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Abstract
SENTENCED TO LIFE: WRITING THE SELF IN DOSTOEVSKY AND JAMES
by
Evelina Mendelevich

Advisor: André Aciman

This thesis is the first full-length study to compare Dostoevsky’s and James’s mutually
illuminating concepts of art and its relation to life. It examines Dostoevsky’s and James’s artistic
and intellectual kinship through the hitherto overlooked structural and thematic parallels between
their fiction and criticism. Both authors distinguish between two concepts of reality: the external,
objective reality—the raw material of life, infinitely rich and abundant, but ultimately
meaningless in its indiscriminate inclusiveness; and what James calls the “transmuted real,”
reality rendered meaningful through individual perception and experience and reflected in art.
When it comes to the inner reality of the self, one finds in the fiction of Dostoevsky and James
the same distinction between the “raw” material of interior reality, indeterminate and
“unfinalizable,” and the meaningful social identity formed in the process of self-actualization—
the creative effort of life-writing.

Dostoevsky’s “White Nights” and James’s “The Beast in the Jungle” are
examples of failure at life-writing resulting from individual consciousness’ disengagement and
isolation from external world. Concerned as they are with the inner workings of the psyche,
Dostoevsky and James nevertheless stress that a living consciousness is characterised by
interaction, i.e. it is always conscious of other consciousnesses. Yet Daisy Miller and Notes from
the Underground dramatize the problems inherent in such interaction. Both novellas focus on the

discrepancy between the essential indeterminacy of the self and the social and cultural identities



through which it is allowed to express itself in a social setting. The freedom to preserve
indeterminacy and potentiality is presented in both novellas as the chief law of life, yet
indeterminacy is incompatible with communal living. In The Idiot and The Wings of the Dove,
Dostoevsky and James present artistic imagination and such forms of literary activity as plotting,
scripting, reading and narrating as essential parts of self-scripting strategies of the characters
confronted with this predicament. Despite Myshkin’s and Milly’s failures as heroes, they
nevertheless succeed in realizing their artistic potential, embodying art’s capacity for reconciling
the self’s vital impulses for being and for seeing, and therefore for meeting both aesthetic and

ethical demands of life.
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Chapter 1.
The Art of Making Life
In a short article titled “A Prediction in Regard to Three English Authors,” T. S. Eliot

writes: “James did not provide us with ‘ideas,” but with another world of thought and feeling. For
such a world,” Eliot continues, “some have gone to Dostoevsky, some to James...” (qtd. in
Krook 2). James would probably be very surprised—perhaps even insulted—by the comparison
with a writer in whom he saw so little artistic skill. According to Robert Louis Stevenson, James
could not even finish Crime and Punishment: he “did not care for it because the character of
Raskolnikov was not objective” (Stevenson 310), and his repulsion from Dostoevsky is
expressed unambiguously in a well-known letter to Hugh Walpole:

Tolstoi and D[ostoevsky] are fluid puddings, though not tasteless, because the

amount of their own minds and souls in solution in the broth gives it savour and

flavour, thanks to the strung, rank quality of their genius and their experience. But

there are all sorts of things to be said of them, and in particular that we see how

great a vice is their lack of composition, their defiance of economy and

architecture, directly they are emulated and imitated; then, as subjects of

emulation, models, they quite give themselves away. (Letters 2:237)
While Eliot implicitly acknowledges the stylistic differences between the two authors which
James was so keen on emphasizing, his remark simultaneously points to the profound affinity
between the worlds evoked by Dostoevsky and James in their fiction. Indeed, the connection
noted by Eliot is a deep-seated one, and it is rooted in the two writers’ kindred visions of art and

its relation to life.



Unlike James, Dostoevsky never gave us a systematic theory of art, but, like James, he
wrote about art continuously and prolifically. Read side by side, the non-fiction writings of
Dostoevsky and James—journalism, criticism, personal and professional correspondence—
reveal a remarkable similarity of opinions about art and its relation to life, and point to an artistic
kinship between these two “fathers” of modern psychological prose. In fact, Dostoevsky and
James build their views on the art of fiction around the same key ideas and standards,
emphasizing, in theory and practice, the freedom of art from prescriptions and obligations, the
central value of interesting and engaging the reader in a work of fiction, and the primacy of
impressions and point of view which form the basis of realism in fiction. These standards reflect
Dostoevsky’s and James’s vision of the dynamic relationship between art and life, expressed not
only in critical writings, but also in the respective narrative methods of each author.

James’s 1884 essay “The Art of Fiction” is undoubtedly one of the most famous defenses
of the freedom of art in literature. Directing his polemics against Walter Besant, James insists
that any attempt to subject art to a set of rules, be they moral or formal, is futile at best, fatal at
worst:

To indicate the danger of such an error as that has been the purpose of these few
pages; to suggest that certain traditions on the subject, applied a priori, have
already had much to answer for, and that the good health of an art which
undertakes so immediately to reproduce life must demand that it be perfectly free.
It lives upon exercise, and the very meaning of exercise is freedom. (LC 1:49)"
James was almost certainly not aware that more than twenty years earlier (and hundreds of miles

away), Dostoevsky had written a no less inspired defense of art’s freedom in his polemical essay

! Henry James, Literary Criticism. 2 vols. (New York: Library of America, 1984). Cited hereafter as LC.



“Mr. —bov and the Question of Art,”?

directed against the influential Russian critic Dobrolyubov,
whose utilitarian views restricted art if not to a set of technical rules, at least to a set of practical
aims. Dostoevsky agrees that “art can be of help to some cause by rendering assistance to it, for
it comprises enormous means and great powers,” but he is unshakeable in his defense of art from
any obligations:
...one can only wish it, one cannot demand it, if only because one demands
mostly when one wishes to compel by force, and the first law of art is freedom of
inspiration and creation. Everything that has been imposed from above,
everything that has been obtained by force from time immemorial to our own day
has never succeeded and, instead of being beneficial, has been only harmful. The
defenders of “art for art’s sake” are chiefly against the utilitarians because by
prescribing certain aims for art, they destroy it, for they encroach on its
freedom... (OW 96)’

The two essays resemble each other in many ways, and the fact that James, who could not
have read Dostoevsky’s essay, repeats some of his key assertions almost verbatim is somewhat
startling, particularly in light of his later dismissive remarks on the Russian’s art. It is interesting,
for example, that both James and Dostoevsky challenge not the general ideas of their opponents,
which, they concede, are not entirely devoid of truth and insight, but the idea of prescriptions per
se, the attempt to direct the creative process of novelists along pre-determined paths. The

problem, as Dostoevsky and James express it, is that we simply do not possess the complete

knowledge and foresight to predict the result of one or another artistic endeavor, which is

2 \When available, | cite current English translations of Dostoevsky’s works within the text, and include original
quotations in the endnotes. Most of the essays and articles cited in this chapter have been translated by David
Magarshack and collected in Fyodor Dostoevsky, Dostoevsky's Occasional Writings [hereafter cited as OW], trans.
David Magarshack (Evanston, IL: Northwestern UP, 1997).



precisely why Besant, according to James, despite the overall soundness of his observations,
makes a mistake “in attempting to say so definitely beforehand what sort of an affair the good
novel will be” (LC 1:49). Dostoevsky articulates a very similar view in “Mr. —bov:” even if one
agrees with utilitarians that usefulness is the ultimate aim of fiction (and Dostoevsky would be
the last to deny its usefulness), it is impossible to predict with precision what kind of art will be
useful, or at what historical point, for “the normal historical process of usefulness of art to
mankind is still unknown” (OW 97)". Both essays elaborate on the dangers inherent in such a
priori judgment, pointing out to the limits of human knowledge and foresight, which make it
impossible to judge in advance whether the choice of a writer, be it the story or the manner of
telling it, will be successful—regardless of what is implied by “success.” And the lack of
consensus on the value of the novels already written indicates that opinions about what
constitutes a successful novel are numerous and diverse, and it would be impossible to meet
them all. Thus, Dostoevsky writes that if “one were to define the aims of art beforehand and
determine what it ought to be useful for, one could make a terrible mistake and, instead of doing
good, only do harm (OW 98)" and that “the normal and natural ways of usefulness are not
altogether known, at least [...] they have not been calculated with accuracy” (OW 126).iVN0t
only is it impossible to “determine absolutely correctly what is harmful and useful,” but
we cannot have precise and positive knowledge of all the ways and deviations, in
short, of the whole normal progress of the useful even in our past. We study those
ways, we make guesses, we build systems, we draw conclusions, but, all the
same, we cannot draw up a calendar even here, and to this day history cannot be
regarded as an exact science, though we have practically all the facts before us.

And therefore how can you possibly determine, measure and weigh the benefit the



Iliad has conferred on humanity as a whole? Where, when, in what particular
cases has it been useful, what influence did it have on certain nations at a certain
period of their development and how much of this influence has there been (well,
let us say, in pounds, tons, yards, miles, degrees, etc.)? And if we cannot
determine even this, then it is quite possible that we can err even now when we
tell people sternly and categorically what each of them has to do and point out to
art its normal ways or usefulness and its true purpose. (OW 126)"

“Protestant communities” to which James refers in “The Art of Fiction” resemble in
many ways the utilitarian critics Dostoevsky addresses in “Mr. —bov and the Question of Art.”
Like utilitarians, these “people who read novels as an exercise in skipping” often suppose that
the art—by which here James means formal and stylistic elements—has “some vaguely
injurious effect upon those who make it an important consideration, who let it weigh in the
balance. It is assumed to be opposed in some mysterious manner to morality, to amusement, to
instruction.” But, James points out, even if one puts aside the artistic element, or the question of
execution, such critics would still find it difficult to agree on what constitutes a good novel:

They would argue, of course, that a novel ought to be “good,” but they would
interpret this term in a fashion of their own, which, indeed would vary
considerably from one critic to another. One would say that being good means
representing virtuous and aspiring characters, placed in prominent positions;
another would say that it depends for a “happy ending” on a distribution at the last
of prizes, pensions, husbands, wives, babies, millions, appended paragraphs and
cheerful remarks. Another still would say that it means being full of incident and

movement, so that we shall wish to jump ahead, to see who was the mysterious



stranger, and if the stolen will was ever found, and shall not be distracted from
this pleasure by any tiresome analysis or “description.” (LC 1:48)

James expresses the same distrust of a priori judgment when he responds to one of Besant’s
specific rules, which states that the “sole end, aim, and purpose” of fiction is “to portray
humanity and human character,” and that the characters must be “such as might be met with in
actual life” (Besant 24). “It goes without saying that you will not write a good novel unless you
possess the sense of reality,” James concedes, “but it will be difficult to give you a recipe for
calling that sense into being. Humanity is immense and reality has a myriad forms; the most one
can affirm is that some of the flowers of fiction have the odour of it, and others have not; as for
telling you in advance how your nosegay should be composed, that is another affair” (LC 1:51-
2).

Another point which both essays address is the relationship between form and content in
a work of fiction, or, more precisely, both defend the “artistic” aspect of fiction against
disparaging views of Russian utilitarians and Victorian moralists. “The truth is,” Dostoevsky
writes, “that you despise poetry and true art [khudozhestvennost’]; all you are concerned about is
your cause, you are practical men.” What utilitarians fail to see, Dostoevsky explains, is that “so
far as the masses are concerned, art is the best, the most persuasive, the most incontestable and
the most intelligible method of presenting in images the very cause about which you are so
concerned, the most businesslike way, if you like, you who are so keen on putting everything on
a businesslike basis” (OW 123)." Similarly, James complains that “people who read novels as an
exercise in skipping” are convinced “that the ‘artistic’ idea would spoil some of their fun. One

would hold it accountable for all the description, another would see it revealed in the absence of



sympathy. Its hostility to a happy ending would be evident, and it might even, in some cases,
render any ending at all impossible” (LC 1:47-8)

When it comes to the “artistic” idea, Dostoyevsky and James stand firmly on the same
ground, insisting on the inseparable unity of form and content, for art is “an organic whole”
(Dostoevsky, OW 124), or, to use James’s metaphor, “the story and the novel, the idea and the
form, are the needle and thread, and | never heard of a guild of tailors who recommended the use
of the thread without the needle or the needle without the thread” (LC 1:60). “The high artistic
quality of a work of art,” according to Dostoevsky, is nothing less than “the fullest possible
harmony between the artistic idea and the form in which it is embodied” (OW 100-1)""'. James
formulates the same conclusion in his theory of the novel: “a novel is a living thing, all one and
continuous, like every other organism, and in proportion as it lives will it be found, | think, that
in each of the parts there is something of each of the other parts” (LC 1:54).

Art, according to both James and Dostoevsky, lives and thrives by its own mysterious
laws, and any attempt to subject it to a set of rules is bound to do damage, for such an attempt
shows “a misunderstanding of the fundamental laws of art and its nature—freedom of
inspiration. It means simply a refusal to recognize [...] that art has an independent, inseparable,
organic life of its own and hence also fundamental and unalterable laws for this life”
(Dostoevsky, OW 124)"" This is Dostoevsky’s answer to those who think that “[art] can be
ordered about just as you please, that inspiration is something everyone has in his pocket and can
be fetched out on demand, that it serves this and that and follows the road you want it to follow”
(OW 124)™.

In the same vein, James urges his fellow novelists to embrace the vast freedom of art and

to defy both the puritans’ and the pure aesthetes’ prescriptions: “All life belongs to you,” he



writes, “and don’t listen either to those who would shut you up into corners of it and tell you that
it is only here and there that art inhabits, or to those who would persuade you that this heavenly
messenger wings her way outside of life altogether, breathing a superfine air and turning away
her head from the truth of things” (LC 1:64). “The province of art,” James passionately declares,
“is all life, all feeling, all observation, all vision. [...] it is all experience,” which, he contends, is
“a sufficient answer to those who maintain that it must not touch the painful, who stick into its
divine unconscious bosom little prohibitory inscriptions on the end of sticks, such as we see in
public gardens—It is forbidden to walk on the grass; it is forbidden to touch the flowers; it is not
allowed to introduce dogs, or to remain after dark; it is requested to keep to the right”” (LC 1:59).
Much of “Mr. —bov” and “The Art of Fiction” is devoted to proving that there is no recipe

for a good novel, and that there is no checklist for measuring the value of the finished product.
Nevertheless, lack of clearly defined criteria does not entail the impossibility of judgment, and
time and criticism work together to sort good art from bad. As Dostoevsky states elsewhere?,
“under the influence of time, just as under accurate criticism, the tinsel tarnishes and breaks
down: the clear and naked truth persists™ (“Exhibition” 152). Moreover, in another striking
similarity, both writers ascribe a decisive role to the reading public in recognizing, and thereby
promoting, good art. “The measuring rod is simple,” Dostoevsky writes in “Mr. —bov,”

the more sympathy a poet arouses in the masses, the more he justifies his

appearance as a poet. Here, too, no doubt great mistakes can be made. There have

been examples of it: the masses may not know at a given moment what they want,

what they ought to love or sympathize with. But these deviations soon pass away

® Fyodor Dostoyevsky, “Vystavka v akademii khudozhestv za 1860-1861 god” (The Exhibition in the Academy of
Arts: 1860-1861), Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii v 30 Tomakh [Complete Collected Works in 30 Volumes])
(Leningrad: Nauka, 1986) 19:151-69. Cited hereafter as “Exhibition.”



by themselves and society can always find the right way by itself. The important
thing is that art is always true to reality to the highest degree—its deviations are
transient and pass away quickly; it is not only always true to reality but it cannot
possibly be untrue to contemporary reality. (OW 134y
James appears to draw on abundant evidence of such mistakes on the part of the masses when he
talks about “the enormous number of works of fiction that appeal to the credulity of our
generation,” and he admits that “good novels are somewhat compromised by bad ones, and that
the field, at large, suffers discredit from overcrowding” (LC 1:49). Like Dostoevsky, however, he
regards these mistakes as temporary, stating that “this injury is only superficial” (LC 1:49).
Despite apparent vulgarization of fiction, “there is as much difference as there ever was between
a good novel and a bad one,” and James is convinced that notwithstanding its credulity, the
reading public will ultimately make the right choice: “the bad is swept, with all the daubed
canvases and spoiled marble, into some unvisited limbo or infinite rubbish-yard, beneath the
back-windows of the world, and the good subsists and emits its light and stimulates our desire
for perfection” (LC 1:49). The process by which this selection takes place has nothing to do with
the public’s standards and everything to do with the “closeness of relation” between fiction and
life: “I am quite at a loss to imagine anything (at any rate in this matter of fiction) that people
ought to like or to dislike,” writes James with surprising trust in the instinct of the audience,
“selection will be sure to take care of itself, for it has a constant motive behind it. That motive is
simply experience. As people feel life, so they will feel the art that is most closely related to it”
(LC 1:58).
Just as both Dostoevsky and James use the public’s lasting interest as a “measuring rod”

for determining the quality and value of a work of fiction, so they hold the writer responsible for



engaging the readers’ interest. Robin F. Miller not only rightly notes that “in his letters and
journalism Dostoevsky frequently stressed the importance of interesting and entertaining the
public” and that “capturing and holding the reader’s interest took precedence over any
predetermined aesthetic requirements” (23), but she is also the only critic to have observed that
“Dostoevsky’s emphasis on the quality of interest [...] closely resembles the formulations of
Henry James” (31).* Thus, for example, in a letter to his brother, Dostoevsky describes his final
plan for The Notes from the House of the Dead emphasizing interest as one of his chief aims:
“My person will disappear. These are the notes of an unknown person; but I vouch for the
interest. The interest will be most capital. [...] I am certain that the public will read it avidly. [...]
| am as certain of its interest as that I am alive” (Complete Letters 1:390).*" Dostoevsky
expresses the same concern in the 1865 letter to his editor Katkov, writing about Crime and
Punishment: “I vouch for the interest; as for the artistic execution—I do not venture to judge”
(Complete Letters 2:175).4" His 1870 letter to Sofya Ivanova shows that Dostoevsky’s concern
with interest is consistent. After sending the beginning of The Devils to Russian Messenger,
Dostoevsky expresses some doubts about it, along with the confidence in the success of the
continuation and the ending of the novel: “at least it will turn out to be entertaining
[zanimatel 'no] (and | have reached the point where | value entertainment above the artistic
execution). As regards the artistic execution I don’t know; I think it ought to have a success™ "
(Complete Letters 3:277).° Finally, in his 1860 article on “Pedantry and Literacy,” Dostoevsky
pronounces that “the best book, whatever it is and whatever its subject, is always interesting

[zanimatel 'na]™ (OW 205).

* Robin Feuer Miller, Dostoevsky and The Idiot: Author, Narrator, and Reader (Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP,
1981).
® translation emended
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Interest is, of course, one of the major concerns for James, who repeatedly stresses in
“The Art of Fiction” that “the only obligation to which in advance we may hold a novel without
incurring the accusation of being arbitrary, is that it be interesting. [...] The ways in which it is at
liberty to accomplish this result (of interesting us) strike me as innumerable and such as can only
suffer from being marked out, or fenced in, by prescription” (LC 1:49). Like Dostoevsky, James
places artistic execution at the service of interest, as opposed to regarding it as an end in itself. In
the famous 1915 letter to H.G. Wells, James admits that interest is so important that other things
may be sacrificed to achieve it: “l hold that interest may be, must be, exquisitely made and
created, and that if we don’t make it, we who undertake to, nobody and nothing will make it for
us; though nothing is more possible, nothing may even be more certain, than that my quest of it,
my constant wish to run it to earth, may entail the sacrifice of certain things that are not on the
straight line of it” (Letters 2:486-7).

Admittedly, the desire to interest and engage the reader is widespread, if not universal,
among writers, but allotting interest the central place in the quality of the novel cannot be taken
for granted in writers who regard fiction as an essential aid to human development, and as a way
of meeting not only aesthetic, but also ethical demands of life. In the last years of his life,
Dostoevsky is recorded by a friend making a statement that James will repeat almost verbatim:
“They say art should reflect life, etc. It is all nonsense: a writer (poet) creates life, and of such
magnitude as did not fully exist before him” (in Opochinin 472). This is just what James claims
in a famous letter to G. H. Wells: “It is art that makes life, makes interest, makes importance, for
our consideration and application of these things, and I know of no substitute whatever for the
force and beauty of its process” (Letters 2:490). The structure of James’s famous pronouncement

nearly equates making life with making interest and importance. Just how the novel’s potential to

11



interest is related to its capacity to “make life” can be better understood by turning briefly to an
example from Tolstoy’s diary. The following entry sheds light on the problem both Dostoevsky
and James sought to resolve through art:
As | was walking around dusting things off in my room, | came to the sofa. For
the life of me, I couldn’t recall whether I had already dusted it off or not. Since
these movements are habitual and unconscious, | felt that it was already
impossible to remember it. If I had in fact dusted the sofa and forgotten that | had
done so, i.e., if | had acted unconsciously, then this is tantamount to not having
done it at all. If someone had seen me doing this consciously, then it might have
been possible to restore this in my mind. If, on the other hand, no one had been
observing me or observing me only unconsciously, if the complex life of many
people takes place entirely on the level of the unconscious, then it’s as if this life
had never been. (Tolstoy 141-142)°
What Tolstoy relates in this entry, and what Dostoevsky and James have observed as well, is the
wasting of life that takes place every day, because it “takes place entirely on the level of the
unconscious,” i.e. because it is lived mechanically, without being consciously appreciated. In his
1869 letter to Strakhov, Dostoevsky expresses the same concern with reality slipping by,
unnoticed and unlived. Insisting on his “own special view of reality (in art),” he explains:
The ordinariness of phenomena and the banal view of them are not yet realism, in
my opinion, but even the contrary. In every newspaper issue you come across
reports of the most real facts and the most odd ones. For our writers they are

fantastic; and besides, they don’t even deal with them; but meanwhile they are

® | am using Benjamin Sher’s translation of this passage quoted in Viktor Shklovsky, Theory of Prose, trans. By
Benjamin Sher (EImwood Park: Dalkey Archive, 1991) 5.
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reality, because they are facts. Who is going to notice them, elucidate them, and
record them? [...] We’ll let all of reality slip by right under our noses that way.
Who is going to note facts and delve deeply into them? (Complete Letters 3:137-
gy~
The same awareness is expressed in “Two Suicides” several years later: “We know only the
daily flow of the things we see and this only on the surface; but the ends and the beginnings are
things that, for human beings, still lie in the realm of the fantastic” (Diary 1:651). An entry in his
notebook for A Raw Youth again shows Dostoevsky worrying about life being wasted due to lack
of awareness: “Facts. They are passing by. They don’t notice. There are no citizens, and nobody
wants to make an effort and force himself to think and to notice things” (425).

James, too, comments on “the splendid waste” of life, which “persistently blunders and
deviates, loses herself in the sand” because “life has no direct sense whatever for the subject”
(LC 2:1139). Luckily, humanity also possesses “the sublime economy of art, which rescues,
which saves, and hoards and ‘banks,” investing and reinvesting these fruits of toil in wondrous
useful ‘works’ and thus making up for us, desperate spendthrifts that we all naturally are, the
most princely of incomes” (LC 2:1139). “There is life and life,” he writes in the preface to The
Tragic Muse, “and as waste is only life sacrificed and thereby prevented from ‘counting,’ 1
delight in a deep-breathing economy and an organic form” (LC 2:1108). In other words, there is
life that takes place independently of our awareness and experience of it—the infinitely
abundant, varied, formless raw material—and there is life that “counts” because it is noticed,
experienced, appreciated.

As Sallie Sears explains, “James’s second definition of life really comes down to this: a

response of consciousness” (44, footnote), or, as James calls it elsewhere, a “mark made on the

13



intelligence” (LC 2:1074). This view of life entails a dynamic relationship between the external
world and individual consciousness, which takes the form of an impression. For the novel to
“make life,” therefore, is to make the reader respond to, or grow conscious of, those aspects of
external reality that would otherwise be wasted or lost on the consciousness, and therefore
unlived. And indeed, Dostoevsky states that “Talent is given to a writer for the purpose of
producing an impression. One can know a fact, one can see it a hundred times oneself and still
not get such an impression as when someone else, a person of special talent, stands beside you
and points out the very same fact to you, but from his point of view, explains it to you in his own
words and makes you look at it through his eyes™ (OW 118).” In other words, the artist has a
certain freshness of perception, the capacity to penetrate the crust of deadening habit, which is
also a powerful light source that allows familiar and unperceived phenomena emerge with fresh
potential for meaning and value. The artistic talent—and task—is nothing less than the ability to
breathe life back into life—that is, to raise life to the level of conscious experience.

