dostoevsky and tBiakin parallel may yield significant fruits
when considering the emergence, for example, da Xitisteva and Paul Ricoeur and their
respective engagements with Dostoevsky'’s fiction.
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letter & Angele,” through Merezhkovksky’s and Sbe'st writings, through to
Camus’s reception of Dostoevsky. The significande Nietszche in the
transformation of Dostoevsky from a ‘moralist’ ta ammoralist’ novelist has
been evidenced in the current study. What remairetassessed is the extent to
which Dostoevsky’s reception also refracted Nigisz, as was clearly the cases
of Gide and Suarés. Future study could shed ligitwihether other key
interpreters of Nietzsche in France read his whrkugh that of Dostoevsky, as
was certainly the case of the Russian receptidfietzsche during the Silver Age

and into the culture of the post-revolutionary Raissliaspora.

The current thesis carried out detailed translagioalyses of two different French
translations ofCrime and Punishmerand two ofNotes from Undergroundrhis
showed clearly that early translaters attempteatbtanalise subversive aspects of
Dostoevsky’s fiction, justifying this as mediatitretween French and Russian
tastes, often referring to Dostoevsky as a barlsamen confused author in need
of improvement and clarification. The remainingnskations of Dostoevsky in
French from this period will doutlessly yield fuethinteresting fruits if subjected
to modern translation analysis, as, with the exoapdf early studies from the
50s to 70s (methodologically focussed on assesbmdfidelity’ of translations
as opposed to the specific implications of modtfaras) this has not been carried
out. The current thesis also identified in Schloszeanonical 1926 translation of
Notes from Underground clear and significant influence of Shestov’s &xisal
reading of the Russian author. Further study sjpatly into the wave of
retranslations in the 1920s could establish whetthisrwas an isolated example

or whether this broader wave also took on an axistecolouring.
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The most significant finding of the current studytle extent to which Russian
émigré writings on Dostoevsky did clearly contribt the French understanding
of the novelist in the 1920s and 30s, and the éxtnwhich Gabriel Marcel,

broadly recognised as one of the first French ghipivers associated with the
existential movement, was steeped in the intellctulture of the Russian
diaspora. Further research into intercultural djadarrounding the Studio-Franco
Russe, the Decades at Pontigny, Berdiaev's sal@h adiner such spaces of
intercultural dialogue will be essential in dispedl the myth that Russian émigré
thought continued seamlessly, in the diasporic ykibpom the Silver Age and

back into the Russian culture of the 1990s, wheract, this diasporic cultures

existed in dialogue with host cultures.
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