That James was preoccupied with just such a task is evident from his preface to What
Maisie Knew. As a central “register of impressions” in the novel, Maisie “has the wonderful
importance of shedding a light far beyond reach of her comprehension; of lending to poorer
persons and things [...] a precious element of dignity.” The child’s * ‘freshness’ for
appearances” transmutes “appearances in themselves vulgar and empty enough” into “the stuff of
poetry and tragedy and art; she has simply to wonder [...] about them, and they begin to have
meanings, aspects, solidities, connexions — connexions with the ‘universal’!” (LC 2:1162). The
account of the function of Maisie’s consciousness here strongly resembles James’s description

of the artistic sensibility in “The Art of Fiction:” “when the mind is imaginative—much more

" translation emended
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when it happens to be that of a man of genius—it takes to itself the faintest hints of life, it
converts the very pulses of the air into revelations” (LC 1:51-2). Maisie’s function and
importance reflects the function and importance of fiction as James envisioned it: that of making
“appreciable” that which in everyday life appears “sterile” (LC 2:1163). This sheds light on
James’s confession in a 1904 letter to Edward Lee Childe: “reading,” writes James, “tends to
take for me the place of experience or rather to become itself (pour qui sait lire) experience
concentrated. You will say this is a dull picture, but I cultivate dullness in a world grown too
noisy” (Letters 2:11).

To sum up, Dostoevsky’s and James’s concern with interesting and engaging the reader
complements their claims that art makes life, because life as the highest value is understood by
them as a conscious response to external phenomena, where experience takes the form of an
impression. However, the capacity for receiving impressions, just like the ability to impart them
to others, requires a special artistic vision, the ability to discern and to select which both authors
regard as a distinguishing characteristic of an artist. Dostoevsky states that “[n]ot only to create
and to write a work of literature, but merely even to pick out the fact requires something of the
artist” because “the capacity and the vision” necessary to see “a depth” in “some fact of real life”
are extremely rare:

For some observers all the facts of life pass by in the most touchingly simple
manner and are so plain that it’s not worthwhile to think about them or even to
look at them. Those same facts of life will sometimes perplex another observer to
the extent that he (and this happens not infrequently) is at last incapable of
simplifying and making a general conclusion about them, of drawing them out

into a straight line and so setting his mind at rest. [...] These are only the two
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extremes, but between them lies the entire range of all available human meaning.”
(Diary 1:651; translation emended)™"
Indeed, between these two extremes, between the complete lack of awareness and overwhelming
consciousness, lies art, which, if it does not always draw a straight line, at least draws a circle, as
James imagines it: “Really, universally, relations stop nowhere, and the exquisite problem of the
artist is eternally but to draw, by a geometry of his own, the circle within which they shall
appear to do so” (LC 2:1041). Like Dostoevsky, James acknowledges that “[t]he effort really to
see and really to represent is no idle business in face of the constant force that makes for
muddlement” (LC 2:1164). It is the task of the artist to master this force through discrimination
and selection:
[...] one’s subject is in the merest grain, the speck of truth, of beauty, of reality,
scarce visible to the common eye — since, | firmly hold, a good eye for a subject is
anything but usual. Strange and attaching, certainly, the consistency with which
the first thing to be done for the communicated and seized idea is to reduce almost
to nought the form, the air as of a mere disjoined and lacerated lump of life, in
which we may have happened to meet it. Life being all inclusion and confusion,
and art being all discrimination and selection, the latter, in search of the hard
latent value with which alone it is concerned, sniffs round the mass as
instinctively and unerringly as a dog suspicious of some buried bone. The
difference here, however, is that, while the dog desires his bone but to destroy it,
the artist finds in his tiny nugget, washed free of awkward accretions and

hammered into a sacred hardness, the very stuff for a clear affirmation, the

happiest chance for the indestructible. (LC 2:1138-9)
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At this point it is important to note that when Dostoevsky and James talk about life, or for
that matter reality, they can refer to two distinct concepts: the external, objective reality
perceived by them as raw material, infinitely rich and abundant, but ultimately meaningless in its
undiscriminating inclusiveness; or what James calls the “transmuted real,” the moment when the
external world makes an imprint on individual consciousness, causing it to respond, to vibrate, to
seek meaning and value, in short, causing it to live. Their shared conception of reality as a
meeting between the internal and the external results in what one might call perspectival realism
which they oppose to the photographic realism of the Naturalists.

Two essays, “The Exhibition in the Academy of Arts: 1860-1861"° and “On the Stories
of N.V. Uspensky,”® shed light on Dostoevsky’s conception of realism. A large part of the
former is devoted to “A Halt of Convicts,” a Realistic, politically charged painting by Valery
Yakobi, which was the center of public and critical attention. As Joseph Frank explains, “such a
canvas would have been impossible to exhibit earlier, and the subject alone [at the center of the
picture was a corpse of an evidently political prisoner] was enough to attract the attention of a
socially conscious public; but the artist had also done his best to draw out the full political pathos
of his theme” (The Stir of Liberation 89). After giving a detailed description of the painting,
Dostoevsky admits to being stricken by its verisimilitude (which he could confirm with authority
drawing on his personal experience as a convict), but his praise is only a preparation for his

attack on Naturalism: “Everything happens in nature exactly as it is depicted by the artist in the

8 Fyodor Dostoyevsky, “Vystavka v akademii khudozhestv za 1860-1861 god” [The Exhibition in the Academy of
Arts: 1860-1861], Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii v 30 Tomakh [Complete Collected Works in 30 Volumes])
SLeningrad: Nauka, 1986) 19:151-609.

Fyodor Dostoyevsky, “Rasskazy N.V. Uspenskogo” [The Stories of Uspenskiy], Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii v 30
Tomakh [Complete Collected Works in 30 Volumes]) (Leningrad: Nauka, 1986) 19:178-86. Hereafter cited as
“Uspensky.”
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picture—that is, if one looks at nature only on the surface” (“Exhibition” 153). Dostoevsky
admits that the convicts look as “real” as they would have looked in the reflection of the mirror
or in a photograph, but this very exactness indicates “the absence of art,” for “a photographic
image and a reflection in the mirror are not works of art. If they were works of art, we would be
satisfied with photographs and good mirrors, and the Academy of Art itself would become one
enormous irrelevance” (“Exhibition” 153). Dostoevsky goes on to distinguish between factual
truth (pravda deystvitel 'naya), which is only the surface, and artistic truth (pravda
khudozhestvennaya), which represents something “larger, wider, deeper.” Factual truth—
verisimilitude, or mechanical accuracy—is essential, but it is only the means, not the goal of art:
“Exactness and accuracy are useful, and essentially indispensable, but they are not sufficient;
exactness and accuracy are, so far, only the material from which a work of art is created; they are
artistic tools” (“Exhibition” 153).* What distinguishes a work of art from a mirror reflection is a
point of view: “A reflection in the mirror doesn’t show how the mirror sees the subject, or, more
precisely, it shows that the mirror doesn’t see at all, but reflects passively, mechanically. A true
artist can’t do this; he will necessarily be seen in a painting, or a short story, or a musical
composition; he will be reflected inadvertently, even against his will, he will express all his
views, his personality, the level of his development” (“Exhibition” 153). It is this human,
individual aspect that makes a representation truly realistic, because perspective or point of view
itself is ultimately the reality of human condition. Unlike the camera, the artist not only sees, but
also feels and judges his material: “In the old days people would say that he must see with
physical eyes, but above that, with the eyes of the soul, or spiritual eye” (“Exhibition” 154).’0‘i
Dostoevsky elaborates this idea in his 1861 article on the writer Uspensky. The problem

with Uspensky’s stories, according to Dostoevsky, is that he attempts to give a photographic
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image rather than to represent reality. Here Dostoevsky explains that to demand mere mimetic
representation of reality, to reduce art to “analysis and collection of data,” without drawing any
meaning from this data, without showing certain prejudice for things that interest the artist, in
short, without selection, “is tantamount to saying: don’t look with your eyes, don’t smell with
your nose” (“Uspensky” 179). Dostoevsky’s criticism of Uspensky’s realism is very
Jamesean. The two faults he finds in the writer are lack of selection and of a defined point of
view. Dostoevsky compares Uspensky’s technique to that of a photographer who, arriving to a
public square, does not think of selecting a vantage point for his shoot, but rather sets his camera
in the first available spot and captures everything without focus or selection.
As a result, anything that happens in some corner of the square will be captured
accurately, as is. Naturally, everything completely irrelevant to this picture, or,
more precisely, to the idea of this picture, will also be depicted. Mr. Uspensky
cares little for this. He would like, for example, to depict a town market in his
photograph and give us an idea of what a town market is. If at that moment an air-
baloon descended upon the market (which could happen), then Mr. Uspensky
would capture this accidental and completely irrelevant event. If, at this instant, a
cow’s tail would appear from beyond the frame, he would keep it, too, decidedly
not caring about it being unnecessary to the picture. This is what happens in
almost all of Mr. Uspensky’s stories. He clings to all the irrelevances and doesn’t
bother in the least to connect these irrelevances with his purpose in order to
explain these irrelevances to the reader, so that they wouldn’t scream with
irrelevance and wouldn’t tetanize the reader with their sudden appearance. Some

will say, ‘But this, this very accuracy is what’s good.” But is this accuracy? Is that
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what constitutes accuracy? It is mishmash, and not accuracy. And what can you
possibly convey by a mere copying of raw material? (“Uspensky” 180-1)
Once again Dostoevsky draws a distinction between factual (superficial) realism and artistic
(authentic) realism, linking the latter with art’s edifying quality. “The problem is that nature lies
before us unconsciously. If we unconsciously describe raw material, we will not learn anything;
but then the artist comes and imparts to us his view on this material,” naming phenomena and
people and illuminating the event with the lamp of his special vision (“Uspensky” 181).*" For
this reason, perspective on and personal perception of reality—what James will call the
“transmuted real,” and what Dostoevsky calls in the passage below “the ideal”—occupy a
central place in Dostoevsky’s realism:
‘One must portray reality as it is,” they say, whereas reality such as this does not
exist and never has on earth because the essence of things is inaccessible to man;
he perceives nature as it is reflected in his ideas, after it has passed through his
senses. Accordingly, more scope must be given to the idea, and the ideal should
not be feared. A portraitist, for example, seats his subject to paint its portrait; he
prepares; he studies the subject carefully. Why does he do that? Because he
knows from experience that a person does not always look like himself, and
therefore he seeks out “the principal idea of his physiognomy,” that moment when
the subject most resembles his self. The portraitist’s gift consists in the ability to
seek out and capture that moment. And so what is the artist doing here if not
trusting first his own idea (the ideal) more than the reality before him? The ideal
is also reality, after all, and just as legitimate as immediate reality.” (Diary

1:214)>
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It should be noted, however, that despite Dostoevsky’s emphasis on subjective perception
and interpretation, reality for him is not purely the function of consciousness. Instead, his
conception of life could be described in José Ortega Y Gasset’s words:

We must get over the error which makes us think that a man’s life takes place
inside himself and that, consequently, it can be reduced to pure psychology.
Would that our lives did take place inside ourselves! Then life would be the
easiest thing imaginable: it would be to float in its own element. But life is as far
as possible from a subjective phenomenon. It is the most objective of all realities.
It is a man’s | finding itself submerged in precisely what is not himself, in the
pure other which is his environment. [...] This unity of dramatic dynamism
between the two elements, the | and the world—is life.” (Ortega Y Gasset 141-2)
Hence, art that claims to represent life must reflect both elements: the I and the world, which
explains Dostoevsky’s insistence on impressions derived from personal experience of external
world as the only valid source of fiction. Even when a work of fiction is created with the sole
purpose of conveying an idea, the idea must not be prescribed by some external authority or
derived from a secondary source, but has to emerge directly out of the lived experience of the
author. Such an idea, Dostoevsky concedes, may turn out to be erroneous, but it is nevertheless
more real than any attempt at mimesis or objectivity. Years later, writing his notes for A Raw
Youth, he continues to maintain that personal experience forms the foundation for a work of
fiction: “In order to write a novel, one must acquire, first of all, one or several strong
impressions actually experienced by the author’s heart. This is the poet’s job. <from> this

impression there are developed a theme, a plan, a harmonious whole. This is already the artist’s
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job, although artist and poet help each other in one thing as well as the other, in both instances”
(The Notebooks for A Raw Youth 31).

Dostoevsky’s note brings to mind James’s famous definition of the novel as “a personal,
a direct impression of life; that, to begin with, constitutes its value, which is greater or less
according to the intensity of the impression” (LC 1:50). Hence, “the one measure of the worth of
a given subject,” James argues, is its being “genuine, [...] sincere, the result of some direct
impression or perception of life” (LC 2:1075). In the “Letter to the Deerfield Summer School,”
James urges the aspiring writers “to consider life directly and closely,” stressing that “any point
of view is interesting that is a direct impression of life.” His message to the students is to take
“an impression colored by your individual conditions” and “make that into a picture [...] framed
by your own personal wisdom” (LC 1:93).

Just as James’s stress on personal impression and point of view coincides with
Dostoevsky’s position, so does his aversion to Naturalism echo Dostoevsky’s criticism of
Uspensky and naturalistic tendencies in art in general. While praising Madame Bovary as
Flaubert’s “masterpiece,” James declares that “Realism seems to me with ‘Madame Bovary’ to
have said its last word” (LC 2:171), because Flaubert’s theory, which “in this case at least was
applied with brilliant success,” is essentially flawed. The problem with Flaubert and his
followers is that they concern themselves solely with “the pictorial side of life,” what
Dostoevsky called the “raw material” of reality: “Human life, he says, is before all things a
spectacle, a thing to be looked at, seen, apprehended, enjoyed with the eyes. What our eyes show
us is all that we are sure of [...] We care only for what is—we know nothing about what ought to
be” (LC 2:170). This leads Naturalists to their major error—that of “ ‘render[ing]’ things—

anything, everything, from a chimney-pot to the shoulders of a duchess,” without selection or
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analysis (LC 2:170), showing “no moral emotion, no preference, no instincts—no moral
imagination, in a word” (LC 2:166). “Moral imagination” is as important for James as “the eyes
of the soul, or spiritual eye” for Dostoevsky. It is what he elsewhere describes as “a happy
faculty for which all the notes in the world are an insufficient substitute, namely, the faculty of
feeling as well as seeing” (LC 2:217). A writer in possession of this faculty “never sees plain
prose. He discovers everywhere the shimmer and murmur of the poetic” (LC 2:217), and
exemplifies the kind of treatment of the real that both Dostoevsky and James pursue: “It is the
real—the transmuted real—that he gives us best; the fruit of a process that adds to observation
what a kiss adds to a greeting. The joy, the excitement of recognition is keen even when he
object recognized is dismal. They are part of his spirit— part of his way of seeing things” (LC
2:237).

In contrast, the school that claims to be true to reality, that derives inspiration from the
observation of all the corners of life, produces works that grossly misrepresent reality: “Reality is
the object of M. Zola’s efforts, and it is because we agree with him in appreciating it highly that
we protest against its being discredited. In a time when literary taste has turned, to a regrettable
degree, to the vulgar and the insipid, it is of high importance that realism should not be
compromised. Nothing tends more to compromise it than to represent it as necessarily allied to
the impure” (LC 2:866—7). As Rob Davidson aptly notes, “The telling word here is necessarily,”
for “the thrust of [James’s] critique is that Zola has done as a novelist what James had warned
critics not to do— namely, to import a prefigured theory and to insist upon it, rather than
remaining open to the material. James, as critic, novelist, and critic of critics, is an antitotalist,
always preferring multiplicity and endless possibility. The idea of a novel being written

according to a formula [...] was anathema to James” (Davidson 28-29).
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Because James defines the novel as “a personal impression of life,” to represent reality, a
novelist must, like Balzac, be “personally overtaken by life” even as he appeals to science (LC
2:895-6). In contrast, Zola was never “obliged to quit [...] his magnificent treadmill of the
pigeonholed and documented—the region we may qualify as that of experience by imitation.”
Consequently, his “weakness was in that inexperience of life from which he proposed not to
suffer, from which he in fact suffered on the surface remarkably little, and from which he was
never to suspect, I judge, that he had suffered at all” (LC 2:874). Echoing Dostoevsky’s criticism
of Uspensky, James condemns Zola’s “sturdy resolution with which breadth and energy supply
the place of penetration” contending that “vision and opportunity reside in a personal sense and a
personal history, and no short cut to them in the interest of plausible fiction has ever been
discovered” (LC 2:878). Like Dostoevsky, James deplores “the mere triumph of a mechanical
art” (LC 2:887), and criticises photographic realism which represents without illuminating,
whereas art’s role for Dostoevsky and James extends beyond mere mimesis. Thus James
wonders “what pearl of philosophy, of suggestion or just of homely recognition, the general
picture [...] has to offer. Our various senses, sight, smell, sound, touch, are, as with Zola always,
more or less convinced; but when the particular effect upon each of these is added to the effect
upon the others the mind still remains bewilderedly unconscious of any use for the total” (LC
2:889).

Writing on his favorite writer Ivan Turgenev in 1874, James observes that “The great
question as to a poet or a novelist is, How does he feel about life? what, in the last analysis, is his
philosophy? When vigorous writers have reached maturity we are at liberty to look in their
works for some expression of a total view of the world they have been so actively observing.

This is the most interesting thing their works offer us. Details are interesting in proportion as
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they contribute to make it clear” (LC 2:992). Numerous readers and critics have turned to the
works of Dostoevsky or James with just the same question—What is his philosophy?—seeking
to find a character or words articulating the author’s ideas and ideals and reflecting his feelings
about life. Given how much stress Dostoevsky and James put on the function of the author’s
personality, experience, and point of view in the production of a work of art, their conscious
efforts to remove or hide authorial voice in their own fiction may come as a surprise. The
Jamesian narrator, for instance, reports almost exclusively from the “centres of consciousness,”
relating via free indirect discourse the point of view of a given “register of impressions” while
“seated” “at the window” of the character’s consciousness, and “from that admirable position
[he] “assist[s]’” (LC 2:1067, 1157). The role of the narrator is reduced “ to watching [...]
through the successive windows of other people’s interest” (LC 2:1303). James confesses his
“beautiful infatuation” with * the intensity of the creative effort to get into the skin of the
creature; the act of personal possession of one being by another at its completest — and with the
high enhancement, ever, that it is, by the same stroke, the effort of the artist to preserve for his
subject that unity, and for his use of it [...] that effect of a centre, which most economise its
value” (LC 2:1068). Commenting on The Golden Bowl, he writes that “the whole thing remains
subject to the register, ever so closely kept, of the consciousness of but two of the characters.”
But, James adds, “It ’s not that the muffled majesty of authorship doesn’t here ostensibly reign;
but I catch myself again shaking it off and disavowing the pretence of it while | get down into
the arena and do my best to live and breathe and rub shoulders and converse with the persons
engaged in the struggle that provides for the others in the circling tiers the entertainment of the

great game” (LC 2:1322-3).
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James’s last statement calls to mind Dostoevsky’s “narrator-chronicler” who “lives in the
town where the action occurs, has access to minute details of that action, but does not participate
in it. He does not shrink, however, from judging or interpreting the people and events around
him” (Miller 2). Throughout his career, Dostoevsky experimented with a variety of narrative
styles, but he remained consistent in that he “sought always to conceal his own narrative voice”
(Miller 6). He first made this clear in a letter to his brother written after the publication of Poor
Folk, in which he remarks that the public has “gotten used to seeing the author’s mug in
everything,” and that “they can’t even imagine that it’s Devushkin speaking, and not I’ (Letters
1:122), and “this concealment of the author’s voice,” Miller observes, “continued as a principle
of Dostoevsky’s narrative technique for the next thirty-five years” (6). However, it is not so
much concealment of the authorial voice itself that links Dostoevsky’s narrative technique to
James’s, but the purpose it serves in their quests for aesthetic—and, as we shall see, ethical—
ideals as it is reflected in their fiction. It is therefore fitting to conclude this chapter with a
general comparison of the narrative styles with which the names of James and Dostoevsky have
become synonymous: Dostoevsky’s polyphonic method and James’s center-of-consciousness
technique.

James elaborates on his method throughout his prefaces to the New York edition, as in
the following passage:
| have already betrayed, as an accepted habit, and even to extravagance
commented on, my preference for dealing with my subject matter, for ‘seeing my
story’, through the opportunity and the sensibility of some more or less detached,
some not strictly involved, though thoroughly interested and intelligent, witness

or reporter, some person who contributes to the case mainly a certain amount of
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criticism and interpretation of it. Again and again, on review, the shorter things in
especial that | have gathered into this series have ranged themselves not as my
own impersonal account of the affair in hand, but as my account of somebody’s
impression of it — the terms of this person’s access to it and estimate of it
contributing thus by some fine little law to intensification of interest. The
somebody is often, among my shorter tales I recognise, but an unnamed,
unintroduced and (save by right of intrinsic wit) unwarranted participant, the
impersonal author’s concrete deputy or delegate, a convenient substitute or
apologist for the creative power otherwise so veiled and disembodied. (LC
2:1322)
Repeatedly emphasizing the economy of his method throughout the prefaces, James claims to
stay true to it even when he employs more than one center of consciousness in his novels and
tales. He describes the process in the preface to The Wings of the Dove as the “fun” of
“establishing one’s successive centres—o0f fixing them so exactly that the portions of the subject
commanded by them as by happy points of view, and accordingly treated from them, would
constitute, so to speak, sufficiently solid blocks of wrought material, squared to the sharp edge,
as to have weight and mass and carrying power” (LC 2:1294). He goes on to insist that “ From
the moment [he] proceed[s] by ‘centres’ [...] they must be, each, as a basis, selected and fixed;
after which it is that, in the high interest of economy of treatment, they determine and rule” (LC
2:1297).
James’s preference for “fixed” centers and compositional “economy” appears on the
surface to be directly opposed to the polyphonic quality of Dostoevsky’s novel, characterized by

“a plurality of independent and unmerged voices and consciousnesses, a genuine polyphony of
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fully valid voices [...] with equal rights and each with its own world” (Bakhtin, Problems 6).%°
After all, it is precisely the “plurality” of voices that James takes for “lack of composition” and
“defiance of economy and architecture” in the novels of Tolstoy and Dostoevsky, which he
describes in a well-known letter to Hugh Walpole as “fluid puddings, though not tasteless,
because the amount of their own minds and souls in solution in the broth gives it savour and
flavour, thanks to the strung, rank quality of their genius and their experience” (Letters 2:237).
James’s failure to perceive the architecture or compositional value underlying the “plurality” of
voices—matters of great concern to Dostoevsky, as his numerous notebooks show—are not
entirely unaccountable, and are in line with Dostoevsky’s English reputation. It is unlikely, for
example, that James was familiar with Dostoevsky’s early tales in which the Russian has
“discovered” the famous Jamesean principle of composition through a “centre of consciousness,”
such as the third-person narrator in The Double who bewildered Dostoevsky’s unprepared
audience as his voice gradually merged with that of the hero while retaining its ostensibly third-
person point-of-view. Moreover, early translations tended to focus on Dostoevsky’s “ideas” with
minimum regard for his artistic experiments with modes of narration, such as his strategic use of
free indirect discourse, or deliberate alternations of point of view.™

But the differences between Dostoevsky’s and James’s narrative methods are
nevertheless worthy of examination, for, to quote James, “We may strike lights by opposing
order to order, one sort to another sort; for in that case we get the correspondences and

equivalents that make differences mean something” (LC 2:1149-50), and it is order to order that

Mikhail Bakhtin, Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics, trans. Caryl Emerson (Minneapolis: U of Minnesota, 1984).
' For an overview of English translations of Dostoevsky’s major works, see Olive Classe, “Dostoevskii,”
Encyclopedia of Literary Translation into English (London: Fitzroy Dearborn, 2000), 1:367-71.
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we oppose when we talk about polyphony and center of consciousness, and not Jamesian order to
Dostoevsky’s disorder, as James had unfortunately envisioned it.

The most characteristic difference between Dostoevsky’s polyphony and James’s center-
of-consciousness technique resides, as James would have agreed, in selection. Only, contrary to
James’s suggestion, it is not lack of selection that makes Dostoevsky different, but his criterion
for selection. As Bakhtin notes,

Dostoevsky’s extraordinary artistic capacity for seeing everything in coexistence
and interaction is his greatest strength, but his greatest weakness as well. It made
him deaf and dumb to a great many essential things; many aspects of reality could
not enter his artistic field of vision. But on the other hand this capacity sharpened,
and to an extreme degree, his perception in the cross-section of a given moment,
and permitted him to see many and varied things where others saw one and the
same thing. [...] Dostoevsky’s visualizing power was locked in place at the
moment diversity revealed itself— and remained there, organizing and shaping
this diversity in the cross-section of a given moment. (Problems 30)
In other words, Dostoevsky selects a moment and illuminates it from various angles, showing its
multifariousness, presenting it from various aspects almost simultaneously, but nevertheless not
as an objective reality, but as a concomitance of aspects each of which is presented from a
particular point of view. James, on the other hand, focuses on a fixed point of view, a center of
consciousness from which particular aspects of various things, people, and events will be
illuminated. As he writes in the preface to The Princess Casamassima,
I never see the leading interest of any human hazard but in a consciousness [...]

subject to fine intensification and wide enlargement. It is as mirrored in that
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consciousness that the gross fools, the headlong fools, the fatal fools play their
part for us — they have much less to show us in themselves. The troubled life
mostly at the centre of our subject — whatever our subject, for the artistic hour,
happens to be — embraces them and deals with them for its amusement and its
anguish: they are apt largely indeed, on a near view, to be all the cause of its
trouble. [...] By so much as the affair matters for some such individual, by so
much do we get the best there is of it, and by so much as it falls within the scope
of a denser and duller, a more vulgar and more shallow capacity, do we get a

picture dim and meagre. (LC 2:1092-3)

If we define Jamesian “centre” as a “register of impressions,” a “reflector,” and a “window,” we

will see that its fundamental characteristics match the peculiar characteristics of Dostoevskian

hero:

The hero interests Dostoevsky not as some manifestation of reality that possesses
fixed and specific socially typical or individually characteristic traits, nor as a
specific profile assembled out of unambiguous and objective features which,
taken together, answer the question “Who is he?” No, the hero interests
Dostoevsky as a particular point of view on the world and on oneself, as the
position enabling a person to interpret and evaluate his own self and his
surrounding reality. What is important to Dostoevsky is not how his hero appears
in the world but first and foremost how the world appears to his hero, and how the

hero appears to himself. (Problems 47)

Like Jamesian “centres,” who interest the author “only in proportion as they feel their

respective situations” (LC 2:1088), Dostoevsky’s hero represents a certain position, a way of
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feeling and seeing, a certain point of view from which he or she illuminates (to other characters,
to the reader, and arguably even to the author), particular aspects of reality revealed through the
character’s unique position vis-a-vis the world. Only while James presents his centers in a strict,
fixed alternation, Dostoevsky gives us all of his centers in the moment of interaction. What is
crucial is that both Dostoevsky and James use their respective techniques to highlight the co-
existence of multiple, possibly infinite perspectives and the multitude of aspects to be revealed
through them, Dostoevsky’s method being more direct (showing plurality), and James’s indirect
(implying plurality by showing the limitations of a particular position). Thus, Dostoevsky and
James use the same principle, differing only in its application—differing, that is, except where
James strives for the same dramatic effect Dostoevsky’s polyphonic style delivers.

James’s interest in the dramatic method of representation is well known, and his
application of it to his fiction resembles the structure of Dostoevsky’s works. Despite his
professed devotion to this economic “principle of composition,” James is fascinated with the
same plurality that, according to Bakhtin, is the chief characteristic of Dostoevsky’s novel. This
fascination manifests itself in James’s preference for the dramatic or “scenic” form. Thus he
admits in the preface to The Tragic Muse that it is “not easy to say which of the situations
concerned in it predominates and rules. What has become in that imperfect order, accordingly, of
the famous centre of one’s subject?” He talks of the excess of consciousness—a hallmark of
Dostoevsky’s style—on the part of several characters which prevents singling any one of them as
the novel’s “centre.” He goes on to present “a different view and a different placing of the
centre,” which consists in the “objective” subject of analysis divided into “aspects” that will be
illuminated by individual consciousnesses, “the whole thing has visibly, from the first, to get

itself done in dramatic, or at least in scenic conditions.”
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The charm of the scenic consistency, the consistency of the multiplication
of aspects, that of making them amusingly various, had haunted the author of The
Tragic Muse from far back [...] To put himself at any rate as much as possible
under the protection of it had been ever his practice [...] No character in a play
(any play not a mere monologue) has, for the right expression of the thing,
a usurping consciousness; the consciousness of others is exhibited exactly in the
same way as that of the ‘hero’; the prodigious consciousness of Hamlet, the most
capacious and most crowded, the moral presence the most asserted, in the whole
range of fiction, only takes its turn with that of the other agents of the story, no
matter how occasional these may be. It is left in other words to answer for itself
equally with theirs [...] (LC 2:1111-3)

Thus he writes in the preface to The Awkward Age, arguably his most dramatic novel:
I remember that in sketching my project [...] I drew on a sheet of paper [...] the
neat figure of a circle consisting of a number of small rounds disposed at equal
distance about a central object. The central object was my situation, my subject in
itself, to which the thing would owe its title, and the small rounds represented so
many distinct lamps, as | liked to call them, the function of each of which would
be to light with all due intensity one of its aspects. | had divided it, didn’t they
see? into aspects [...] and by that sign we would conquer. [...] Each of my
‘lamps’ would be the light of a single ‘social occasion’ in the history and
intercourse of the characters concerned, and would bring out to the full the latent
colour of the scene in question and cause it to illustrate, to the last drop, its

bearing on my theme. I revelled in this notion of the Occasion as a thing by itself,
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really and completely a scenic thing, and could scarce name it, while crouching
amid the thick arcana of my plan, with a large enough O. The beauty of the
conception was in this approximation of the respective divisions of my form to
the successive Acts of a Play [...] The divine distinction of the act of a play [...]
was, | reasoned, in its special, its guarded objectivity. This objectivity, in turn,
when achieving its ideal, came from the imposed absence of that ‘going behind’,
to compass explanations and amplifications, to drag out odds and ends from the
‘mere’ storyteller’s great property-shop of aids to illusion [...] (LC 2:1129-32)
By juxtaposing various points of view, whether by engaging them in a dramatic dialog or
by shifting the center of consciousness, Dostoevsky and James reveal limitations characterizing
human perception, our positionality vis-a-vis the world. Moreover, their method draws the
audience into an awareness of their own limitations, because the reader must “discover” that the
view presented to at one point of the reading process is incomplete or contradictory when
measured against another point. The latter point, however, equally lacks authority, and the reader
must attempt to combine the various perspectives or aspects into a single picture, filling in the
gaps by projecting the missing aspects, as he or she grows aware of the plurality of possible
perspectives. This acknowledgement of plurality of visions in Dostoevsky and James does not
result in relativism, however. Not only do they accept, they embrace the limits of perception as
potentially liberating and enriching for the individual consciousness. Awareness that one’s
viewpoint is but one of the many serves as an invitation to look at the world from another
angle—or, to borrow from James’s recurrent image, from another “window.” James’s famous

metaphor of the house of fiction aptly characterizes Dostoevsky’s art as well:
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The house of fiction has in short not one window, but a million —a number of
possible windows not to be reckoned, rather; every one of which has been
pierced, or is still pierceable, in its vast front, by the need of the individual vision
and by the pressure of the individual will. These apertures, of dissimilar shape and
size, hang so, all together, over the human scene that we might have expected of
them a greater sameness of report than we find. They are but windows at the best,
mere holes in a dead wall, disconnected, perched aloft; they are not hinged doors
opening straight upon life. But they have this mark of their own that at each of
them stands a figure with a pair of eyes, or at least with a field-glass, which
forms, again and again, for observation, a unique instrument, insuring to the
person making use of it an impression distinct from every other. [...] The
spreading field, the human scene, is the ‘choice of subject’; the pierced aperture,
either broad or balconied or slit-like and low-browed, is the ‘literary form’; but
they are, singly or together, as nothing without the posted presence of the watcher
— without, in other words, the consciousness of the artist. Tell me what the artist

is, and I will tell you of what he has been conscious. (LC 2:1075)

The fiction of Dostoevsky and James shows their consciousness of the vital resemblance

the house of fiction bears to life in its very structure. In so far as the windows of James’s

metaphorical house hang over the human scene, and “are not hinged doors opening straight upon

life,” James’s metaphor suggests that writing is consciousness of other consciousnesses, for “the

human scene” after all, is comprised of individuals, each representing in turn a distinct view of

the self and its surroundings. The reader, in turn, develops consciousness of the artist’s

consciousness. Dostoevsky and James foreground this interactive, intersubjective nature of
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literary activity by representing the relationships between characters in their fiction in literary
terms. Just as the artist in James’s metaphor observes “the human scene” and not raw reality, the
stories and novels of Dostoevsky and James dramatize the conflict between the self and other
individual selves, and not between the self and ‘society,” or the self and ‘the world.” Each voice,
each center in their fiction represents a distinct way of seeing, and much of the drama centers on
the perpetual battle of perspectives competing for validity. But these perspectives are rarely fixed
pictures of reality: by presenting them in interaction, Dostoevsky and James show how various
ways of seeing inform and influence each other, and shape the very apertures through which we
look.

Because of this fundamental interdependence of literature and life, the same principles
that Dostoevsky and James use to define the art of fiction also characterize the life-writing
efforts of their heroes and heroines. Their insistence on the freedom of art from prescriptions
and obligations is mirrored in their characters’ resistance to objectification and superimposed
systems of morality; the central value of interest in a work of fiction, and the vital role with
which they endow the reader is reflected in the vital role the other plays in the self-scripting
efforts of Dostoevsky’s and James’s heroes and heroines. The primacy of impressions and point
of view which Dostoevsky and James postulate as the basis of realism in fiction become the very
air of reality their characters breath, and their arduous pursuit of realism—of realism ““in the
higher sense,” as Dostoevsky put it—takes in their characters the form of a quest for genuine,

“living life.”

' ... 2TOro TOJBKO MOKHO KeIaTh, HO HE TPeOOBATh, yKe 110 TOMY OJHOMY, YTO TPEOYIOT GOIIBIIEIO YACTEIO,
KOTJIa XOTSIT 3aCTABUTh HACUIIBHO, a TIEPBbIi 3aKOH B HCKYCCTBE - CBO0OO/Ia BIOXHOBEHHUS M TBOpYecTBa. Bcé xe
BHITPeOOBaHHOE, BCE BEIMYUSHHOE CIIOKOH BEKY 10 HAIIMX BPEMEH HE yJaBajoCh U BMECTO IM0JIb3bI IPUHOCHIIO
OJIMH TOJILKO BpeIl. 3allUTHUKH “HUCKYCCTBA JJII NCKYCCTBA COOCTBEHHO 3a TO U CEPIATCS Ha YTHIINTAPHUCTOB, UYTO
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OHH, TIPEAIICHIBAs HCKYCCTBY OIpPE/Ie/ICHHbIE IIEJTH, TEM CaMBIM Pa3pyIIaloT caMo MCKYCCTBO. .. (Sobraniie
sochinenii v pyatnadtsati tomakh [hereafter cited as SS] 11:56)

" Besib ellle HEU3BECTEH B OAPOOHOCTH HOPMANILHBIN MCTOPUYECKHIA X0 ] HOJIE3HOCTH UCKYCCTBA B
uenoseuectTse. (SS 11:57)

" ecnn maBath 3apaHee e HCKYCCTBY M ONPEJENATh, YeM UMEHHO OHO JIOJKHO OBITH TIOJIE3HO, TO MOKHO
y’KacHO OLIMOMTHCS, TAK YTO BMECTO MOJIB3BI MOXKHO HpHHECTH oAuH Bpex (SS 11:58)

" HopMaJIbHBIE, ECTECTBEHHBIE MTyTH MOJIE3HOTO HAM HE COBCEM H3BECTHBI, 110 KpaiHeil MEpe He UCUHUCIIEHBI 10
nocneaueit Toudoctu (SS 11:77)

Y Ho He ToBKO 0 Gy/IyIleM, MbI 1aKe HE MOXKEM UMETH TOYHBIX M MOJOKHUTENLHBIX CBEICHUH O BCEX MYTIX U
YKJIOHEHHSIX, OJJHAM CJIIOBOM, O BCEM HOPMAJIbHOM XO/I¢ MOJIE3HOTO Ja)Ke U B MPOILIe/eM HaieM. Mbl n3ydaem
3TOT MYTh, JIOTAIBIBACMCSI, CTPOUM CHCTEMBI, BEIBOJIUM CIIC/ICTBHSI, HO BCE-TaKH KaJCHAAPS U TYT HE COCTABHM, U
HCTOPHSI JI0 CUX TIOP HE MOXET CYUTATHCS TOYHOM HAyKOM, HECMOTPs Ha TO, 4TO (haKThl MOYTH BCe mepea Hamu. U
MOTOMY, KaK, HAlPUMEp, BbI OMPE/ICIUTE, BHIMEPSIETE U B3BECUTE, KAKYIO MOJIb3y MPUHECIIA BCEMY YElIOBEUYECTBY
“Nnmana”? T'ne, koraa, B KAKUX CITydasx OHA OblIa IMOJIe3Ha, YeM, HaKOHEIl, Kakoe MIMEHHO BIMSHHC OHAa UMea Ha
TaKUe-TO HAPOJIbl, B TAKOH-TO MOMEHT MX Pa3BUTHS M CKOJIBKO HMEHHO OBLIO ATOrO BIUSHHUSA (HY, XOTh (YHTOB,
MyJIOB, apLIMH, KWIOMETPOB, TPaAyCOB U IPOY., M TIpo4.)? A BeAb €CIH Mbl 3TOT'0 HE MOKEM OIPEACIUTh, TO OUEHb
BO3MOJXKHO, YTO MOKEM OLIMOHUTHCS U TeNepb, KOraa 0yeM CTPOro ¥ pelInTeIbHO ONPECIATh JIOASIM 3aHATHS U
yKa3bIBaTh HCKYCCTBY HOPMaJIbHbIE ITyTH II0JI€3HOCTH M HACTOSALIEro ero HazHaueHwus. (SS 11:77)

"' B cymHOCTY BBl PE3UPAETE TIO33UI0 M XY0KECTBEHHOCTD; BAM HYKHO IIPEXIE BCETO JIENO, BbI JIOIH
nenoBble. To-TO U €CTh, YTO XY/JJ0)KECTBEHHOCTh €CTh CaMBblii JIyUIlINii, CAMBIN yOeAUTEIbHBIN, CAMBIH O€CCIIOPHBII
1 HauboJIee MOHATHBII IJIS1 MACChI CIIOCO0 MPEICTABICHHs B 00pa3ax KMEHHO TOT0 CaMoro Jeja, 0 KOTOPOM BbI
XJIOMOYETE, CAMBIi [IEIOBOM, €CITM XOTHUTE BbI, A€7I0BOM yenoBek. ClieICTBEHHO, XY/105KECTBEHHOCTh B BBICOYANIIIEH
CTEIIeHH IT0JIe3Ha HMEHHO ¢ Ballei Touku 3peHns. (SS 11:75)

"' Yem nosHaeTcs Xyn0KeCTBEHHOCTh B IPOM3BeIeHuH UcKyccTa? TeM, ecliu Mbl BUAUM COIJIACHE, HO
BO3MOYKHOCTH IIOJTHOE, XyH0KECTBEHHOH HJIeH ¢ Toif popMoii, B KoTopyro oHa BoromieHa. (SS 11:60)

"' Ho rakoe sxenanue, nepexopsiiee B TpeOOBaHUe, 10-HAIIEMY, €CTh YK€ HEIIOHUMAaHUE OCHOBHBIX 3aKOHOB
HCKYCCTBa M €ro IJIaBHOW CYIHOCTH — CBOOO/IbI BAOXHOBEHHS. DTO 3HAUUT IPOCTO HE NPU3HABATH HCKYCCTBA KaK
OpPraHUYecKoro 1eJoro. [...] y HCKyccTBa COOCTBEHHAs, LIeNbHAs, OpraHuyuecKas )KU3Hb U, CJIeJ0BaTEIbHO,
OCHOBHbBIE M HEU3MEHMMBIE 3aKOHBI JUIs 3TOH xu3HH. (SS 11:76)

” Bbl kak Oy/ITO JlyMaeTe, 4TO HCKYCCTBO HE MMEET CaMo 110 ce0e HUKAKON HOPMBI, HUKAKMX CBOUX 3aKOHOB,
YTO UM MOXKHO ITOMBIKaTh MO TIPOU3BOITY, YTO BIOXHOBEHHE y BCSIKOTO B KApMaHE 110 IEPBOMY BOCTPEOOBAHUIO, YTO
OHO MOJKET CIIY)KHTh TOMY-TO M TOMY-TO U IIOWTH 110 TaKOH OpOTe, TI0 KOTOPO# BbI 3axotute. (SS 11:76)

¥ OT BpeMeHH, TOYHO TaK K€ KaK M OT BEPHOU KPUTHUECKOH OIIEHKM, MUILYpa YEPHEET, OMAAET; 0CTAETCS
JycTas u ronas npasja. (“Vystavka” 152)

X' 312 Mepka B TOM: ueM Gollee CUMIATUU BO30YkKIAeT B MACCE TI03T, TEM, CTalO ObITh, OH Hauboee
OMpaB/IpIBAET CBOE siBiicHHE. KOHEUHO, TYT MOTYT OBbITh OOJIbIIKE OMINOKH, KAUTAIBHBIE YKIOHEHHS; TIPUMEPHI
ObLTH: Macca MHOT A B IaHHBIM MOMEHT U HE 3HAET, Yero el Hy>KHO, YTO UMEHHO HaJI0 JIOOUTH, YeMy
cuMItaTu3npoBath. Ho 3TH yKkitoHeHHs: caMu o000 CKOPO MPOXOJIST, U OOIIECTBO BCET/Ia CAMO OTHICKHBAET
MOTEePSIHHBIN IyTh. A TJIaBHOE B TOM, YTO HCKYCCTBO BCET/Ia B BBICIIEH CTENEHH BEPHO JACHCTBUTENbHOCTH,—
YKJIOHEHHSI €r0 MUMOJIETHBIE, CKOPOIIPEXOJISIIKE; OHO HE TOJILKO BCET/Ia BEPHO JCUCTBUTEIHLHOCTH, HO M HE MOXKET
OBITH HEBEPHO COBPEMEHHOI eficTBuTenbHOCTH. (SS 11:84)

X' JInunocTh MOs Mcue3HeT. DTO 3aMMUCKU HEM3BECTHOTO; HO 3a MHTEpEC g pydarock. MuTepec GyneT
HauKanutajdbHeWmui. TaMm OyJeT u cepbe3Hoe, U MpadyHoe, 1 FOMOPUCTHYECKOE, U HAPOIHBIH pa3roBOp C
0COOCHHBIM KaTOP>KHBIM OTTEHKOM (s TeOe YMTaJl HEKOTOphIE, U3 3alIMCAHHBIX MHOIO Ha MECTE, BEIpaKeHNil), 1
n300paxeHHne IMYHOCTEH, HUKOTJa HE CIIBIXaHHBIX B JINTEPATYpeE, U TPOTaTeIbHOE, 1, HAKOHEL], TJIaBHOE, - MOE UMS.
Bcnomun, yto [lnemees npunuckiBai ycrex CBOMX CTUXOTBOPEHHH cBOEMY MMEHH (TIoHMMaenib?). S yBepeH, 4To
myOJIMKa MpOoYTET 3TO ¢ )KagHoCcTHI0. Ho B *KypHanax medarars 3T0, - Tenepb yx He Hajo! [...] 3a uarepec
YBEPEH, KaK TO, UYTO 51 JKUBY.

! 3a 3aHUMATENBLHOCTD PYYAIOCH, O XY/I0KECTBEHHOM MCTIOJIHEHHH - He Oepy Ha cebst cyauth. (SS 15:275)

XV 5] TonBKO 4TO Temeph ycHen 0ToCaTh B PeAakiuio “Pycckoro BecTHHKA” Havaao MOEro poMaHa, 3a
KOTOPBIM TaK JIOJr0 CHJIEN, U BCE ellie HeJJOBOJICH. 3aTo 3a MPOOJDKEHUE U 38 KOHEI pOMaHa CIIOKOCH: 110 KpaiiHei
Mepe BBIHJIET 3aHUMATENILHO (2 3aHUMATENILHOCTb I, 10 TOTO JIOMIEN, YTO CTABJIIO BBIIIE XYI0KECTBEHHOCTH).
Hacuyer Xy 10)KeCTBEHHOCTH HE 3HAI0, KAXKETCSI, JOJDKHO Obl MeTh ycreX. MbIciib cMenast u Oonbiiast. To-To u ecTb,
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gro Bcé Gepy TeMbI cebe He mo craM. [103T Bo MHE TepeTSAruBacT XyI0KHHKA BCET/a, a 3To u CkBepHO. (PSS
19:143)

* A TaJaHTIMBO COCTABMTH — 3HAYHMT 3aHUMATENBHO COCTABHMTH, OTOMY YTO Camast Jydllas KHUTa, Kakas Obl
OHa HH ObLTa U 0 YeM OBl HM TPaKTOBaJa,— 3TO 3aHHMaTebHas. (SS 11:140)

*!'V MeHs cBOM 0COOEHHBIH B3IIIST HA IEHCTBUTENLHOCTE (B MCKYCCTBE), U TO, YTO GOJIBIIMHCTBO HA3BIBAET
NoYTH (paHTACTHYECKUM U MCKIIOYUTENILHBIM, TO JUIsSl MEHS HHOT/Ia COCTABILIET CAMYIO CYIIIHOCTB JICHCTBUTEIBHOTO.
OOBIICHHOCTB SIBIICHUH M Ka3€HHBIN B3IJI4]] HA HUX, I0-MOEMY, HE €CTb €Ile Pean3M, a Iake HapoTHB. B xaxxnom
HyMepe ra3er Bbl BcTpedaeTe 0T4eT 0 caMbIX eHCTBUTENBHBIX (PaKTaxX M O CaMbIX MyapeHbIX. [ nucarenei
HaIMX OHM (haHTACTHYHBI; J]a OHU U HE 3aHUMAIOTCSI UMH; @ MEX/y TeM OHHU JICHCTBUTEILHOCTD, IOTOMY YTO OHU
¢axter. Ko ke OyzeT ux 3amMedars, UX pa3bsICHATH U 3arUchiBaTh? OHU IOMUHYTHBI U €5KEIHEBHEL, a HE
UCKJIFOUYNTENBHEL |[...] MBI BCIO I€HCTBUTENFHOCTD NPOITYCTHM 3Tak MUMO Hocy. KTo 5k Oyner orMedats (hakThl U
yrayonsatees B HuX? [...] Heyxxenn ¢antacTHuablil MOH “UnnoT” HE eCTh AEHCTBUTEIHHOCTD, 1a CIIle caMast
o6brnenHas! (SS 15:405-6)

“"'Ha To 1 TanaHT y nucatesis, 94To6 NPOU3BECTH BIieYaTIeHHe. MOXKHO 3HaTh (PaKT, BUAETh ETO0 CAMOJIMYHO
CTO pa3 M BCE-TAKU HE IOJyIUTh TAKOTO BIIEYATIICHNS, KAK €CIIH KTO-HUOYb APYTOii, 4eI0BEK 0COOCHHBIMN, CTAHET
TOJIJIE BAaC M YKa)XKET BaM TOT )K€ caMblil (h)akT, HO TOJIBKO I0-CBOEMY, OOBSICHUT BaM €r0 CBOMMH CJIOBAMH, 3aCTaBUT
BAaC CMOTPETh Ha HErO CBOMM B3IJIJOM. DTHM TO BIMSHHEM M [O3HAETCS HAcTOAIMIT TanaHT. (SS 11:71)

X NleficTBUTENBHO, TIPOCIIENTE MHOM, 1a’ke BOBCE M HE TAKOW APKUIT Ha TEPBBIH B3MWIA (GaKT
JeMCTBUTEIILHOM JKU3HY, - U €CJIM TOJBKO BBl B CHJIaX M UMeEeTe IJ1a3, TO HaiieTe B HeM INTyOuHY, Kakoi HeT y
Iexcniupa. Ho Bes B TOM-TO U BeCch BONIPOC: Ha uell 2na3 u Kmo 6 cunax? Beas He TONbKO 4T00 co31aBaTh U
IIHCATh Xy/I0’KECTBCHHBIE TIPOU3BEICHHUS, HO U YTOO TOJIBKO MPUMETHUTH (PAKT, HY’KHO TOXKE B CBOEM POJIE
XyZRoKHHKA. [l MHOTO HAOIIONATe s BCE SIBICHUS )KU3HH MIPOXOST B CAMOI TPOraTelbHOH MPOCTOTE M 10 TOTO
TIOHATHBI, YTO M AyMaTh HE O YeM, CMOTPETh AaXe HE Ha YTO U HE CTOUT. [Ipyroro ke HaOmoaaTens Te e caMmble
SIBIICHUS! JIO TOTO MHOM pa3 03a00TAT, 4TO (CIydaeTcs AaXke M HEPEIKO) - HE B CHIIAaX, HAKOHEI, UX 0000MHNTh 1
YIIPOCTHUTb, BHITSIHYTD B IPSIMYIO JIMHHUIO U HA TOM YCIIOKOUTBCS, - OH NMPHOETaeT K JPYroro poja yIpouieHHo 1
npOCMO-3anpocmo caxkaet cede MyIo B 100, 9T00 1MoracuTh CBOH N3MYYEHHBII yM BMECTE CO BCEMH BOIIPOCAMHU
pa3oM. OTO TOIBKO ABE MPOTUBYIOI0KHOCTH, HO MEX/Ly HUMH ITOMEIIAETCS BECh HATMYHBIA CMBICI Y€JIOBEYECKUH .
(SS 13:319)

¥ TOUHOCTH U BEPHOCTD HYXHBI, 3JIEMEHTAPHO HEOOXOMMBI, HO X CIIMIIKOM MaJio; TOYHOCTh U BEPHOCTh
ITOKaMECT TOJIBKO €Il MaTePhsl, H3 KOTOPOTO MOTOM CO3/1aeTCs XyN0’KECTBEHHOE MTPOU3BEACHNUE; 3TO OpYyIHe
TtBOpuecTBa. (“Vystavka” 153)

* B 3epkaJIbHOM OTPaKEHHH HE BUJIHO, KaK 36PKaJI0 CMOTPUT Ha MPEAMET, UM, Jy4dIlle CKa3aTh, BUIHO, YTO
OHO HHUKaK HE CMOTPHT, a OTPAXKAET IACCUBHO, MEXaHNYECKH. VICTHHHBIN XyI0)KHUK 3TOTO HE MOKET; B KapTHHE JIH,
B Pacckase JIv, B My3bIKaIbHOM JIM IIPOU3BEICHUH HETIPEMEHHO BUJIEH OYAET OH caM; OH OTPa3HUTCs HEBOJIBHO, JIaXKe
NPOTUB CBOEH BOJIH, BEICKAXKETCS CO BCEMH CBOMMH B3IJISIAMH, C CBOMM XapaKTEPOM, C CTENEHBIO CBOETO PA3BHTHSL.

! B crapuHy cka3zaau Obl, 4TO OH JIOJDKEH CMOTPETH TJIa3aMH TEJIECHBIMH M, CBEPX TOTO, IIa3aMH yIIH, WU
OKOM JyXOBHBIM.

*!! Henb3st cka3aTh 4eJIOBEKY: Y/I0BOJILCTBYHCS aHAIM30M M HAKOTUIEHHEM MATEPhAIA U HE CMEN MBICIIUTh U
BBIBOJIUTD 3aKJIIOUEHHUsI. DTO BCE PABHO €CJIM CKA3aTh: HE IJIAM IJ1a3aMH, HEe HIOXal HOCOM.

XM Takum 00pazoM, Bcé, 4To JenaeTcs B KaKOM-HUOY/ b YroJIKe IUIONaH, OyIeT IepejaHo BEPHO, KaK ecmb.
B kapTuHY, €CTECTBEHHO, BOIIET U BCE COBEPIIEHHO HEHY>KHOE B TOI KapTHHE WY, Ty4llle cKa3aTb, B UAee 3TOU
KapTuHbl. [-H Ycnenckuit 00 sTom Mano 3a6otutcsa. Emy, HanpumMep, XoTenock 05 1300pa3uTh B CBOCH
¢ororpaduu ppIHOK U AaTh HaM MOHSATHE O phIHKE. Ho eciti 6 Ha 3TOT PHIHOK B TO MIHOBEHHE OITyCTHIICS
BO3/IyLIHBIN 1ap (4TO MOXET KOTa-HUOY/Ib CIIYUUTHCS ), TO I'-H Y CHIEHCKH CHSJI OBI 1 3TO ClTy4aiiHOe 1
COBEPIIIEHHO HE OTHOCAIIECECS A0 XapaKTEPHUCTHKH PHIHKA siBIeHue. Eciu 6 u3-3a paMKH KapTHHBI TPOTIISABIBAT B
9TO MTHOBEHHE KOHYHK KOPOBBETO XBOCTA, OH OBl OCTaBHII M KOPOBHH XBOCT, PELIUTENHLHO HE 3a00TSCh O ero
HEHYXKHOCTH B KapTHHe. Tak MouTH U BO BCEX pacckasax r-Ha YcmeHckoro. OH LersieTcs 3a Bce HeHYKHOCTH U
Jake He 3a00THTCSA XOTh CKOJIBKO-HUOYIb CBA3ATh 3TH HEHY>KHOCTH C JEJIOM, 9T00 OOBSACHHUTH X II0 KpaifHeH Mepe
YUTATEINIO0, YTOO HE KPUYaIX 3TH HEHY>KHOCTH ¥ CBOUM HEOXXKHIAHHBIM MOSBICHHEM HE OBEPTaIN B CTOIOHSIK
gutarens. CkaxyTt HaMm: “J[a 3TO-To U XOpoIIo, BOT UMEHHO 3Ta TOYHOCTh Xopormia”. Jla pa3Be 3TO TOYHOCTh, U
pa3Be B 3TOM JOJKHA COCTOATh TOYHOCTH? DTO MyTaHMLA, a HE TOUHOCTh. M uTO BBI NepeaaguTe UCKIIOUUTEIBHO
OJIHUM CHHUCHIBAaHHEM MaTepbsiia?
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* B ToM-TO U J1€110, YTO Hepesl HAMU BECCO3HATENBLHO JIEKHUT IpUposa. Eciu 6ecco3HaTe IbHO ONUCHIBAT
OJIMH MaTephsl, TO Mbl HUYEr0 HE Y3HAEM; HO HPUXOUT XyI0XKHUK U HepeNaeT HaM c601i 632750 00 STOM
MaTepbsjle M PACCKa)KeT HaM, KaK 9TO ABJEHHE HA3hIBAECTCS, M HA30BET HaM JO/ieil, B HEM y4acTBYIOIMX, U HHOTA
TaK HAa30BET, YTO MMEHA 3TH NIEPEXOIAT B THII, M HAKOHEIl KOT/[a BCE IIOBEPAT 3TOMY THILy, TO Ha3BaHUE €TI0
HEePeXOUT B MMs HAPUILIATEIHHOE I BCEX OTHOCAIIMXCA K STOMY THIL Jiofeil. [...]

¥V “Hano n300pakaTh AeiiCTBUTENBHOCTE KaK OHA €CTh”, - TOBOPAT OHM, TOr/a KaK TAKOH JeliCTBUTENLHOCTH
COBCEM HET, J1a 1 HUKOT/[a Ha 3eMIIe He OBIBAIIO, IIOTOMY 4TO CYLIHOCTh BElleli YeloBeKy HeOCTYIIHA, a
BOCHPHMHUMAET OH MIPHPOJY TaK, KAK OTPAKAETCsA OHA B €r0 UJee, PO Yepe3 ero YyBCTBA; CTANO ObITh, HAIO0
Jath moboJiee X0y uaee u He 00osaThes uaeanpHoro. (SS 12:90)
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Chapter 2.
The Dreamer and the Beast:
White Nights and The Beast in the Jungle

Wasted, unlived life is one of the most recurrent themes in Dostoevsky and James. Like
Tolstoy in the diary entry quoted earlier, Dostoevsky and James acknowledge that if life takes
place entirely “on the level of the unconscious, then it’s as if this life had never been” (Tolstoy
142, qtd. in Shklovsky 5). Like Tolstoy, they also acknowledge that a conscious observer can
restore the ‘missed’ experience to our consciousness. The artist in Dostoevsky and James appears
to be just such a conscious observer who, thanks to his or her heightened capacity to receive and
impart impressions, rescues us from the oblivion of non-life. But the same qualities that enable
the artist to capture and appreciate the beauty and complexity of life render one more susceptible
to isolation and merely illusory experience. If, as James insists, “impressions are experience,”
then the more imaginative, the more impressionable the mind, the richer is its adventure. But
imagination is capable of producing fantasies as well as impressions; and just as the genuineness
of a work of art can only be determined by the resonance it finds in the minds of the audience, so
vibrations of consciousness acquire value and meaning of genuine experience only in relation to
others.

This vital distinction between art and artifice, between imagination and fantasy, between
consciousness and illusion, is vividly captured by Dostoevsky in White Nights and by James in
The Beast in the Jungle, the two minor masterpieces in which Dostoevsky and James dramatize
the perils of an insulated, self-absorbed consciousness and disengaged reflection. These two tales
show that despite their emphasis on the subjective experience, Dostoevsky and James are far

from suggesting that life takes place entirely on the inside. Instead, their protagonists’ respective
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failures to live remind us, as Jill Kress puts it, that “consciousness [...] depends upon actions
such as ‘taking things in,” identifying with others, arranging relations, seeing through another’s
eyes. As such, consciousness [...] is always about other people’s consciousnesses” (Kress 105).2
2.1 White Nights™

In his Petersburg Chronicle, a feuilleton out of which the hero of White Nights directly
emerged, Dostoevsky proclaims that “Life is an art in itself,” and “to live means to make a work
of art of oneself.” He adds that a “good heart can be ground and polished into a precious,
sparkling and genuine diamond” through sympathy for the demands of others, and not in
solitude, “not by drowsiness and indifference” (OW 14).' White Nights can be seen as a
development of this theme as its narrator and protagonist, known only as the Dreamer, recounts
his awakening from “drowsiness and indifference” under the influence of the events that took
place fifteen years earlier. The “event” consists in his brief spring romance with a young woman
Nastenka whom he encounters one night on the bank of the canal. Sensitive and impressionable,
the Dreamer, who has thus far avoided human contact, particularly with women, immediately
falls in love with the sprightly, young girl. However, Nastenka longs to reunite with her fiancé,
and the Dreamer, torn between his love and his desire to see his beloved happy, does everything
to bring about the reunion and nothing to advance his own cause. With the fiancé’s return, the
Dreamer’s hope for a real relationship with a real (as opposed to imaginary, ideal) woman is
finally shattered, but the “ moment of bliss” during which he had truly lived impels him to rescue

what is left of his wasted life by literally turning it into a work of art.

12 Jill M. Kress offers an illuminating analysis of the “interrelational” nature of consciousness in James in
“Relations, Receptacles and Worlds of Experience: Gendered Metaphors and The Golden Bowl,” The Figure of
Consciousness: William James, Henry James, and Edith Wharton (New York: Routledge, 2002) 89-130.

13 The English edition cited in this chapter is Fyodor Dostoevsky, “White Nights,” Best Stories of Fyodor
Dostoevsky, trans. David Magarshack (Westminster, MD: Ballantine, 2005) 3-67.
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In the opening section of the Dreamer’s confession (“The First Night”), the narrator
describes, largely through the eyes of his former, younger self, the growing sense of strange
sadness, anxiety, and loneliness apparently triggered by the departure of St. Petersburg residents
for their summer country homes: “All of a sudden it seemed to me as though I, the solitary one,
had been forsaken by the whole world, and that the whole world would have nothing to do with
me”™" (3). His sadness is “strange” because the hero leads a deliberately secluded life and has
never sought the society of the people he begins to miss as the summer approaches. It soon
becomes clear that the real source of his disquiet lies within himself, and that it is not “the whole
world” that abandons him, but he is forced to let go of “the whole world”—the enchanting,
mysterious world erected by his imagination during the long hours of seclusion and day-
dreaming. We get a glimpse of this world (and the extent of his detachment from reality) in the
Dreamer’s description of the purely subjective relationship with his surroundings: “I have not
been lucky in acquiring a single acquaintance in Petersburg during the eight years | have been
living there,” he confesses, “But what do | want acquaintances for? | know the whole of
Petersburg without them” (4).iii The idea that he knows “the whole of Petersburg” without
making any acquaintances echoes James’s famous claim that that “one way of taking life was to
go in for everything and everyone, which kept you abundantly occupied, and the other way was
to be as occupied, quite as occupied, just with the sense and the image of it all, and on only a
fifth of the actual immersion” (Autobiography 164). But the Dreamer forgoes immersion
completely. Objects and people from the external world are transformed into idealized presences
in his mind, where even the basic distinction between inanimate objects and living persons is

blurred. First, he gives an account of his ‘acquaintance’ with an old gentleman he sees on the
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Fontanka embankment, revealing at once the unreciprocal nature of his ‘relationship’ with the
city and its inhabitants:
It is true | am a complete stranger to these people, but they are not strangers to
me. | know them rather intimately, in fact [...]. Why, there is an old gentleman I
see every day on the Fontanka Embankment with whom | have practically struck
up a friendship. He looks so thoughtful and dignified, and he always mutters
under his breath, waving his left hand and holding a big knotty walking-stick with
a gold top in his right. I have, | believe, attracted his attention, and | should not be
surprised if he took a most friendly interest in me. In fact, 1 am sure that if he did
not meet me at a certain hour on the Fontanka Embankment he would be terribly
upset. That is why we sometimes almost bow to one another, especially when we
are both in a good humour. Recently we had not seen each other for two days, and
on the third day, when we met, we were just about to raise our hats in salute, but
fortunately we recollected ourselves in time and, dropping our hands, passed one
another in complete understanding and amity. (4, emphasis added)"
What the Dreamer knows is his idea of the old man, the old man as he wishes to see him, and he
is therefore grateful that no external action, such as raising a hat or saluting, occurs, because he
does not want any intrusion from the external world. As long as they pass each other unnoticed,
the Dreamer can continue to project his own thoughts, ideas, and feelings onto the gentleman,
denying his existence as an autonomous subject. This dehumanization of a living person is
paradoxically highlighted by the immediately following personification of houses to which he

attributes thoughts, feelings, and even dialogues in the same manner he did with the old

42



gentleman. The absence of any distinction between persons and things in this introductory
passage foregrounds the pure subjectivity of the Dreamer’s consciousness.

Nonetheless, at the point where the narrator begins his account, the Dreamer’s illusion
begins to dissipate. As he observes “the whole of Petersburg [...] about to turn into a desert,” he
is “overwhelmed with shame, humiliation, and sadness” upon realizing his complete lack of real
human contact: “I am willing to leave with every cart or every gentleman of respectable
appearance who hails a cab; but no one, absolutely no one, invites me to go with him, as though
they had all forgotten me, as though | were no more than a stranger to them!” (7).” As long
people around him followed the habitual routine of their lives, like the old gentleman on the
Fontanka embankment, it was possible for the Dreamer to appropriate them into his
consciousness, for habit, making it possible to predict the next move, upholds a sense of mastery
and control over our lives and, by extension, over those around us. But the seemingly minor
deviation from the usual observed by the hero forces him to acknowledge others as independent
subjects—persons with thoughts, feelings, desires and plans of their own. As a result, he must
reconceive his world on inter-subjective terms. He can no longer pretend that his life is complete
in his isolation, and this leads him to a sense of uneasiness and longing to establish a genuine
human contact through which he could participate in life.

The Dreamer’s awakened awareness of the other is manifested in his actual, physical
response to the suffering of another being. As he walks back home in this troubled state, the hero
passes a young woman leaning against the railing of the canal, and, in his typical manner, he
begins to speculate about her. The sound of her sobbing, however, interrupts his speculations,
prompting him to approach the girl. The Dreamer himself acknowledges the moment as a critical

opportunity: “My heart contracted with pity. And timid though I am with women, this was too
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good a chance to be missed” (takaya minuta!) (9). The moment becomes the first in the series of
tests he is about to submit to. On the one hand, the fact that his usual manner of projecting his
own imaginary story onto another being is superseded by a desire to act suggests a new
awareness of those around him as individuals with feelings and needs independent of his own.
Nevertheless, his capacity for action is challenged when instead of responding spontaneously, he
is tempted to see the situation as if it were a scene from a romance of the kind that fueled his
imagination. As he walks up to the girl, he checks himself, for “in another moment I would have
certainly said ‘Madam!” if I had not known that that exclamation had been made a thousand
times before in all Russian novels of high life” (9)." But as he searches for the right word with
which to address her, the latter recollects herself and leaves the embankment. It is clear that the
chance which the Dreamer sees in the moment still has a double appeal to him: on the one hand,
the whole scene, and not just his intended address, evokes the atmosphere of a novel; on the
other hand, it presents the opportunity to make a real (as opposed to previously imaginary)
human contact and thus escape alienation and loneliness of which he had grown so painfully
aware in the preceding days. While the first reason nearly costs him Nastenka’s acquaintance, the
second compels him to pursue her, and he gets a second chance to act by “rescuing” the girl from
the harassment of a drunken passerby.

Immediately at the start of the conversation, the hero betrays his overwhelming
excitement about their meeting: “I’ve entirely lost the habit of talking to women. | mean, I never
really was in the habit of talking to them. You see, ’'m such a lonely creature. Come to think of
it, I don’t believe I know how to talk to women” (11)." The Dreamer confesses that imaginary
life has replaced actual experience for him. While admitting to his lack of contact with women,

he adds that he was often in love with imaginary women, “Just with my ideal, with the woman I
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see in my dreams. | make up all sorts of romantic love stories in my dreams.” He then clarifies,
“It’s true I have known two or three women— you can’t help that, can you?—»but what sort of
women were they? They were all so mercenary (vsyo takiye khozyaiki) that . . . (12)."" The
hero’s relationship with women encapsulates his relationship with the world at large in general:
just as the women he met in life faded in comparison with the ideal erected by his imagination,
so does the world around him appears vulgar and insignificant in contrast to the enchanted world
he imagines, where he stands at the center as a towering, heroic figure. As a result of this
contrast, the Dreamer not only further withdraws from the world and people around him, but
becomes incapacitated for action, as evidenced by his extreme timidity with women. Dostoevsky
gives a detailed description of this process in Petersburg Chronicle:
quite often reality produces a painful, hostile impression in the dreamer’s breast,
and he hastens to hide himself in his precious golden corner, which, as a matter of
fact, is often dusty, untidy, unswept and dirty. Little by little our reprobate begins
to shun crowds, to take no interest in general affairs, and gradually and
imperceptibly the talent of real life becomes blunted in him. He quite naturally
begins to believe that the pleasures that his uncontrolled imagination gives him
are fuller, more splendid and more enchanting than real life. At last, in his
delusion, he completely loses the moral judgment that enables men to appraise the
full beauty of the present; he is at a loss, he gets flustered, he lets the moments of
real happiness slip by, and, in his apathy, he folds his arms indolently and does
not want to know that a man’s life is continual self-contemplation of nature and

actual reality.* (OW 37, emphasis added)
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While the Dreamer of White Nights awakens from his delusion, his relationship with Nastenka
will determine the extent to which his “talent for real life” is blunted. As Gary Rosenshield
rightly posits, the Dreamer’s confession to Nastenka “introduces the thesis that is to be tested in
the rest of the work: has the hero’s long addiction to dreaming rendered him permanently
incapable of adjusting to the demands, as well as of profiting from the richness, of real life”
(“Point of View” 193).

The love triangle in which the Dreamer finds himself, with Nastenka’s being in love with
an absent fiancé, requires that he take action to win the woman of his dream, but the Dreamer
slips into a familiar pattern of detachment and interiorization. Instead of wooing the woman who,
for the first time, surpasses his imaginary ideal, he detaches the image of her from the present
moment and places it in the safety of his imagination: “I am a dreamer. I know so little of real
life that I just can’t help re-living such moments as these in my dreams, for such moments are
something I have very rarely experienced. | am going to dream about you the whole night, the
whole week, the whole year. I’ll most certainly come here tomorrow. Yes, here, at this place and
at this hour. And I shall be happy to remember what happened to me today. Already this place is

dear to me™*

(14). Ironically, instead of trying to make the most of the rare experience afforded
him—~his potentially romantic relationship with Nastenka, in this case—he regards the moment
as a dream, as something to think about in the future rather than something to act upon. In the
fourth part of Petersburg Chronicle, Dostoevsky describes this detrimental characteristic “to test
and weigh without any need, just by force of habit, a little too accurately our impressions;
sometimes to weigh only impending, future pleasures, to appraise and find satisfaction in them

beforehand in our daydreams, to be satisfied with fancies and, quite naturally, to be quite

incapable of dealing with the real thing afterward” (OW 31-32). Paradoxically, in the attempt to
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grasp and hold, to appreciate the valuable moment, the Dreamer actually wastes it by re-living it
in his mind at the very time when he should be living in it.

In the course of his confession, the Dreamer ultimately recognizes the falsity and
emptiness of his existence. When he describes to Nastenka the fantasies that comprise most of
his life, he conjures up a “magical and thrilling” picture in which “he himself, our dreamer, in his
own precious person, occupies the most prominent place! Look what an amazing sea of
adventures, what a never-ending paradise of ecstatic dreams!” He imagines himself on “the
mission of the poet, first unrecognized, then crowned with laurels,” and dreams “of what a heroic
role he would have played at the taking of Kazan by Ivan Vassilyevich” (25-26). While in his
egocentric fantasies the Dreamer envisions himself as an epic hero, his response to Nastenka’s
request to tell the story of his life reveals that he is a “hero” without a story:

“The story of my life?” I cried, thoroughly alarmed. “But who told you there was
such a story? I’m afraid there isn’t any.”
“But how did you manage to live, if there is no story?” she interrupted me,
laughing.
“Without any stories whatsoever! | have lived, as they say, entirely independently.
[ mean by myself. Do you know what it means to live by oneself?”
“How do you mean by yourself? Do you never see anyone at all?”
“Why, no. I see all sorts of people, but I’'m alone all the same.”
“Don’t you ever talk to anyone?”
“Strictly speaking, never.” " (17)
Significantly, having a “story” is tied not so much to action or adventures, but to having other

people in one’s life. Nastenka, for instance, was literally pinned to her blind grandmother, yet
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even within her restricted situation, she has managed to “write” a story for herself that has the
elements of adventure and romance while at the same time remaining touchingly real. When the
Dreamer tells Nastenka that he does not have a story, he is correct on more than one level. He
does not have a “story” in the sense that his life is completely uneventful, but he also does not
have a story because his isolation strips his life of the human meaning that characterizes a story.
It is not action, but interaction that makes a story meaningful, and the Dreamer’s conversations
with Nastenka become the basis of the only story he will be in a position to write about himself.
Nastenka’s question forces the Dreamer to make a story out of his story-less life, a story that
would have a meaning, and that would establish his relation to the outside world. He can only do
this by presenting himself as a “type,” and throughout his confession, he refers to himself in the
third person. Paradoxically, while his life consists of nothing but stories—various fictions in
which he imagines himself as a heroic figure—none of these stories belong to him: they have
been authored by others, as the settings and quests he imagines arise not from his own
relationship with the world, but from his fervent reading.
You will perhaps ask me what is he dreaming of? But why ask? He is dreaming of
everything— of the mission of the poet, first unrecognized, then crowned with
laurels, of St. Bartholomew’s Night, of Diana Vernon, the heroine of ‘Rob Roy,’ of
what a heroic role he would have played at the taking of Kazan by Ivan
Vassilyevich, of Walter Scott’s other heroines— Clara Mowbray and Effie Deans,
of the Council of the Prelates and Huss before them, of the rising of the dead in
‘Robert the Devil’ (remember the music? It smells of the churchyard!), of the Battle
of Berezina, of the poetry reading at Countess VVorontsova-Dashkova’s, of Danton,

of Cleopatra i suoi amanti, of Pushkin’s ‘Little House in Kolomna,” of his own little
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home and a sweet creature beside him, who is listening to him, with her pretty
mouth and eyes open, as you are listening to me now, my dear little angel. . . . (25-
26)xiii
In view of this, his confession to Nastenka represents a significant shift. Using the familiar
literary frame, he takes a view of himself from an authorial position. While his bookish style and
the need to represent himself as a hero show the extent to which his ability to make direct human
contact has suffered, these same devices also allow him to reevaluate his life from a distance:
A dreamer— if you must know its exact definition— is not a man, but a sort of
creature of the neuter gender. He settles mostly in some inaccessible place, as
though anxious to hide in it even from the light of day; and once he gets inside his
room, he’ll stick to it like a snail, or, at all events, he is in this respect very like
that amusing animal which is an animal and a house both at one and the same
time and bears the name of tortoise. Why, do you think, is he so fond of his four
walls, invariably painted green, grimy, dismal and reeking unpardonably of
tobacco smoke? Why does this funny fellow, when one of his new friends comes
to visit him (he usually ends up by losing all his friends one by one), why does
this absurd person meet him with such an embarrassed look? Why is he so put out
of countenance? Why is he thrown into such confusion, as though he had just
committed some terrible crime within his four walls? As though he had been
forging paper money? Or writing some atrocious poetry to be sent to a journal
with an anonymous letter, in which he will explain that, the poet having recently

died, he, his friend, deems it his sacred duty to publish his verses? * (20)
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This authorial perspective allows the Dreamer to see not only the fantastic side of his life, but
also the real, more vulgar aspects of his existence. Whereas as a “dreamer” he identified with
characters created by others, as an author of his confession he speaks of his own self as if it were
another being altogether: “what can he, voluptuous sluggard that he is, what can he find so
attractive in the life which you and | desire so much?” This enables him to foretell his own
“unhappy hour [...] when he will gladly give up all his fantastical years for one day of that
miserable life, and give them up not in exchange for joy or happiness, but without caring what
befalls him in that hour of affliction, remorse, and unconstrained grief”" (26).

Even more importantly, the story he begins to compose suggests a shift from a self-
absorbed position to one that is conscious of others, from subjectivity to inter-subjectivity. The
major distinction between fancy and artistic imagination is that the latter is always directed
outwards; imagination, as James suggests in the statement quoted earlier, is a way of immersion
into life, not an escape from it. In the state of dreaminess, the hero walked the streets without
“be[ing] able to remember anything, neither where he has been, nor where he is standing now”
(24). When the old lady politely asked him for directions, he walked away “frowning with
vexation [...] scarcely aware of the passers-by” (24). He was equally unaware of the natural
world around him: “It is not with indifference that he looks at the sunset which is slowly fading
on the cold Petersburg sky. When I say he looks, I'm telling a lie: he does not look at it, but is
contemplating it without, as it were, being aware of it himself, as though he were tired or
preoccupied at the same time with some other more interesting subject, being able to spare only a
passing and almost unintentional glance at what is taking place around him”™"! (23). These
descriptions stand in contrast to his encounter with Nastenka the night before, and to his selfless

endeavors to help her reunite with her fiancé once he learns her story. His devotion almost wins
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him her love, but when the missing fiancé finally returns, the Dreamer retreats into his dingy
corner, where everything appears even worse than before, and where the narrator finds himself
still fifteen years later, reliving in his mind the short excitement of real life and real love.

The Dreamer’s return into his shell suggests that his fears that he “shall never be able to start
living in earnest” and that he “ha[s] lost all touch with life, all understanding of what is real and
actual”"" have come true (30). In this respect, the ending marks the failure of the hero who can
neither escape into the world of fantasies after tasting the bliss of “real” life and “true” love, nor,
having lost his talent for life, seek that love again. After all, despite his realization that he has
“been wasting the best years of [his] life,” and that such a life is “a crime and a sin” (39), there is
no indication that during the fifteen years following his four-night romance he has ventured to
face the world and the people outside his green walls.**

And yet, while as a hero of the novella, the Dreamer fails to establish a lasting and
meaningful human relationship, as an author of his memoir he draws on his imagination and his
failed experience to establish a different but related kind of relationship: between his mature self
and his “gentle reader” whom he evokes in the opening of the novella. While the story he tells—
his “sentimental romance”—has many elements of his “dreams;” while he still indulges in
sentiments and emotions the source of which is present only in his memory; while he continues
to present himself as a character in a story that has already been written (this time, by life itself),
the vital difference is that his imagination, his creative effort turns its direction outward. As
Victor Terras points out, “intensely conscious of his role as narrator and orator, he always speaks

as if he were facing a sympathetic, yet highly critical audience” (Young Dostoevsky 31). This

Y Victor Terras persuasively argues that the Dreamer’s failure is two-fold: “Dostoevsky’s Dreamer is a failure in the
role assigned to him, because he has too strong a sense of reality after all. When it becomes clear to him that he
cannot go on dreaming, what is left of him is a dreamer who can no longer make himself dream-for he is neither able
nor willing to give ‘real life’ another try” (“Problems of Human Existence™ 87).
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audience may include someone like Nastenka, who temporarily “replaces the reader” in the
middle section of the novella (Terras, Young Dostoevsky 31), but the form in which the narrator
casts his story—sentimental romance—presupposes an audience more sympathetic than critical:
“dreamers” much like the narrator’s former self, the social “type” which he evokes during his
confession to Nastenka, and which Dostoevsky identifies in Petersburg Chronicle. These would
be real people whose lives could possibly be salvaged with the help of some conscious observer
who, in this case, registers not what had actually happened to one performing the action
unconsciously (i.e. dusting the couch mechanically), but what had not happened to one living
solely within one’s own isolated, egocentric consciousness (i.e. the dreamer). Gary Rosenshield
aptly notes that “the events, imagery, and structure” of a sentimental romance allow the older
Dreamer “not only to indulge in his own emotions and sentiments, but also to evoke the same
emotions and sentiments in the reader” (“Point of View” 195). But while the ornate language and
emotional pathos of the confession appeal to sentimentality of such a reader, the final image of
the aging Dreamer in his unswept corner conveys the ultimate impression of waste and
irretrievable loss, an image that cautions against detachment and isolation. Thus, despite his
ultimate loss of “talent for life,” the narrator finds a way to establish real human contact, to reach
out to and touch others without abandoning the safety of his corner and the rewards of the
imagination. Moreover, the story he creates triumphs over the deficiencies of both the fantastic
and the vulgar spheres of which he was so painfully aware by interweaving his fantasies and his
lived experience into a story that projects the enchantment of dreams and the immediacy of life.
In this sense, the narrator does “make a work of art of [him]self” through human contact and
sympathy for others.

2.2 The Beast in the Jungle
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The Beast in the Jungle reflects James’s lasting preoccupation with the theme of wasted

life—the idea of “too late,”15

as he calls it in his notebooks. John Marcher, one of James’s “poor
sensitive gentlemen,” believes that he is destined “for something rare and strange, possibly
prodigious and terrible” (502), which he metaphorically describes as “a crouching beast in the
jungle” laying “in wait for him” (508). When, as the novella opens, Marcher resumes his
acquaintance with May Bertram, to whom he had confessed his secret ten years earlier, they
decide to wait and watch together. With May at his side, Marcher spends years waiting for the
beast to spring, occupied with nothing but the possible form the event can take, only to be told by
May shortly before her death that she has seen the beast, leaving Marcher alone to search for
clues in his past. It is not until a year after her death that he discovers the answer: “he had been
the man of his time, the man, to whom nothing on earth was to have happened” (540), and all the
while his doom was the waiting itself, for which he had sacrificed the chance for a genuine
human relationship with May which would have filled the “void of his life” (539).

Millicent Bell calls The Beast in the Jungle “one of the most philosophic of James’s
tales—crystallizing in a fable his ideas about the self disassociated from act” (262).16 To be sure,
characters reduced to “mere spectatorship of life” without an active role in it are the Jamesian
signature that marks his early and mature works alike, but it is impossible to say of Ralph
Touchette or Lambert Strether, for example, what Marcher comes to discover about himself: that
“he had been [...] the man, to whom nothing on earth was to have happened.” On the contrary,
these other “sensitive gentlemen” prove Jamesian thesis that experience is a product of
consciousness, and a person “occupied [...] just with the sense and the image of it all, and on

only a fifth of the actual immersion” can partake of life equally to someone “go[ing] in for

1> The Complete Notebooks of Henry James, ed. Leon Edel and Lyall H. Powers (New York: Oxford UP, 1987) 112.
18 Millicent Bell, Meaning in Henry James (Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1991).
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everything and everyone” (Autobiography 164). What sets Marcher apart from James’s other
“poor sensitive gentlemen” is his utter egocentrism, his complete insulation from people in his
life. Unlike the Dreamer, Marcher is not isolated socially: we first meet him at a party in an old
country house; we know that he succeeds in keeping the appearance of a “normal” man of his
position, that he has “his little office under Government” and regularly accepts and repays
invitations of “the people in London” (510). But none of this is reflected in his consciousness,
and as he is the “center” from which the narrator presents his impersonal account, James literally
limits the cast of characters to Marcher and, to the extent that she can be called a character, May
Bartram. Because the story is narrated from Marcher’s point of view, and because he is
concerned solely with his remarkable future, it is as though those others did not really exist.
Similarly, social events that we know Marcher attends are mentioned in passing, but, with the
exception of the opening party, are never dramatized before the eyes of the reader, nor are they
used as a setting. It is as if they did not really “happen” to Marcher, because he lives through
them mechanically. This absence of characters—even of names, of references to other people—
underscores the absence of human bonds in Marcher’s life which he shares with Dostoevsky’s
Dreamer.

But even before we are explicitly told that Marcher’s social identity is “a mask painted
with the social simper, out of the eye-holes of which there looked eyes of an expression not in
the least matching the other features” (510-11), we recognize Marcher’s loneliness from his
surprise at finding out that May had not forgotten him: “He had thought of himself so long as
abominably alone, and lo he wasn’t alone a bit. He hadn’t been, it appeared, for an hour—since
those moments on the Sorrento boat” (503). While these thoughts are reassuring to Marcher, they

signal the danger. Marcher is confusing “thinking about” someone with “being with” someone,
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and this will keep him in delusion throughout his relationship with May, for even as they become
real companions and get to spend a lot of time together, May is more a presence in his mind than
a presence in his life. She might as well be the ideal woman of the Dreamer’s fantasies, for
Marcher denies her the subjectivity of her own and uses her as if she were “a means or tool to
further [his] egotistic ends” (Gargano 164)."’

Marcher’s dehumanization of May is evident in the imagery he applies to his dying
friend: the first is that of a “serene and exquisite but impenetrable sphinx” who holds the key to
his mystery, and the second is that of an artificial flower: “She was a sphinx, yet with her white
petals and green fronds she might have been a lily too—only an artificial lily, wonderfully
imitated and constantly kept, without dust or stain, though not exempt from a slight droop and a
complexity of faint creases, under some clear glass bell” (521-22). Discussing these two images,
Gargano remarks that “James’s imagistic language [...] leaves no doubt that Marcher has turned
the natural woman into an artificial being preserved in an inviolate, inhuman state. Far from
being the free germinal impulse she should naturally be, May is an object in a glass cage, a
perfect victim of a monstrous egotist afraid to respond to her unspoken pleas” (168). But it is
Marcher who is really trapped in the glass cage of his consciousness. Ironically, it is the artificial
flower “wonderfully imitated and constantly kept, without dust or stain” (521), and not the wild
beast in the jungle, that embodies the sterility of his life.

Like the metaphors he applies to May, the central metaphor in the story—that of the beast

in the jungle—illuminates Marcher’s detachment while at the same time capturing the potentially

7 See James W. Gargano, “Imagery in Action in ‘The Beast in the Jungle,”” rpt. From Arizona Quarterly 42 (1986):
351-67. In Richard Hocks, Henry James: A Study of the Short Fiction (Boston: Twayne, 1990) 160-71.
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destructive side of imagination run wild. In her illuminating essay,'® Ruth Bernard Yeazell
observes that “metaphoric thinking allows [Marcher] to evade immediate reality and its
demands, to avoid the risk of passionate confrontation” (171). Like the Dreamer of White Nights,
he prefers imaginary confrontation with exotic horrors to ordinary human contact and love
(Yeazell 171). Thus, for example, rather than facing the real fears that underlie his opposition to
marriage, Marcher uses the metaphor as a legitimate, even noble basis that prevents him from
marrying May:
His conviction, his apprehension, his obsession, in short, wasn’t a privilege he
could invite a woman to share; and that consequence of it was precisely what was
the matter with him. Something or other lay in wait for him, amid the twists and
the turns of the months and the years, like a crouching Beast in the Jungle. It
signified little whether the crouching Beast were destined to slay him or to be
slain. The definite point was the inevitable spring of the creature; and the definite
lesson from that was that a man of feeling didn’t cause himself to be accompanied
by a lady on a tiger-hunt. Such was the image under which he had ended by
figuring his life. (508-509)
Marcher’s metaphoric thinking, like the Dreamer’s fantasies, allows him to sustain a heroic
vision of himself which underscores his egocentrism. Unlike the creative imagination of the
artist, which takes “the faintest hints of life” and converts “the very pulses of the air into
revelations,” Marcher’s narcissistic fantasies render him blind to the complexity of life and all
the possibilities for self-realization it can offer. We see this early in the opening chapter when,

failing to remember his previous encounter with May correctly, “Marcher could only feel he

18 Ruth B. Yeazell, “The Imagination of Metaphor,” Henry James: A Collection of Critical Essays, ed. by Ruth B.
Yeazell (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1994) 171-89.
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ought to have rendered her some service—saved her from a capsized boat in the bay or at least
recovered her dressing-bag, filched from her cab in the streets of Naples by a lazzarone with a
stiletto. Or it would have been nice if he could have been taken with fever all alone at his hotel,
and she could have come to look after him, to write to his people, to drive him out in
convalescence” (499-500). But when Marcher’s heroic fantasy is corrected by May’s “strictly
historic” account “he only felt [...] there didn’t appear much of anything left” (499).

The fact that he cannot recall his story with May but is eager to fill in the gap in his
memory with a fantasy not only shows his lack of appreciation for “ordinary” human contact,
but also betrays his inability to live in the present. As Leo Bersani observes, Marcher’s life is “a
life that never really is, that is lived entirely as that which still is to be” (“The It and the I 210).
Like Dostoevsky’s Dreamer, Marcher lives in perpetual anticipation or retrospection. The most
obvious example of this is the crucial scene when May offers herself to Marcher in the last
attempt to “save” him:

She had, with her gliding step, diminished the distance between them, and she
stood nearer to him, close to him, a minute, as if still charged with the unspoken.
Her movement might have been for some finer emphasis of what she was at once
hesitating and deciding to say. He had been standing by the chimney-piece,
fireless and sparely adorned, a small perfect old French clock and two morsels of
rosy Dresden constituting all its furniture; and her hand grasped the shelf while
she kept him waiting, grasped it a little as for support and encouragement. She
only kept him waiting, however; that is he only waited. It had become suddenly,
from her movement and attitude, beautiful and vivid to him that she had

something more to give him; her wasted face delicately shone with it—it glittered
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almost as with the white lustre of silver in her expression. She was right,
incontestably, for what he saw in her face was the truth, and strangely, without
consequence, while their talk of it as dreadful was still in the air, she appeared to
present it as inordinately soft. This, prompting bewilderment, made him but gape
the more gratefully for her revelation, so that they continued for some minutes
silent, her face shining at him, her contact imponderably pressing, and his stare all
kind but all expectant. The end, none the less, was that what he had expected
failed to come to him. Something else took place instead, which seemed to consist
at first in the mere closing of her eyes. She gave way at the same instant to a slow
fine shudder, and though he remained staring—though he stared in fact but the
harder—turned off and regained her chair. It was the end of what she had been
intending, but it left him thinking only of that. (526-27; emphasis added)
Instead of acting in the present by responding to May’s offer of love, with which “her wasted
face delicately shone,” he reads “the truth” in her face as an indication of future revelation, and,
failing to respond to her gesture, he is left with the past—with “what she had been intending.”
After this meeting, May’s health rapidly declines, but as her death looms near, Marcher suffers
not from the knowledge of her current pain, but from “the foreknowledge of his loneliness to
come.”

With May dead, and her final assurance that whatever was meant to happen had
happened, Marcher can no longer escape into the uncertain future, so his imagination changes
course and turns the present into a retrospective of his past in which he desperately tries to locate
the beast. If in the past his goal was to discover what fate was awaiting him, he now resolves to

recover “the lost stuff of consciousness,” making “this idea his one motive” and “his passion”
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(534). With the escape door to the future closed to him, he retreats into the past, “feeding all on
the sense that he once had lived, and dependent on it not alone for a support but for an identity”
(537). But the past into which he retreats is largely the product of the same heroic fantasy that
produced his speculations about the future:
He had settled to his safety and accepted perforce his extinction; figuring to
himself, with some colour, in the likeness of certain little old men he remembered
to have seen, of whom, all meagre and wizened as they might look, it was related
that they had in their time fought twenty duels or been loved by ten princesses.
They indeed had been wondrous for others while he was but wondrous for
himself; which, however, was exactly the cause of his haste to renew the wonder
by getting back, as he might put it, into his own presence. (536)
Nevertheless, even Marcher is forced to admit that “his own presence” can only be confirmed by
another. What Bakhtin says about a Dostoevskian hero is equally applicable to Jamesian heroes
and heroines: “The hero’s attitude toward himself is inseparably bound up with his attitude
toward another, and with the attitude of another toward him. His consciousness of self is
constantly perceived against the background of the other’s consciousness of him — ‘I for
myself” against the background of ‘I for another’” (Problems 207). Marcher never reaches the
level of inter-subjectivity to perceive his “I for another” accurately—not until his final
revelation. Because he is only conscious of himself, representation of May’s consciousness in the
story merely duplicates Marcher’s. Nevertheless, this illusion of inter-subjectivity is necessary
for Marcher to sustain his heroic self-image. Consequently, upon May’s death, Marcher feels
abandoned and, acutely aware of the void in his life, sets out to travel, only to confirm that “for a

man who had known what he had known the world was vulgar and vain” (535). What he misses
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is “the state of mind in which he had lived for so many years”—the state in which he saw
himself as a heroic figure destined for a heroic event (535). That idea, which May (at least in his
view) encouraged, “shone out to him, in reflexion, as a light that coloured and refined, a light
beside which the glow of the East was garish cheap and thin” (535). With May gone, he is
stripped of the only identity he believed to be true to his self, and in a desperate attempt to regain
it, he makes regular visits to her grave, for “the creature beneath the sod knew of his rare
experience” and “this garden of death gave him the few square feet of earth on which he could
still most live. It was as if, being nothing anywhere else for any one, nothing even for himself, he
were just everything here” (536). Ironically, May’s grave is destined to become the place where
he will live most intensely, but his rare experience—rare for his insulated self—will be brought
about by his consciousness of another—Iliving—person.
The moment arrives when Marcher comes face to face with a mourner from another
woman’s grave and is “confronted” with “the image of scarred passion” in the men’s face.
Marcher knew him at once for one of the deeply stricken—a perception so sharp
that nothing else in the picture comparatively lived, neither his dress, his age, nor
his presumable character and class; nothing lived but the deep ravage of the
features that he showed. He showed them—that was the point; he was moved, as
he passed, by some impulse that was either a signal for sympathy or, more
possibly, a challenge to an opposed sorrow. He might already have been aware of
our friend, might at some previous hour have noticed in him the smooth habit of
the scene, with which the state of his own senses so scantly consorted, and might

thereby have been stirred as by an overt discord. What Marcher was at all events
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conscious of was in the first place that the image of scarred passion presented to

him was conscious too— of something that profaned the air [...]. (538-39)
For the first time, Marcher exhibits consciousness of another consciousness without reducing
that other to an object, and, as it happens with other Jamesian heroes and heroines (Isabel Archer
and Maggie Verver, for example), this attempt to imagine the state of others, to see oneself as
perceived by others, leads to a profound revelation. He asks himself, “What had the man had, to
make him by the loss of it so bleed and yet live?” (539) only to realize that what the man had and
he, John Marcher, had not, was true passion and love, which “He had seen outside of his life,”
but which “hadn’t come to him [...] on the wings of experience” (539). This immediately leads
him to a change in perception of May: whereas he previously perceived a living woman as an
artificial flower, now the cold stone at her grave appears to have a subjectivity of the living
person, as if it were the woman he had failed to know and love: “The name on the table smote
him as the passage of his neighbour had done, and what it said to him, full in the face, was that
she was what he had missed” (539-40). Gazing in pain and dismay at “the sounded void of his
life” as at “the open page of his story” and “stupefied at the blindness he had cherished,”
Marcher realizes that that all the while his doom—the beast of the jungle of his life—was the
waiting itself (540). Thus, “paradoxically, the metaphor through which Marcher has escaped
comes in the end to signify both the experience which he fled and the very flight itself” (Yeazell
172), and the final melodramatic scene of The Beast in the Jungle serves at the same time as a
confirmation of Marcher’s failure to live, and as the moment when he is truly alive:

This horror of waking—this was knowledge, knowledge under the breath of

which the very tears in his eyes seemed to freeze. Through them, none the less, he

tried to fix it and hold it; he kept it there before him so that he might feel the pain.
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That at least, belated and bitter, had something of the taste of life. But the
bitterness suddenly sickened him, and it was as if, horribly, he saw, in the truth, in
the cruelty of his image, what had been appointed and done. He saw the Jungle of
his life and saw the lurking Beast; then, while he looked, perceived it, as by a stir
of the air, rise, huge and hideous, for the leap that was to settle him. His eyes
darkened—it was close; and, instinctively turning, in his hallucination, to avoid it,
he flung himself, face down, on the tomb. (541)

Ora Segal suggests that Marcher’s intense recognition allows him to “transcend the fate
of the man who has never lived; for his acute consciousness of what he has missed, his bitter
realization of his life-long inadequacy, his tragic sense of the cruel mockery of his fate make
Marcher (though belatedly) ‘live,” feel and vibrate with the greatest intensity a Jamesian vessel
of consciousness is capable of” (214)."° It is important, however, that what causes these
“vibrations” is the confrontation with another person: it is the stranger’s face, and not Marcher’s
retrospection that produces the powerful impression and causes him to “bleed.” This leads
Marcher to the realization that his “escape would have been to love [May]; then, then he would
have lived” (540). Almost with envy he admits that “She had lived—who could say now with
what passion?—since she had loved him for himself” (540).

On the outside, May’s life would be similar to Marcher’s: they lived in the same society,
attended social events together, and when they were alone, they were united in anticipation and
speculation about Marcher’s future. And yet while their lives were equally uneventful, May, we
are led to believe, lived an intense life, whereas Marcher’s existence was sterile. The difference

between the two is the difference between life and non-life, and it involves the shift of the center

19 Ora Segal, The Lucid Reflector: The Observer in Henry James' Fiction (New Haven: Yale UP, 1969).
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of interest from one’s self to another. Because we were largely limited to Marcher’s point of
view throughout the story, we, too, cannot say “with what passion” May had lived. Because of
his blindness and “the chill of his egotism” we have missed her story. This void, nevertheless,
only makes us feel more acutely that she had a story, for while Marcher’s fantasies were self-
centered, she was “imaginatively guessing.” This explains why May had lived whereas Marcher
had failed to live: “she achieved, by an art indescribable, the feat of at once—or perhaps it was
only alternately—meeting the eyes from in front and mingling her own vision, as from over his
shoulder, with their peep through the apertures.” She has what Maggie Verver in The Golden
Bowl calls the “imagination of the states of others” (486), and it is this kind of imagination that
produces real art and real life.

Marcher’s fateful encounter with a stranger’s face shows how vital human interaction is
to James’s conception of life, even if this interaction takes place only on the level of
consciousness. But since it is the image of the stranger’s face that leaves Marcher transformed
through a sudden, powerful impression, the passage also suggests a connection between aesthetic
and interpersonal experience, for both offer an opportunity to cultivate the “imagination of the
states of others,” and, by extension, a deeper understanding of one’s own state. Literary
experience (reading and writing) in particular is closely linked to imagining the states of others—
the states of characters, the state of the author writing about them, and the state of the reader
responding to the text. Michael Wood observes that “literature has this kind of power over us: we
often see in it what we would rather not know about ourselves” (Wood 57). Just as the “deep
ravage of the features” the stranger shows force Marcher to recognize “the chill of his egotism,”

so the image of Marcher overwhelmed with “the horror of waking,” which arrives as suddenly
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for the reader as it does for Marcher himself, urges us to reconsider our own relationship with the
people around us in light of this recognition.
——

Long before Ortega y Gasset calls in Dehumanization of Art to “get over the error which
makes us think that a man’s life takes place inside himself and that, consequently, it can be
reduced to pure psychology,” first Dostoevsky, and later James, dramatize the ruinous effects of
this misconception in White Nights and The Beast in the Jungle. “Would that our lives did take

"ﬁ

place inside ourselves!” writes Ortega y Gasset, “Then life would be the easiest thing
imaginable: it would be to float in its own element. But life is as far as possible from a subjective
phenomenon. It is the most objective of all realities. It is a man’s | finding itself submerged in
precisely what is not himself, in the pure other which is his environment” (141-142). But while
the failed lives of the Dreamer and John Marcher testify to our need to step outside ourselves, to
realize ourselves through relations with others, Dostoevsky and James rarely fail to remind us

how complex and risky, how potentially hazardous and limiting the world of human interaction

can be. This, however, is the subject of the next chapter.

 JH3Hb — I1EJI0€ UCKYCCTBO, YTO XKUTh 3HAUUT CLEJIATh XyI0KECTBEHHOE IIPOU3BEICHHE U3 CAMOTO Cebst; UTo
TOJIBKO TP 00OOIIEHHBIX HHTEPECAX, B COUYBCTBHHU K Macce O0IIECTBA U K ee MPSIMBIM HEIIOCPEICTBEHHBIM
TpeOOBaHUsM, a HE B IPEMOTE, HE B PABHOAYILIMH, OT KOTOPOTO PACMaIaeTcsi Macca, He B YEJUHEHHH MOXKET
o oBaTLCS B JParoleHHbIH, B HEIOAENbHbIH ONecTAIMH anMas ero Kiaj, ero Kamnurai, ero 1oopoe cepaue
(SS 2:8)

" MHe BapyT MoKa3anock, 4T0 MeHsl, 0AMHOKOI0, BCE IOKMIAIOT M YTO BCE OT MeHs otcrynaiorest. (SS 2:152)

" BoT ysKke BoceMb IIeT, Kak s kuBy B [leTepOypre, U OYTH HU OIHOTO 3HAKOMCTBA He yMeJ 3aBecTh. Ho k uemy
MHe 3HaKoMcTBa? MHe 1 6e3 Toro 3HakoM Beck IlerepOypr. (SS 2:152)

" Onu, KOHEUHO, HE 3HAIOT MEH, JIa A-TO MX 3HaK0. S| KOPOTKO UX 3HAIO; S MOYTH M3YUYMIT UX (PHU3MOHOMHY — U
M00yI0Ch Ha HUX, KOT'JIa OHU BECEJIBI, M XaHJIPIO, KOTJa OHU 3aTyMaHATCs. 5] IOYTH CBEJ Ipy>K0y ¢ OAHUM
CTapH4YKOM, KOTOPOT'O BCTPEUAI0 KasKAbIi O0KHii 1eHb, B M3BECTHBIN yac, Ha ®oHranke. Pu3noHOMHUS TaKas
Ba)kKHasl, 33/lyM4HBasi; BCE ILIEIYET I10J{ HOC U MaxaeT JIEBOW PyKOii, a B IpaBoil y HEro JAJIMHHAs Cy4YKOBaTast TPOCTh
C 30JI0THIM HaOanmamHUKoOM. Jaxke OH 3aMEeTHII MEHSI M IPUHUMAET BO MHE JyleBHOe yyacthe. CIIy4duch, 4To 5 He
OyIy B U3BECTHBII 4ac Ha TOM ke Mecte DOHTAHKH, S yBEpEH, YTO Ha HEro HamaJeT Xanapa. Bot oTuero Mel nvHOT A
9yTh He KIaHsAeMCs ApYT ¢ IPyroM, 0COOSHHO Koraa oba B XOpOIIeM pacIosioKeHnH ayxa. HamenHu, koraa Mel He
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BU/IAJINCH LIEJIBIC JIBA JHSA U HA TPETHH I€Hb BCTPETMIINCH, MBI YK€ OBUIO M CXBATHIIHCH 3a IUISIEL, Aa 01aro
OITOMHHMITACH BOBPEMSI, OITYCTHITH PYKH ¥ C YIaCTHEM TIPOIILTH APYT Tmo e apyra. (SS 2:152-3)

¥ ka3aock, Bech [leTepOypr rpo3uil 00PATUTECS B IyCTHIHIO, TAK YTO HAKOHEI] MHE CTAJIO CTHIIHO, OOUIHO
IPYCTHO: MHE PEIINTEIBHO HEKy/a 1 He3aueM ObIJIO exaTh Ha J1ady. 5] roToB ObII yHTH ¢ KaXKIbIM BO30M, yeXaTb C
Ka)XJIbIM I'OCIIO/IMHOM MOYTEHHOH HapY)KHOCTH, HAHMMABIIUM W3BO3YMKA; HO HU OJIMH, PELINTEIHHO HUKTO HE
HPUTIIACHI MEHST; CIIOBHO 3a0BUTH MEHSI, CIIOBHO 5 [T HUX OBUI M B caMoM zene uyxoi! (SS 2:156)

V! Boxe moit! Y mens cepane cxanoch. U Kak s HH poOOK C KeHIMHAMH, HO BEJb 3TO ObLia Takas MuHyTa!.. 51
BOPOTHJICS, IIArHyJ K Hel M HellpeMeHHO Obl nponsHec: «CynapbiHs!» — eciu O TOJNBKO He 3HaJ, YTO 3TO
BOCKJIMILIAaHHE YK€ THICSUY pa3 MIPOU3HOCUIIOCH BO BCEX PYCCKUX BEIIMKOCBETCKUX POMaHax. JTO OJTHO U
ocraHoBmIIo Mes. (SS 2:157)

Y1 5] coBCEM OTBBIK OT JKEHILMH; TO €CTH 5 K HUM U HE IPMBBIKAI HUKOT/IA; 5 BEb OJHMH... S TaJKe HE 3HAK0, KaK
roBopuThb ¢ HUMH.” (SS 2:160)

' “g unean, B Ty, KOTOpas NpUCHUTCS BO cHe. SI co3alo B MeuTax Lesie poMansr” (160). “TIpasia, Helb3s ke
0e3 ToTO, 51 BCTpedal ABYX-TpeX >KCHIINH, HO KaKIe OHH KCHIUHBI? 3TO BCE TaKHe XO034HKH, uTo...” (SS 2:160)

* Hepenko e NeHcTBUTEIBLHOCTD IPOU3BOIMT BIIEUATIECHHE TSHKENIOE, BPAkKIEOHOE Ha CEPJIlle MEUTATENs, M OH
CIICIIUT 3a0UThCS B CBOM 3aBETHBIH, 30JI0TOH YroJIOK, KOTOPBIA HAa CAMOM JISJIC YacTO 3allbUICH, HEOMPSITEH,
OecriopsiioueH, Tpsa3eH. Malo-nomaiy NpoKa3HUK Halll HAUWHAET Yy KJAaThCsl TOJIBI, YyXKAaThCsl OOLIMX HHTEPECOB,
U MOCTETIEHHO, HETTPUMETHO, HAUWHAET B HEM IPHUTYIUIATHCS TAJAHT EHCTBUTENBHOM )13HU. EMy ecTecTBEeHHO
HAuMHAET Ka3aThCsl, YTO HACIAK/ICHHS, IOCTABIsIEMbIE €0 CBOCBOJILHOI (haHTa3uero, II0JIHEe, POCKOLIHEE,
nmo00BHee HacTosAIeH Ku3HHU. HakoHel, B 3201y ICHUU CBOEM OH COBEPIIEHHO TEPSET TO HPABCTBEHHOE YYyThE,
KOTOPBIM UYEJIOBEK CIIOCOOCH OLICHNUTH BCIO KPAaCOTY HACTOAIIETO, OH COMBAETCS, TepAeTCs, YIIYCKaeT MOMEHTHI
JCHCTBUTEIHHOTO CUACThS U, B AIIATHH, JICHUBO CKJIAABIBACT PYKH M HE XOUET 3HATh, YTO XKHU3Hb YEIIOBEUYECKas €CTh
OecrpepbIBHOE CaMOCO3€epIIaHUe B IPUPOJIC U B HACYII[HO# AeiicTBuTenbHOCTH. (SS 2:33)

X g MeuTaTenb; y MEHs TaK MaJIo I€HCTBUTEILHON )KU3HM, UTO 5 TAKAE MHHYTBI, KaK 9Ty, KaK TETepb, CUATAIO
TaK peKo, 9TO He MOTY HE IOBTOPSTH 3TUX MUHYT B MeUTaHbsX. Sl mpoMedTaro 00 Bac IEIyI0 HOYb, IIETYIO
HEeJIeJTI0, BECh I'oAl. 51 HempeMeHHO MPUAY CI0Aa 3aBTPa, MMEHHO CI0/Ia, Ha 3TO K€ MECTO, IMEHHO B 3TOT 4ac, 1 Oymy
CYACTJIMB, IIPUNIOMHUHAS BUEPAIIIHEee. YK 9TO MecTo MHe Muiio.” (SS 2:162)

X' Oruero, HanpuMep, B HAC TaK CHJILHO Pa3sBHT OJIMH MIPEHENPHATHBINA 00bIYail (HE CIIOPHUM, OH, MOYKET ObITH,
TaM Kak-HUOY/Ib M M0JIE3EH B HAIeM O0IIeM XO03sHCTBE) — BCET/ia, 4acTo 0e3 Hy»Kbl, TaK, 110 IPUBBIYKE OBEPSThH
U YK€ CJIMIIKOM TOYHO B3BELIMBATh CBOM BIICUATIICHHUS, B3BEIIMBATh HHOT/IA TOJILKO MPEICTOsIIEe, IPsIyllee
HacJaXIeHHe, ellle He OCYIECTBUBILIEECs], OLICHITh €r0 U yIOBIETBOPSTLCS UM 3apaHee, B MeuTax,
yIIOBJIETBOPSTHCS (haHTa3Uel U, ECTECTBEHHO, ObITh IOTOM HETOJIHBIM B HacTosiiee eno? Mbl Bceraa pa3oMHeM,
HCTEP3aeM ILIBETOK, YTOO CHIIbHEE TIOYyBCTBOBATH €r0 3aIlax, M POIILIEeM MOTOM, KOT/Ia BMECTO apoMara JJOCTaeTcs
HaM OJIMH 4aj. A MeXIy TeM TPYAHO CKa3aTh, YTO ObI CTAJIOCh C HAMH, €CJIM O He BBIIABAINCH HAaM XOTb 3TH
HECKOJIBKO JHEH B IIETIbIi TO/1 M HE YTOJISUIN pa3sHOOOpa3ueM sBJICHUH IPUPO/Ibl HAIly BEYHYIO0 HEHACHITUMYIO
KaXly HEITOCPEACTBCHHON, €CTECTBEHHOH *M3HNU. M Kak He ycTaTh HAKOHEI, KaK He yIacTh B OECCHIINN, BEYHO
TOHSIACH 3a BIIEYATIICHUSIMH, CIIOBHO 32 PUPMOI1 K INIOXOMY CTHXY, Mydach jKa)kJI0I0 BHEIIHEH, HETIOCPEeICTBEHHOM
JIeATEeIbHOCTH U ITyTasich, HAKOHEIL, 10 OOJIE3HHU CBOMX YK€ MIUTIO3UH, CBOMX K€ XMMEpP I'OJIOBHBIX, CBOEH Ke
MEUTATENIbHOCTH M BCEX TEX BCIIOMOTATENbHBIX CPEJICTB, KOTOPHIMH B HAIIlE BPEMs CTAPAIOTCsl KOe-KaK JIOMOIHUTD
BCIO BSUIYIO ITCTOTY OOBbIIEHHON OeciBeTHOM xu3HHu. (SS 2:28-29)

X' VcTopuro! — 3akpuyan s1, MCyraBLIMCh, — ucTopHio!! Ho KTo BaMm ckasall, 4To y MeHs CTh MOSI
UCTOpHA? y MEHS HET UCTOPHH. ..

— Tak Kax ke BBI )KWJIH, KOJIb HET HCTOPUH? — Tepednia OHa CMEsCh.

— CoeprreHHO 0e3 BCSKNX UCTOPHIA! Tak, )KWII, KaK y HaC TOBOPHTCS, CaM I10 ce0e, TO €CTh OJIMH COBEPIICHHO,
— OJIMH, OJIVH BIIOJIHE, — ITOHUMAETE, YTO TAKOE OJHH?

— Jla kax oguH? To ecTh BBl HUKOI'O HUKOTJA HEe BUIAIN?

— O Her, BUAETH-TO BUXKY, — & BCE-TaKH 5 OJMH.

— Uro xe, BBl pa3Be HE TOBOPUTE HU C KeM?

— B crporom cumsicie, HE ¢ keM. (SS 2:164).

X" TocmoTpuTe Ha 9TH BONIIEOHbIE IPU3PAKH, KOTOPHIE TAK 04apOBATENBHO, TAK IIPHXOTIHBO, TaK 0€30PEKHO
U IIHMPOKO CIIATAI0TCS Iepe] HUM B TaKOH BOMIIEOHOH, OyIIEBICHHOH KapTHHE, I7IE HA IEPBOM ILTAHE, IEPBBIM
JIMILIOM, Y>K KOHEYHO, OH CaM, Halll MedTaTellb, CBOCIO JOPOror ocodoro. [TocmoTpure, kKakue pasHOOOpa3HbIE
MIPUKITIOYCHUS, KaKol OECKOHEUHBIN poii BocTopskeHHBIX Tpe3. Bel cipocute, MoKeT ObITh, 0 4eM oH MedTaeT? K
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YeMy 3TO CpamuBaTh! 1a 000 BceM... 00 pOJIH MM03Ta, CHaYala He MPU3HAHHOTO, a IOTOM YBEHYaHHOTO; 0 ApYyxk0e ¢
Topmanom; Baphomomeesckas Houb, [{nana BeproHn, repotickas pons npu B3stun Kazanu lBanom BacunseBudenm,
Knapa Mogso6pait, EBdus lenc, cobop npenaros u ['yc nmepex HUMH, BOCCTaHHE MEPTBEHOB B «PobepTe» (TToMHHTE
MY3bIKY? KianouiieM naxser!), Munna u bpenna, cpaxenue npu bepesnne, utenue nosmsl y rpapunn B—id-/1—i,
Hanron, Kireornatpa € i suoi amantil, nomuk B Komome, cBoit yrook, a mojjie MUIoe CO31aHue, KOTOPOE CITyLIaeT
Bac B 3UMHUIT Beuep, PaCKPBIB POTHK U IIa3KH, KaK CIyIIaeTe BbI Teeph MEHS, MO MaleHbKUl aHTeIbYHK... (SS
2:171).

*¥ Meuratenb — eciu HyXHO €ro MoAPoOHOE OTPE/ENIEHHE — HE YENOBEK, 4, 3HAETE, KAKOE-TO CYIECTBO
cpennero posa. Cenutcs oH OOJIBLICIO YaCTUIO IIe-HUOYAb B HEIPUCTYITHOM YIITy, KaK OyJITO TauTCsl B HEM JIaXKe OT
JTHEBHOTO CBETA M yXK e€ciu 3a0epercs K cede, TO TaK U MPUPACTET K CBOEM YTy, KaK yIHUTKa, W, TI0 KpaiHel
Mepe, OH OYEHb ITOX0)K B 3TOM OTHOLICHUH Ha TO 3aHUMATEIIFHOE KUBOTHOE, KOTOPOE M )KUBOTHOE U IOM BMECTE,
KOTOpOE Ha3bIBaeTcs uepenaxoii Kak BBl {ymaeTe, OTYEro OH Tak JIOOUT CBOM YETHIPE CTEHBI, BEIKPALIICHHBIC
HETIPEMEHHO 3€JIEHOI0 KPACKOI0, 3aKOIITEIIbIE, YHBIIBIE W HEIIO3BOJIUTEIFHO OOKypeHHBIE? 3aueM 3TOT CMEIIHON
TOCTIOJIMH, KOT/Ia €r0 MPUXOIUT HABECTHTh KTO-HUOYIb U3 €TO PEAKHUX 3HAKOMBIX (2 KOHYAeT OH TE€M, YTO 3HAKOMBIE
Y HETO BCE MEPEBOASATCS), 3a4eM TOT CMEIITHOM YeJIOBEK BCTPEUAET €0, TaK CKOH(Y3MUBIINCH, TAK H3MEHUBIINCH B
JIMLIE ¥ B TAKOM 3aMElIaTeNbCTBE, KaK OyITO OH TOJIBKO YTO CAENAl B CBOMX YETHIPEX CTCHAX IPECTYIUICHHE, KaK
OynTo oH (habpuxoBan (anplrBbie OyMaXKKU MM KaKUe-HUOYIb CTHIIKH JJISl OTCBUIKH B )KypHaJ P aHOHUMHOM
MMUCbME, B KOTOPpOM O603Ha‘laeTCH, 4qTo HaCTOﬂIlII/Iﬁ IO3T YKC YMEP U 4YTO APYT €ro CYUTACT CBAIICHHBIM JOJII'OM
omy6nkoBaTh ero Bupim?( SS 2:166-67)

*V'...4TO €My, 4TO eMY, CIIaJIOCTPACTHOMY JICHUBILY, B TOM HU3HH, B KOTOPYIO HAM TaK XOYETCs C BAMH? OH
JIyMaeT, 4To 3TO OeHas, KaJKast )KHU3Hb, HE IPEAYTaAbIBasi, YTO U UL HETO, MOKET OBITh, KOTAa-HUOYAb MPOObET
TPYCTHBIN Yac, KOT/la OH 33 OAWH JCHb 3TOHN JKaJIKOH JKU3HHU OTAACT BCE CBOU (pAHTACTHUIECCKUE T'OABI, U €IIe HE 3a
panocThb, HE 3a CYACTHE OTJACT, U BEIOMPATh HE 3aX0UYET B TOT Yac IPYCTH, pacKastHUS X HEBO30paHHOTO rops. (SS
2:171)

! HepaBHOIYIIIHO CMOTPHT OH Ha BEYEPHIOIO 3aPI0, KOTOPask MEUIEHHO TaCHET Ha XOJIOIHOM TIETEPOYPrCKOM
HeOe. Korza st roBOpI0O — CMOTPUT, TaK 5 JITy: OH HE CMOTPHT, HO CO3€pLaeT Kak-To 6e30TYeTHO, Kak OynTO
yCTaJbIi WM 3aHATHIN B TO XK€ BpeMs KAKUM-HUOY b APYTUM, O0JIee HHTEPECHBIM IIPEIMETOM, TaK YTO pa3Be
TOJIBKO MEJIbKOM, [I0YTH HEBOJIBHO, MOXET YIENUTb BpeMs Ha BcE okpyskatoruee. (SS 2:169)

! TloToMy 4TO MHE yiKe HaUHMHAET Ka3aThCs B 3TH MHHYTBI, UTO s HUKOIJIA HE CIIOCOOEH HAuaTh KUTh
HACTOAIICIO )KU3HUIO; IOTOMY YTO MHE YK€ Ka3aJiOCh, YTO S MOTECPII BCSIKHUI TaKT, BCAKOC YyThb€ B HACTOALICM,
JefcTBUTEBHOM. .. (SS 2:174)
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Chapter 3.
Against the Formula:
Notes from the Underground and Daisy Miller

Standing at their respective windows in the house of fiction and observing the human
scene before them, Dostoevsky and James focus their penetrating vision on the perpetual drama
of self confronting the external world, the world of other selves engaged in a similar
confrontation. To be sure, other writers, particularly of the turbulent 19" century, depicted the
conflict between individual and society, while scientists and philosophers attempted to explain
the nature of this conflict and propose new solutions to the moral crisis of the age. What makes
Dostoevsky and James stand apart from—and in many ways ahead of— their contemporaries is
that they locate the source of the conflict not in society, but within the individual whose inner
indeterminacy on the one hand, and assumed or prescribed social identity on the other, exist in
perpetual struggle for balance and integrity.”> As a result, Dostoevsky and James portray life as
a creative effort similar to the one described by them in their essays on art: to become “I for
another,” the raw material of our inner selves must be selected and shaped into a meaningful
form. Because of this fundamental affinity between art and life, when it comes to laws that
govern human relationships, Dostoevsky and James put forth freedom as the underlying value
and necessity in life, just as it is the only law to which they subject art. “Everything that has been
imposed from above, everything that has been obtained by force from time immemorial to our

own day has never succeeded,” writes Dostoevsky in “Mr. —bov and the Question of Art,” “and,

%0 See, for example, Malcolm V. Jones, Dostoyevsky after Bakhtin: Readings in Dostoyevsky's Fantastic Realism
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1990) 55-56. As Jones cogently puts it, “On the level of personal interaction
Dostoyevsky's characters constantly label, define, objectify themselves and others in terms of conventional social
stereotypes and these labels are constantly found wanting in social contact and in contact with individual
subjectivity. Some of his characters are desperate to assume such a socially acknowledged identity. Success depends
not on desperation, but on a satisfactory and relatively stable match between the hero's self-image and the defining
glance of others™ (55).
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instead of being beneficial, has been only harmful” (OW 96).' The same principle lies at the heart
of Dostoevsky’s Notes from the Underground and James’s Daisy Miller. While clearly different
in form and tone, these two novellas show that Dostoevsky and James share a common
intellectual and artistic platform from which they contest the reduction of a complex interplay
between self and society to a set of predictable rules and universal laws.
3.1. Notes from the Underground

One of the most widely read and discussed of Dostoevsky’s works, Notes from the
Underground?* has been thoroughly analyzed from a variety of perspectives, including
psychological, social, and of course, philosophical. This 1864 novella consists of two parts, with
a gap of sixteen years separating the narrator from the events of Part Two. In Part One the
Underground Man articulates his philosophical position by dismantling the arguments of
rationalists, utilitarians, and positivists whose ideas have become extremely influential in the
1860s, particularly after the publication of Chernyshevsky’s immensely popular novel What Is to
Be Done? In the second part, the Underground Man recalls a series of events from his youth, all
of them failed attempts to establish meaningful relations with others in his life, which foreground
the disparity between his youthful ideals of “the beautiful and sublime” and reality of his daily
life and inner self. Taken together, the two parts of the novella offer the critique of two popular
systems that have shaped the two consecutive generations in nineteenth-century Russia: the
Romanticism of the 1840s, and the progressive ideas of the 1860s.

What sets Dostoevsky’s work apart from many others devoted to this generational split is
that the two systems are not directly opposed to each other, as they are, for example, in

Turgenev’s Fathers and Children. Instead, Dostoevsky opposes the throbbing complexity of the

2! The following English translation is used here: Fyodor Dostoevsky, “Notes from the Underground.” In The Best
Stories of Fyodor Dostoevsky, trans. David Magarshack (New York: Modern Library, 2005) 107-238.
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human psyche, with its mixture of good and evil, of low and lofty impulses, to the very idea of a
system, of intransigent categories and values extraneous to the individual, living self. Each of
these systems, which the Underground Man first digests with his reading, then rejects through his
experience, advances its central value through a literary embodiment of its ideal—the Romantic
Hero, the Rational Egoist—who represents the only “right” course of action or manner of
conduct. The problem of right and wrong is translated into terms corresponding to the given
value—honorable/ignoble, sublime/base, reasonable/unreasonable. By having the Underground
Man “try on” and discard these ideals for the same reason—their incongruity with his own
experience—Dostoevsky underscores their common flaw: the deadening reduction of infinitely
complex and multifarious human experience to a narrow set of predetermined laws.

Joseph Frank appositely notes that throughout the novella, we see the Underground Man
“torn apart by an inner dissonance that prevents him from behaving in what might be considered
a ‘normal’ fashion—that is, acting in terms of self-interest and reason in Part One, or giving
unhindered expression to his altruistic (or at least amiably social) impulses in Part Two” (The
Stir of Liberation 317). His reminiscences foreground the disparity between the romantic values
which the narrator ardently espouses through reading, and his own impressions of actual life that
surrounds him. When he goes to the tavern to seek adventures, determined to engage in a
“literary” fight for his honor with an officer who picked him up and moved him to make way for
himself “as if [he] didn’t exist” (1), he finds himself deterred from action because the Romantic
concept of honor that propels him to act is not rooted in actuality of human life. The essential
artificiality of the concept is highlighted by the hero’s acknowledgement that he “cannot speak of
a point of honour— not of honour, mind you, but of a point of honour (point d’honneur) except

in literary language. You cannot even mention a “point of honour” in ordinary language” (154-
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155)." Unlike the Dreamer of White Nights, the young Underground Man is not content with the
imaginary experience he derives from reading and is painfully conscious of his dependence on
others for actualizing his potentials and Romantic self-image. Moreover, he is conscious of
others as independent subjects whose thoughts, feelings and actions diverge radically from his
adopted vision:
What | was afraid of was that every one in the billiard room from the cheeky
marker to the last rotten, pimply little government clerk in a greasy collar who
was fawning upon everybody in the room, would misunderstand me and jeer at
me when I protested and began addressing them in literary language. [...] [ was
absolutely convinced (the sense of reality in spite of all romanticism!) that they
would all simply split their sides with laughter and that the officer would not just
simply, that is to say, not inoffensively, thrash me, but would certainly push me
round the billiard-table with his knee and perhaps only then would he have taken
pity on me and thrown me out of the window. (154-155)"

Throughout his account of his youth, the Underground Man’s futile attempts to act out
his romantic principles in life produce a painful disappointment and subsequent inertia, as in the
case of his impulses to “embrace mankind” brought about by months of ecstatic dreaming.

It is important to note that, unlike the Dreamer, the Underground Man does not view his reading
and dreaming as an escape; he turns to it for inspiration and direction, but does not mistake his
fantasies for reality. Thus, he is “never able to spend more than three months of dreaming at a
time without feeling an irresistible urge to plunge into social life,” which, due to the limited
number of friends and acquaintances, to him meant visiting the head of his department, Anton

Antonovich Setochkin, his “only permanent acquaintance” (163-164)." The Underground Man
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is not content with imaginary relations with people, and when he feels “an instant and irresistible
urge to embrace all my fellow-men and all humanity,” he is conscious that for this, “one had at
least to have one man who actually existed” (164)." Unlike literary heroes, however, the
Underground Man cannot succumb to his honorable impulses spontaneously, for society—even
if it amounts only to Anton Antonovich—follows its own rules, and because Anton Antonovich
accepted visitors only on Tuesdays, he admits with frustration that“it was necessary to work
myself up into the right mood for embracing all mankind on that day” (163)." But even if he
manages “to work himself up into the right mood” on a Tuesday, the “fellow-men” he meets at
Anton Antonovich’s home are not heroes and heroines waiting to be embraced, but giggling
daughters or visitors whose “usual topic of conversation was excise duties, the hard bargaining in
the Senate, salaries, promotions, His Excellency, the best way to please him, etc., etc.” (164).
What we observe here is the Underground Man’s failure “to impose literary systems
comprehensively on lived experience” (Jones 68), and the reason he fails is not necessarily that
the principles themselves are invalid (later in this part, Liza embodies many of them), but that, to
use James’s phrase, “humanity is immense and reality has a myriad forms,” and to live among
people is to accept their individual sensibility and needs at a given moment. The hero’s “working
himself up into the right mood” shows that even a “romantic” cannot be defined solely by his
“romanticism,” for there are always other sides, other potentials waiting to be revealed and
realized.

Consequently, it is not only external reality that the Underground Man finds in conflict
with his romantic ideas. One of his principal traits is his agonizing self-awareness, and whenever
he sets out for one of his heroic adventures prompted by his romantic sense of honor and

superiority, his heroic self succumbs to the petty concerns of a poor self-conscious government
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clerk. While he feels spiritually superior to those around him, he is crushed by the sense of his
inferior appearance and dress and ends up devoting more attention to these petty concerns than
do the people he despises for this. Thus, as he prepares his “revenge” on the officer, he
scrupulously works on the proper outfit, determined “to be as well dressed as possible”. He
despises the superfluous public, but is unable to reject its superfluous standards, and genuinely
believes that “one had to be decently dressed” in case a public scandal took place, for only “good
clothes impress people and will immediately put us on an equal footing in the eyes of society”""
(158). His preparations link him more with the Gogolian clerk than with the romantic hero: he
carefully chooses “a pair of black gloves” and “a smart hat at Churkin’s,” but the execution of
his plan is delayed by the state of his overcoat:
My overcoat was not at all bad. It kept me warm. But it was wadded and had a
raccoon collar, which made one look altogether too much a flunkey. The collar
had to be changed at all costs for a beaver one, like one of those army officers
wore. To acquire such a collar, I began visiting the Arcade, and after a few
attempts decided to buy a cheap German beaver. These German beavers may soon
look shabby and worn, but at first, when new, they look very decent indeed. And |
wanted it for one occasion only. | asked the price: it was much too expensive. On
thinking it over, | decided to sell my raccoon collar and to borrow the rest of the
money (and a considerable sum it was, too) from the head of my department,
Anton Antonovich Setochkin (158-159)""
Similarly, when he prepares for a dinner with former classmates, whom he despises for their

superficiality, he cannot take his mind off the enormous yellow stain on the knee of his trousers.
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He realizes that not so much the stain, but his awareness and attitude about it are incompatible
with the character of the romantic ideal he longs to embody:
| had a presentiment that that stain alone would rob me of nine-tenths of my self-
respect. I knew, too, that it was a thought unworthy of me. “But this is no time for
thinking: now | have to face reality,” I thought with a sinking heart. I knew, of
course, perfectly well at the time that | was monstrously exaggerating all these
facts. But what could | do? It was too late for me to control my feelings, and | was
shaking with fever. | imagined with despair how patronisingly and how frigidly
that “rotter” Zverkov would meet me; with what dull and irresistible contempt
that blockhead Trudolyubov would look at me; with what unbearable insolence
that insect Ferfichkin would titter at me in order to curry favour with Zverkov;
how perfectly Simonov would understand it all and how he would despise me for
the baseness of my vanity and want of spirit, and, above all, how paltry,
unliterary, and commonplace the whole affair would be. (175)™
Thus, rather than giving him a sense of order and direction, the romanticism of the 1840s
creates a rip in the Underground Man’s perception of the world and of himself, a rip the maturing
narrator tries desperately but unsuccessfully to patch with mockery of the values of his youth and
allegiance to new progressive ideas, which, incidentally, are equally “literary” or “bookish.”
Chernyshevsky’s novel, which became the code of conduct for the progressive youth of the
1860s, replaces one type—the romantic hero—with another: the “New Man” Rakhmetov. The
new type is a completely rational being conscious of the laws of nature which dictate that, as
rational animals, mankind will always act in self-interest, and that the sooner our highest

interests are understood, the sooner happiness will be achieved. The Underground Man tries to
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embrace the new theory, derived from the writings of Fourier, Considerant, Feuerbach, among
others, but as soon as he relies solely on reason, he finds himself incapable of any action. Just as
in Part Two there is a vast gap between romantic principles and reality (both external and
internal) on which the Underground Man tries to impose them, so there is an obvious dissonance
between rationalist and utilitarian theories and factual and historical evidence, not to mention his
own awareness of human capacity for self-sacrifice and even self-destruction. Hence, the
Underground Man declares that “all these fine systems, all these theories which try to explain to
man all his normal interests so that, in attempting to obtain them by every possible means, he
should at once become good and honourable, are in my opinion nothing but mere exercises in
logic” (127). The problem with systematization of the complex human experience is that
classification and typification necessarily entails the reduction of the individual to a set of
predictable traits and acts, to a formula that, leaving out “the evidence of his senses” (128),
distorts the truth.

For Dostoevsky, and, as we shall see, for James, individual life is a process of self-
creation, an artistic process that requires audience (the other) for its consummation. Just as
artistic creativity demands freedom of expression and inspiration, the Underground Man
proclaims that “all man wants is an absolutely free choice, however dear that freedom may cost
him and wherever it may lead him to” (130-131). Consequently, the Underground Man declares
free will humanity’s supreme value: “One’s own free and unfettered choice, one’s own whims,
however wild, one’s own fancy, overwrought though it sometimes may be to the point of
madness— that is that same most desirable good which we overlooked and which does not fit
into any classification, and against which all theories and systems are continually wrecked”

(130)." Bakhtin aptly sums up the Underground Man’s basic argument as “the idea that man is
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not a final and defined quantity upon which firm calculations can be made; man is free, and can
therefore violate any regulating norms which might be thrust upon him” (Problems 59). The
problem of free will occupies a central place in Dostoevsky’s writing. In Notes from the
Underground, however, this issue is not yet examined in its full scope. As Rozanov rightly notes
in one of the earliest commentaries on the novella, Dostoevsky’s view of freedom in Notes from
the Underground is purely approbatory (127). Here, the emphasis is not on the role of free will in
the battle between good and evil that takes place in the human soul, as it will be in Brothers
Karamazov or Crime and Punishment. Nor does Dostoevsky fully develop here the relationship
between free will and self-sacrifice. Instead, in Notes from the Underground Dostoevsky
postulates free will as the defining characteristic of human nature without which “living life” is
impossible. As the Underground Man concludes, “the whole meaning of human life can be
summed up in the one statement that man only exists for the purpose of proving to himself every
minute that he is a man and not an organ-stop!” (136)."

On the level of plot, it is Liza who represents a living, positive challenge to all the literary
and scientific formulas the Underground Man denounces in his argument. The hero’s encounter
with Liza lies at the heart of the second part of the novella and crowns his argument just as it
haunts his memory. She embodies the “living life”” and shatters all the artificial notions and
categories by which the Underground Man tries to live. When they wake up together in the
brothel, the Underground Man tries to play a hero by lecturing Liza about the depravity and
perils of her profession, but she remains unresponsive to his moralizing. It is only when he
changes his “strategy” and begins talking “indirectly as though I never intended to draw her out
at all” (201)," when he invokes images and scenes from ordinary human life that he wins her

trust and attention:
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Just imagine a rosy little baby boy sucking at your breast— what husband’s heart
IS not touched at the sight of his wife nursing his child? Oh, such a plump and
rosy baby! He sprawls, he snuggles up to you, his little hands are so pink and
chubby, his nails are so clean and tiny—so tiny that it makes you laugh to look at
them, and his eyes gaze at you as if he understands everything. And while he
sucks he pulls at your breast with his sweet little hand— plays. If his father comes
near, he tears himself away from the breast, flings himself back, looks at his
father and laughs as if goodness only knows how funny it is— and then he begins
sucking greedily again. [...] Isn’t everything here happiness when the three of
them— husband, wife, and child— are together? One can forgive a great deal for
the sake of these moments.” (204)xiii
While the Underground Man continues to communicate in a literary fashion, using rhetoric and
imagery strategically, the scenes he evokes originate from life, not books. The energy and
intensity of the scenes engage Liza’s imagination, eliciting her spontaneous, profoundly human
response to the hero, who in turn responds to her in the same simple, sympathetic, non-literary
manner. There is nothing theatrical or calculated in her agony and gratefulness, and her unbroken
spirit gives a sense that she is not defined or limited by her “fallen woman” status. Before they
part, Liza proudly shows the Underground Man a love letter from a medical student, suggesting
that she refuses to be defined by her present role, and her later decision to leave the brothel is
governed not by the norms imposed by society, but by her determination to pursue personal
happiness: it is her pride, not her shame that directs her actions.
In the same spontaneous, irrational vein, Liza’s pride gives way to empathy and

compassion during her visit to the Underground Man’s apartment, where she finds him in his
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shabby surroundings bickering over money and authority with his insolent servant. Unable to
bear a witness to his social and moral debasement, the Underground Man cruelly insults Liza,
who responds with pity and compassion that leave him even more humiliated and abject. As he
pours vitriol on her and pronounces her a naive dupe, Liza remains impervious to his abuse and
applies herself to alleviate his suffering. Her spontaneous, irrational compassion, her warm
embrace of her insulter defies all the social and scientific formulas of human behavior. She
readily subjects herself to cruelty and puts aside her “honor” to console the suffering being
before her, showing no trace of self-interest or self-righteousness. Even when she leaves the
money which the Underground Man puts into her hand as a last act of cruelty, she does it quietly
and spontaneously, without a “bookish” display of her wounded pride. The hero senses that all
of her actions are expressions of her inner essence, whereas his are dictated by the exaggerated,
“bookish” concepts of love and cruelty.

But whereas Liza embodies the freedom of human spirit, the dominance of individual
will over superimposed standards and external pressure, the Underground Man’s “notes” reflect
this freedom on another level. As Bakhtin has pointed out, Dostoevsky’s heroes “acutely sense
their own inner unfinalizability, their capacity to outgrow, as it were, from within and to render
untrue any externalizing and finalizing definition of them. As long as a person is alive he lives by
the fact that he is not yet finalized, that he has not yet uttered his ultimate word” (Problems 59).
This is perhaps more true of the Underground Man than of any other character, for in Notes from
the Underground “inner unfinalizability” lies at the heart of the argument of the first part and
determines the events of the second. The hero’s inner conflict is a result of his awareness that
none of the roles and functions by which an individual is recognized in society, be they imposed

on him from above or deliberately chosen from existing models, fully reflect his essence, which
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consists of conflicting impulses, desires, and inclinations.”* As he speaks to Liza in a brothel, he
cannot decide whether his words, his feelings and his motives are truly noble or base, because
genuine feelings and pity for a fellow human being are mixed with equally genuine vanity and
desire for dominance. “‘It is with pictures, with pictures like these, that you will beguile her,” he
thinks to himself, adding immediately “though, goodness knows, I spoke with real feeling, and
suddenly blushed” (204)." On the one hand, his passion and interest are authentic (“I felt a lump
rising to my throat”); on the other hand, the more he became convinced that his words make a
profound impression on Liza, “the more eager [he] was to finish what [he] had set out to do as
expeditiously and as thoroughly as possible.” “It was the sport of it, the sport of it, that carried
me away,” he claims, only to contradict himself immediately “it was not only the sport of it”
(210).

In reality, both sentimentality and vanity are aspects of his multifaceted self, but both the
norms by which success is measured in his society and the ideals promoted by the literary culture
of his time endorse one side of his personality while ignoring the other. Determined to preserve
his inner indeterminacy and freedom, but lacking spiritual resources and Liza’s moral strength,
the Underground Man resorts to writing as a means of protecting his self-integrity while
simultaneously overcoming his egocentrism. While he is too self-conscious to become “a man of
action,” that is, to choose a path and actualize some of his potentials and thus exercise his
freedom of self-definition, he uses the act of writing to resist any definition, from within and

from without. His confession is not an attempt to answer the question “who am 1?”, but an

22 Svitel’skii also notes that not only the Underground Man, but Dostoevsky’s heroes in general,  ‘try on’ various
life roles and social functions, some of the functioning being imposed on them by the surrounding environment and
people, but these roles and functions most of the time do not correspond to the hero’s essence, which turns out to be
broader and more multifaceted and doesn’t fit into the frame of a precise mission or mechanical, literal functioning.”
This lack of correspondence results “in the triumph of ‘human nature,” of ‘living life,” of the complex essence of
human personality, which occasionally frustrates not only other characters, but also those readers who prefer greater
certainty” (Svitel'skii 15).
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expression of the essential characteristic of this “I”—its indeterminacy. Hence, it employs what
Bakhtin calls “a word with a loophole,” defined as “the retention for oneself of the possibility for
altering the ultimate, final meaning of one’s own words” (Problems 233). Thus, whenever the
hero defines himself, especially in negative terms, i.e. as a scoundrel, or a masochist, whenever
he condemns himself, he actually “wants and demands that the other person dispute this self-
definition, and he leaves himself a loophole in case the other person should suddenly in fact
agree with him, with his self-condemnation, and not make use of his privilege as the other”
(Problems 233). In this way, the structure of discourse in Notes from the Underground itself
reinforces its narrator’s argument about the indeterminacy of the self.

The inner self is thus conceived by Dostoevsky as potentiality, as an infinite number of
possible identities and choices. At the same time, “living life”—Ilife among people—demands a
free sacrifice of some of these possibilities for the sake of actualization of others. But sacrifice,
or even compromise, are not the Underground Man’s forte (“either a hero or dirt— there was no
middle way” (161), he writes). When he embraces indeterminacy as the true essence of his self,
he does it with the same extremism with which he had previously devoted himself to
romanticism and rationalism. And thus writing becomes for him the only act through which he
can preserve his indeterminacy without completely severing his ties with external reality.

That his longing for self-realization and a full, “living life” leads him to a literary activity
may seem like another paradox, for throughout the novella, literariness (knizhnost’) is opposed to
life. In Part Two, for example, the Underground Man blames his mistaken notions and values on
his reading, and ascribes the same dependence on books to everyone else: “we do not even know
where we are to find real life, or what it is, or what it is called. Leave us alone without any

books, and we shall at once get confused, lose ourselves in a maze, we shall not know what to
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cling to, what to hold on to, what to love and what to hate, what to respect and what to despise”
(238).*" And yet the Underground Man’s writing is not necessarily a renunciation of active life:
unlike his previous creative effort, the narrator’s notes represent his last chance to annex life
which seems to be evading him, and his evolution as a writer is inseparable from his
“philosophy.”
In his youth, the narrator is not only an avid reader of romantic fiction, but, like the
Dreamer of White Nights, is also a maker of one, for his rapturous dreams and fantasies manifest
clear narrative structure and stylistic awareness. At these moments, the Underground Man gives
himself up to “the sublime and the beautiful,” and his heroic self-image drives out “the
gentleman who in his pigeon-livered confusion had sewed a piece of German beaver to the collar
of his overcoat” (161). A sense of power and purpose replaces prior hesitation and confusion:
... in those days I believed blindly that by some miracle, by some outside event,
all this would suddenly draw apart and expand, that | would suddenly catch a
glimpse of a vista of some suitable activity, beneficent and beautiful, and, above
all, an activity that was absolutely ready-made (what sort of activity | never knew,
but the great thing was that it was to be all ready-made), and then | would
suddenly emerge into the light of day, almost mounted on a white horse and with
a laurel wreath on my head. (161)"

Although on some occasions the hero seeks this “activity” in his immediate surroundings, trying

to enact the roles and plots of romantic fiction in his life, most of the time these “hours of

‘salvation through the sublime and the beautiful’” ended “in an indolent and rapturous transition

to art,” which at this point amounts to forms and plots “all ready-made, snatched forcibly from
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the poets and novelists and adapted to every possible need and requirement” (162)." It is
noteworthy that in his imagination, the role of the hero is inseparable from the role of the poet:
“I was a famous poet and court chamberlain, and I fell in love; I became a multi-millionaire and
at once devoted all my wealth to the improvement of the human race, and there and then
confessed all my hideous and shameful crimes before all the people; needless to say, my crimes
were, of course, not really hideous or shameful, but had much in them that was ‘sublime and
beautiful,” something in the style of Manfred” (162-163).* His dreams of being a poet represent
his actual literary ambitions, and despite the use of literary clichés, he does not lose sight of the
artistic, even technical side of his fantasies: “And let me assure you that certain things were not
so badly worked out by me [nedurno sostavleno], either. . . . (162-163)

His revenge plot on the officer who has insulted him in the tavern also leads him to
writing. “One morning,” he confesses, “though I had never indulged in literary work, it suddenly
occurred to me to write a story round this officer, a story in a satiric vein, in order to show him
up for what he was. | wrote this story with real pleasure. | exposed, | did not hesitate even to
libel him [...] and sent the story to ‘Homeland Notes.’”” The journal, however, declined to

XXi

publish his story, and the narrator “felt very sore about it” (155).” The alternative to this
thwarted plan involved a literary activity of a different—epistolary—genre. Two years after the
insult, the Underground Man crafts for his adversary “a most beautiful, most charming letter,” in
which he demands either an apology or a duel. And even twenty years later the narrator delights
in his artistic skills, praising the letter’s formal qualities even as he mocks his romantic naivetg.
(155-156). " His next experiment with the epistolary genre (the letter he writes to Simonov after

embarrassing himself at the farewell party for Zverkov) is, in his own estimation, more

successful, for “to this day” the narrator is “lost in admiration at the gentlemanly, good-
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humoured, frank tone” of his creation. The “success” the Underground Man refers to amounts to
his effective mastery of the art of disguise, and he admiringly recalls “certain lightness,”
“offhandedness” and “marquis-like playfulness” in style which “gave them to understand at once
better than any arguments that I took a very detached view of ‘all that ghastly business of last
night’; that I was not at all so crushed [...] but on the contrary look upon it just as any self-
respecting gentleman ought to look on it” (214-215). ™ These examples testify to the
Underground Man’s enduring literary ambitions, but at these stages, he directs his creative
efforts at concealing or deforming rather than revealing the truth, and the ready-made forms to
which he resorts in both art and life have an equally stifling effect on his literary talent and on his
“talent for life.”

Unlike all previous examples, the Underground Man’s conversation with Liza during
their first meeting reveals not only his literary ambitions, but also the seeds of genuine talent. His
speech in the brothel bears many resemblances to a literary work: for one, it is not a spontaneous
expression of his ideas, but a crafted composition: “I must find the right tone,” he says to himself
as he speaks (200), but this lack of spontaneity does not mean that his feelings or aims are not
what they appear to be, for “guile accommodates itself so easily to true feeling” (200).XXiV In fact,
throughout his speech, the narrator talks about concealing his artifice—that is, the strategy
behind the apparent spontaneity and feeling—Dbut the strategy itself is preceded by genuine
feeling of shame for the just committed act of “vice which, without love, grossly and

shamelessly begins where true love finds its consummation™*"

(194), and, perhaps most
importantly, real desire to bond with a fellow human being. Paradoxically, artistic form here
serves at once as a mask of his true feelings and as a means of communicating them with

minimal risk, for should his feelings come under ridicule, which the Underground Man fears
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obsessively, he can dismiss them as a craft. The Underground Man’s strategy in this episode
bears another similarity to Dostoevsky’s own vision of art. This strategy—reliance on images
and impressions instead of moralizing and criticizing—echo Dostoevsky’s own pronouncement
that “art [khudozhestvennost’] is the best, the most persuasive, the most incontestable and the

XXVi

most intelligible method of presenting in images” any cause (123).”™" The narrator’s literary
ambitions are therefore not ungrounded, for he appears to possess artistic talent as Dostoevsky
defines it: “Talent is given to a writer for the purpose of producing an impression. One can know
a fact, one can see it a hundred times oneself and still not get such an impression as when
someone else, a person of special talent, stands beside you and points out the very same fact to
you, but from his point of view, explains it to you in his own words and makes you look at it
through his eyes. A real talent is recognized by this sort of influence he exerts” (OW 118).%* This
is precisely what the Underground Man accomplishes: he points out well-known facts to Liza,
but presents them in such a way that the influence they exert exceeds even his own calculations,
and he gets “frightened” when Liza’s agony and despair prove that he “had succeeded in making
an impression” (211).”" Instead of using ready-made forms and adjusting reality to fit them,
here the narrator is searching for appropriate form to reflect the message and the purpose of his
narrative. Sixteen years later, with the expression of Liza’s face after his insult to her still
haunting and oppressing him, the Underground Man is once again in search of a literary form for
his story, only this time, he is a not only an older man, but is also arguably a more mature writer.
Thus the style and structure of Part One mirror life as the narrator presents it here: not as

a logical arrangement, but as a contention of possible choices, apparent and hidden, actual and

potential. Hence, his notes contain contradictory statements which exist side by side with equal

2 Translation emended.
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potential for validity, leaving the reader face-to-face with potentiality as a fact, and not as an
abstract statement. His attack on determinism and defense of free will are reflected in the
language of Part One, where, as Zakharov notes, free will determines the very nature of the
spoken word: “word loses its definiteness, word negates word, and the uttered word loses its
value. [...] Words often mean not what the hero is saying, but what he conceals” (107-108).
Dostoevsky thus uses the Underground Man and his narrative style to transfer what may appear
to be the protagonist’s personal problem into the reader’s field of experience.

The narrator compels the reader to experience first-hand the inadequacy of labeling and
objectification through the numerous assumptions he lets slip about his audience. > Thus, for
instance, in the opening pages of Part One, immediately after describing his spiteful behavior
during the years of civil service, he addresses the readers with contempt: “doesn’t it seem to you,
gentlemen, that I might possibly be apologising to you for something? Asking you to forgive me
for something? Yes, I’'m sure it does. . . . Well, I assure you I don’t care a damn whether it does
seem so to you or not. . .” (109).*“'" Only a couple of paragraphs later, he again presumes to
know his readers’ thoughts and reactions: “I expect you must be thinking, gentlemen, that | want
to amuse you. Well, you’re mistaken there too. I’'m not at all the jolly sort of person you think I
am, or may think I am. However, if irritated with all this idle talk (and I feel that you are
irritated), you were to ask me who I really am, then I should reply, I’m a retired civil servant of

humble rank, a collegiate assessor” (110).** The opening remark of the second chapter directly

2 See Jones, 60: “The hero assumes we are intelligent people, abreast of current intellectual trends and followers of
Chernyshevsky, that we are blessed with health, emotional balance and self-respect. And, in spite of his wish to
engage us in dialogue, he holds us in contempt. He assumes that what he says will upset our sense of propriety and
decorum and scandalize us and that we will at first not understand and then find distasteful his constant display of
spite and his wish to tell repellent details about his private life. He presumes we shall think (wrongly) that he is
making a kind of confession to obtain our forgiveness. He imagines that we shall attribute what he says to a desire to
score points off 'men of action'. In general he takes it for granted that we shall adopt a superior, mocking attitude to
everything he writes. We represent 'normal reality' and by means of this strategy he convinces us that he retains a
tenuous hold on the 'reality’ which we inhabit.”
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slights the reader’s freedom: “I should like to tell you now, gentlemen, whether you want to
listen to me or not, why I’ve never been able to become even an insect” (111). In chapter three,
he is absolutely convinced that we foolishly take his examples (i.e. the feelings of one slapped in
the face) as his personal experience, and again shows his contempt for the reader: “But don’t
worry, gentlemen, I’ve never had my face slapped, and I don’t care a damn what you may think
about it. [...] But enough! Not another word about this subject which seems to interest you so
much” (117).* Further into this part, the narrator puts his readers in the camp of Chernyshevsky
and other utopian socialists: “You, gentlemen, have, so far as [ know, drawn up your entire list of
positive human values by taking the averages of statistical figures and relying on scientific and
economic formulae. What are your values? They are peace, freedom, prosperity, wealth, and so
on and so forth” (126).%* He literally puts words into the readers’ mouths, attributing to the
audience the denial of free will and acceptance of scientific determinism and utilitarian ethics.
The reader, as the narrator “quotes” him, could be one of Chernyshevsky’s heroes: “ ‘But there’s
really no such thing as choice, as a matter of fact, whatever you may say,” you interrupt me with
a laugh. ‘Today science has succeeded in so far dissecting man that at least we now know that
desire and the so-called free will are nothing but—">" (131).”*The Underground Man continues
to make similar assumptions throughout the novella (although he directly expresses them mainly
in Part One), objectifying and defining the reader just as the theorists and statisticians he attacks
objectify and define man in general. In doing so, as Malcolm Jones observes, he is “placing us in
a double bind: if we wish to continue reading we have to accept a definition of ourselves which
we probably (especially now that the days of crude scientific determinism are over) find
uncomfortable and would wish to argue about” (60). Thus the Underground Man puts his

audience in the position in which he finds himself with his classmate Simonov, who infuriates
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the narrator with his ability to “to read [him] like a book.” Yet this is precisely how the narrator
is treating his readers—as fully predictable and, consequently, lacking the capacity for self-
definition. This, of course, has made many a reader furious, or at least alienated, and since,
unlike Simonov, the Underground Man is mostly wrong in his assumptions, the reader learns
from experience what the Underground Man arrives at rationally: namely, that human beings will
always resist the deadening effects of objectification and classification through the exercise of
freedom for self-definition.
At the end of Part One, the Underground states his reason for writing his “confession:”
[...] what do I want to write it down for? What is the object of it all? If I’'m not
writing for the reading public, why not simply recall these things in my mind
without putting them down on paper?

Well, I suppose | could do that, but it will look more dignified on paper. There
is something imposing about that. There will be a greater sense of passing
judgment on myself. The whole style, I’'m sure, will be better. Moreover, I really
may feel easier in my mind if I write it down. | have, for instance, been latterly
greatly oppressed by the memory of some incident that happened to me a long
time ago. | remembered it very vividly the other day, as a matter of fact, and it has
since been haunting me like some annoying tune you can’t get out of your head.
And yet | simply must get rid of it. | have hundreds of such memories, but at

times one of them stands out from the rest and oppresses me. So why shouldn’t I

try?
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And, lastly, I’'m awfully bored, and I have nothing to do. Writing down things
is, in fact, a sort of work. People say work makes man better and more honest.
Well, here’s a chance for me at any rate. (145-146)*"

In other words, the three reasons that dictate the Underground Man’s writing strategies are as
follows: to confront the truth about himself (“passing judgment”), to accept responsibility for his
actions, and to achieve salvation by becoming “better and more honest.”?> These needs
determine the emphatically “dialogic” form of Notes. “I should like to make it clear once and for
all,” the narrator states at the end of Part One, “that if I address myself in my writings to a reader,
I’'m doing it simply as a matter of form, because I find it much easier to write like that. It is only
a form, an empty show, for I know that I shall never have any readers” (144-145).°*" But form
is never superfluous in Dostoevsky, and the Underground Man’s evolution as a writer involves a
greater sense of unity between form and content. Prior to beginning his memoir, the
Underground Man states that he has made up his mind to write down his haunting, painful
memories “to see whether I can be absolutely frank with myself and not be afraid of the whole
truth” (144). To see “the whole truth,” he must not only see it from a certain distance, but see it

from multiple perspectives. Since the mere distance between his former and older selves is not

sufficient to overcome the risk of succumbing to vanity and transcending egocentrism, the

% For a positive view of the narrator’s confession as a step to possible salvation, see Gary Rosenshield, “The
Fate of Dostoevskij's Underground Man: The Case for an Open Ending,” The Slavic and East European
Journal 28.3 (1984): 324-39. Rosenshield argues that “One of the signs pointing to the possibility of the
Underground Man’s regeneration is his remarkable similarity in situation [...] to the ‘saved’ heroes of Dostoevskij's
later fiction, in particular, Raskornikov, the Ridiculous Man, and Dmitrij and Ivan Karamazov. It is true that the
Underground Man is not saved at the end of the novel, but neither are the others: they have taken, at most, only the
first important step toward regeneration. Furthermore, it is implied that for all of them a long period of suffering and
additional testing lies ahead. [...] More important, in the Underground Man we find, as in all of these heroes, the
same elements presented as necessary for resurrection into a new life and the experience of a hitherto undreamed-of
reality: the acknowledgment and acceptance of responsibility; compassion; guilt (both conscious and unconscious);
the compulsion to confess; and the need to expiate the crimes contemplated or committed” (325)
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imaginary unsympathetic reader adds another possible perspective on the events of his past. This
perspective is by no means an objective one, and the narrator is eager to expose its flaws, but it
nevertheless introduces some aspects of truth which have to be reckoned with, which
furthermore imply other, hidden aspects to be taken into account if one is to see “the whole
truth.” The imaginary reader is, to use a Jamesian term, another “lamp” that illuminates the
corners of the Underground Man’s past which would otherwise have remained obscured, another
pair of eyes with which he can examine his “crime” and thus achieve “a greater sense of passing
judgment” on himself. This strategy proves to be effective: “I have felt ashamed all the time I
have been writing this story,” the narrator writes at the end, “so it seems this is no longer
literature, but a corrective punishment” (237).*" Whereas previously the Underground Man
painfully sensed the split between literature and life, now the distinction between the two is
blurred: literature is a corrective punishment, and the suffering it exacts qualifies it as
experience. What was previously an escape from life becomes for the mature narrator the only
means of engaging with it, and rather than isolating him, literature allows him to overcome “the
[moral and intellectual] ignorance peculiar to isolated consciousness” (Rosenshield “Fate” 328).
Whereas in his youthful days the Underground Man repeatedly tried and failed to impose
familiar literary forms on life, which resulted in distortion of his actual experience, his present
writing marks a shift in his view of literature and life. Before, writing was his way of making
reality “fit” the ready-made concepts derived from fiction. In contrast, the need to write his
confession is dictated by the moral and epistemological urge to make sense of his experience,
past and present, and, perhaps most importantly, to take responsibility—the ultimate
manifestation of free will—for his actions.

3.2 Daisy Miller
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Unlike Dostoevsky’s Notes from the Underground, famous for its philosophical density,
the immediate success and immense popularity of Daisy Miller is due to its deceptive simplicity.
One may be tempted to ask what could link this seemingly light tale of manners with the
ideological confessions of Dostoevsky’s paradoxalist. For one, the intellectual climate in which
James composed Daisy Miller is not very different from Dostoevsky’s, and although James never
participated in the intellectual and religious debates directly, he was not, contrary to Leon Edel’s
claim, “impervious on the whole to the great scientific strains of his century” (169).%° James was
facing the same moral and epistemological problems that confronted Dostoevsky, Tolstoy, and
other nineteenth-century writers, and like Dostoevsky, “finding himself attracted to and repelled
by both the romantic idealism of the mid-nineteenth century and the psychological realism and
naturalism of the new scientific era, he reconciled the two and worked out his own philosophical
solution” (Goldsmith 109).2” Edel claims that “the challenge of evolution and the debates about
determinism” interested James strictly in their “literary manifestations, in the naturalisme of

Zola” (169). But “the new science” was not just a science; as Andrew J. Scheiber?®

explains,
the notions of biological evolution popularized by Darwin and his disciples had
even previous to the 1859 publication of The Origin of Species provided an
explanatory paradigm for other arenas of human inquiry more familiar—and
interesting—to James: history, sociology, and, particularly, morality and

aesthetics. Darwin-inspired discussions of such issues were frequent in the

magazine culture from which James’s career was launched. Publications such as

%8 |_eon Edel, The Conquest of London: 1870-1881. 1962, vol. 2 of The Life of Henry James, 5 vols. ( New York:
Avon, 1978).

2" Arnold L. Goldsmith, “Henry James's Reconciliation of Free Will and Fatalism,”Nineteenth-Century Fiction 13.2
(1958): 109-26.

“8 Andrew J. Scheiber, “Embedded Narratives of Science and Culture in James's 'Daisy Miller,” College Literature
21.2 (1994): 75-88.
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The Nation and The Atlantic carried articles on the latest thinking in paleontology
and anthropology alongside James’s reviews, sketches, and early fiction. So there
is ample circumstantial encouragement to consider how Darwinist paradigms
might have found their way into James’s framing of his own inquiries, and how
an awareness of this influence might inform our understanding of James’s fictions
as cultural products of the age. (76)
In short, evolution and determinism were not just popular subjects for scientific debates: they
affected the way individuals perceived themselves and others around them, influenced their
ethical choices and their aesthetic preferences, and by the time James wrote Daisy Miller, “the
new science,” in its various manifestations, was changing the landscape of that “garden of life”
from which art “plucks its material.”

While James did not engage in scientific controversies, he, like Dostoevsky, regarded
scientific and cultural determinism as a reductionist approach to human character. Focusing
exclusively on physical reality, it tended to eliminate what James, in his 1865 review of Anne
Moncure Crane’s novel Emily Chester, called “the spiritual principle” (LC 1:592), something
that both the ethics of determinism and aesthetics of naturalism tended to ignore. Just as forty
years later James will accuse Zola of simplifying “inordinately” and of “leav[ing] out the life of
the soul, practically, and confin[ing] himself to the life of the instincts, of the more immediate
passions, such as can be easily and promptly caught in the fact” (LC 2:129), in this early review
James criticizes the author of Emily Chester for making “the action of the story rest, not only
exclusively, but what is more to the point, avowedly, upon the temperament, nature, constitution,
instincts, of her characters; upon their physical rather than upon their moral sense” (LC 1:591).

He laments that “there is hardly a page in which the author does not insinuate her conviction
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that, in proportion as a person is finely organized, in so far is he apt to be the slave of his
instincts” (LC 1:592). James deems this view simply absurd: “Beasts and idiots act from their
instincts; educated men and women, even when they most violate principles, act from their
reason, however perverted, and their affections, however misplaced” (LC 1:592). James’s major
objection here, as in almost all of his criticism of Naturalism, is against the naturalists’ disregard
for the arbitrariness of the self which ultimately recognizes only one authority: its own
capricious—and what James will call “mighty”—will. James’s conclusion echoes the central
theme of Dostoevsky’s Notes from the Underground: “We are not particularly fond of any kind
of sentimentality,” James writes, ‘“but Heaven defend us from the sentimentality which soars
above all our old superstitions, and allies itself with anything so rational as theory” (LC 1:594-5).
This review, which appeared a year after Notes from the Underground was published in
Russia, echoes some of the key arguments of Dostoevsky’s novella: the rejection of the
deterministic view of human nature that reduces the individual to a slave of his instincts or
environment; the need to account for individual will—one’s “reasons” and “affections” that
distinguish men from strictly instinctual creatures; and the refusal to see life reduced to
“anything so rational as theory.” James’ critical reviews were not limited to fiction, and his 1875
review of Charles Nordhoff’s The Communistic Societies of the United States offers some
valuable insights into his view of another 19th century development to which Dostoevsky so
eloquently responded in Notes from the Underground: the Fourierist concept of a rationally
organized and carefully calculated utopian society. The utopian communities Chernyshevsky
described in his novel—and Dostoevsky attacked in his work—were already a reality in some of
the parts of the United States, and Nordhoff’s book offers his observations on the material and

moral condition of the communities which he had visited as part of his year-long tour. James’s
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review, in turn, not only familiarizes the reader with Nordhoff’s account, but betrays the
profoundly disheartening impression it had made on him. Nordhoff’s account, James writes, is
interesting and informative, particularly from the economic point of view; but it fails to persuade
and explain “how twenty-five hundred people [...] can be found to embrace a life of such
organized and theorized aridity” (LC 1:565). James is clearly horrified by Nordhoff’s report, and
what he refuses to accept above all is the idea that material well-being, which most of these
communities guarantee to their members, can bring satisfaction and contentment. He is
particularly appalled by the report on the Oneida Perfectionists, a community in which “ladies
and gentlemen are all indifferently and interchangeably each other’s husbands and wives.” This
practice, as others in the Oneida settlement, aimed at subordination of the individual to the
community and complete eradication of privacy, since personal attachments, including those
between parents and children, were regarded as threatening and even evil. James writes the
community’s “industrial results are doubtless excellent; but morally and socially it strikes us as
simply hideous,” and he ends with an expression of his abhorrence of such attempts “to organize
and glorify the detestable tendency toward the complete effacement of privacy in life and
thought everywhere so rampant with us nowadays” (LC 1:567). Dostoevsky’s Underground Man
expresses a similar dismay before the Crystal Palace, with its disregard for individuality and
privacy, which represents to him the same idea of “industrial results” without ethical foundation.
What naturalist writers and utopian socialists have in common—and what Dostoevsky
and James are united against—is a systematic, pre-calculated approach to human nature and life,
which eliminates the arbitrary, capricious will from the equation of human problem. This
approach relies on classes, types, and rigid categories for understanding of human character,

which for both James and Dostoevsky is by its very nature changing and unstable, complex and
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contradictory. It is therefore not surprising that in Daisy Miller, James dramatizes the
predicament in which a categorical mind finds itself when confronted with “living life” in all of
its beauty, versatility, and capriciousness.

The novella’s original subtitle: “A Study,” is a sufficient indication of its rootedness in
the scientific era, but, in a characteristically Jamesian manner, the object of this study is not
Daisy Miller, as the title suggests, but Winterbourne, whose “studying” consciousness is the real
center of interest.”® If Daisy is “a child of nature and of freedom” (LC 2:1269), Winterbourne is
the product of the scientific era, as indicated by the language used to represent his probing mind.
From the opening lines, the narrative voice, which will serve almost exclusively to represent
Winterbourne’s “vexed” consciousness, is engaged in categorizing: “the little town of Vevey” is
categorized as a resort town, with “an unbroken array of establishments of this order, of every
category” (3), and the inhabitants of the hotel are immediately presented in their national
categories: ‘“neat German waiters who look like secretaries of legation; Russian princesses sitting
in the garden; little Polish boys walking about, held by the hand, with their governors” (4). And
Winterbourne himself is introduced as studying the scene from a detached perspective: “I hardly
know,” the narrator begins, “whether it was the analogies or the differences that were uppermost
in the mind of a young American, who, two or three years ago, sat in the garden of the “Trois
Couronnes,” looking about him rather idly at some of the graceful objects I have mentioned” (4).
We also learn that “when his friends spoke of him they usually said that he was at Geneva
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‘studying,’” although “certain persons [...] conveyed that the reason of his spending so much
time at Geneva was that he was extremely devoted to a lady who lived there— a foreign lady, a

person older than himself” (4). These conflicting accounts point to the dislodgement of personal

2 See, for example, Bell 54.
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attachments by scientific, objective inquiries in Winterbourne’s life, and foreshadow the inner
conflict between his “liking” Daisy Miller and “studying” her.

As Millicent Bell notes, “Winterbourne’s own observations exhibit from start to finish
the categorical judgment which is the object of major scrutiny in ‘Daisy Miller’” (57). The first
conversation in which we hear Winterbourne speak shows him comfortable applying categories
to people as well as things. At first it may seem that Winterbourne is simply playing along with
Randolph, Daisy’s young brother, who introduces categories into their conversation by
proclaiming that “American candy’s the best candy.” But Winterbourne goes further to
categorizes people by asking whether “American little boys [are] the best little boys.” Randolph,
who, as Daisy’s brother, is also “a child of nature and of freedom,” reveals discomfort with
categorizing people: “I don’t know. /’m an American boy.” While the boy declares that
“American men are the best,” (but only after establishing that Winterbourne belongs to this
category), he cannot equate “American” with “the best” when it comes to his sister: “She’s an
American girl, you bet!” he introduces her, but promptly observes that “My sister ain’t the best!”
because “She’s always blowing at me” (6-7). In other words, while naively applying categories,
Randolph also instinctively makes a distinction between the class and its individual members
when facing a particular case—i.e. Daisy—whereas Winterbourne sees only a type, exclaiming
“How pretty they are! “ (7; emphasis added). In contrast, when Randolph introduces
Winterbourne as “an American man,” Daisy “gave no heed to this circumstance” (7), indicating
that such categories have no place in her value system and foreshadowing her refusal to
discriminate between various “types” of acquaintances later in Rome.

After exchanging only a few superfluous words with her, Winterbourne is already

applying preconceived generalizations to “the charming creature:”
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She might be cold, she might be austere, she might even be prim; for that was
apparently—he had already so generalised—what the most “distant” American
girls did: they came and planted themselves straight in front of you to show how
rigidly unapproachable they were. There hadn’t been the slightest flush in her
fresh fairness however; so that she was clearly neither offended nor fluttered.
Only she was composed—he had seen that before too—of charming little parts
that didn’t match and that made no ensemble; and if she looked another way when
he spoke to her, and seemed not particularly to hear him, this was simply her
habit, her manner, the result of her having no idea whatever of “form” (9-10)
Winterbourne’s initial observations reveal his “ habit of scanning bodies for the marks of their
national or class or even species specificity” (Wardley 243)*°, hence his focus on “her habit, her
manner” and “her complexion, her nose, her ears, her teeth” (10). The narrator informs that
Winterbourne “took a great interest generally in that range of effects and was addicted to noting

. . 1
and, as it were, recording them™

(10), revealing “an attitude that perversely substitutes the
language of scientific process for sensual passion or even aesthetic engagement” (Scheiber 77).
Indeed, Winterbourne is more interested in what “class” Daisy’s “type” belongs to than in her
personal charm:
Never indeed since he had grown old enough to appreciate things had he
encountered a young compatriot of so “strong” a type as this. Certainly she was

very charming, but how extraordinarily communicative and how tremendously

easy! Was she simply a pretty girl from New York State—were they all like that,

¥ Lynn Wardley, “Reassembling Daisy Miller,” American Literary History 3.2 (1991): 232-54.
%1 In the first edition (1878), “He had a great relish for feminine beauty; he was addicted to observing and analysing
it; and as regards this young lady’s face he made several observations.”
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the pretty girls who had had a good deal of gentlemen’s society? Or was she also
a designing, an audacious, in short an expert young person? Yes, his instinct for
such a question had ceased to serve him, and his reason could but mislead. Miss
Daisy Miller looked extremely innocent. Some people had told him that after all
American girls were exceedingly innocent, and others had told him that after all
they weren’t. He must on the whole take Miss Daisy Miller for a flirt—a pretty
American flirt. He had never as yet had relations with representatives of that
class. (15)
Having thus found “the formula that applied to Miss Daisy Miller” (15), Winterbourne feels
immediate relief and proceeds to “place” her by determining “the regular conditions and
limitations of one’s intercourse with a pretty American flirt” (15). For assistance in this task, he
turns to his “exclusive” aunt, Mrs. Costello, whose “picture of the minutely hierarchical
constitution of the society of that city [...] was, to Winterbourne’s imagination, almost
oppressively striking.” Mrs. Costello’s categories are very rigid, which is evident from her
judgment of Winterbourne himself. She warns her nephew that he is “too innocent” because he
has “lived too long out of the country,” and when he protests that he is “not so much” innocent,
she immediately suggests that he must be “too guilty then” (22). Like Winterbourne, who was
closer to her than “her very own” (19), Mrs. Costello regards the Miller family not based on their
personal merits or shortcomings, but based on characteristics that identify them as members of a
certain class: “ ‘They’re horribly common’— it was perfectly simple. ‘They’re the sort of

29

Americans that one does one’s duty by just ignoring’” (20). Like Winterbourne earlier, she refers
to Daisy as “they,” i.e. American girls: “‘She has that charming look they all have,” his aunt

resumed. ‘I can’t think where they pick it up; and she dresses in perfection [...] I can’t think
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where they get their taste’” (20). Even something as particular as a name reflects nothing more
than a category for Mrs. Costello: in a conversation that takes place later in the novella, she
accuses Winterbourne of thinking “of that young lady’s, Miss Baker’s, Miss Chandler’s—what’s
her name?—Miss Miller’s intrigue with that little barber’s block™ (65). Just as Daisy is
generalized into a distinct class of “American girls,” the entire family, in Mrs. Costello’s system,
is pigeonholed under the category of tradesmen.

While Winterbourne is reluctant to accept his aunt’s verdicts as final, he nevertheless
“listened with interest to these disclosures,” which “helped him to make up his mind about Miss
Daisy. He “at once recognised from her tone that Miss Daisy Miller’s place in the social scale
was low” (20), and he concludes that Daisy “was rather wild” (21). However, any conclusion he
arrives at is challenged by Daisy’s unpredictable and baffling behavior, and Winterbourne finds
himself over and over again searching for that ever-evading formula that could be applied to “the
little American flirt.” Throughout the novella, Winterbourne is “puzzled,” “mystified” “baffled”
and “vexed” as Daisy continues “to present herself as an inscrutable combination of audacity and
innocence” (51), but failing to grasp these contradictory manifestations of her character (what he
earlier calls her “lack of form”) as signs of rich complexity and unrealized potentiality, he studies
her as if her character and her actions were fully predetermined and fixed, seeking closure to the
story before he gives it a chance to be written.

To escape uncertainty, Winterbourne resorts to “ready-made” social and literary models
through which he tries, unsuccessfully, to define Daisy once and for all. When he struggles to
explain to himself why she is not impatient to be left alone with Giovanelli, whom he can only
see as her “amoroso,” he reasons in trite literary clichés: “It was impossible to regard her as a

wholly unspotted flower—she lacked a certain indispensable fineness; and it would therefore

97



much simplify the situation to be able to treat her as the subject of one of those visitations known
to romancers as ‘lawless passions.”” But Daisy does not fit the plot of a vulgar romance, and
while Winterbourne wishes to see her trying to get rid of him, which would allow him to “think
more lightly of her” and “would have made her less perplexing,” Daisy continues “to present
herself as an inscrutable combination of audacity and innocence” (51). His possible
interpretations of Daisy are restricted from the onset by the limited number of familiar plots in
which his imagination alternately places her character. This approach is the opposite of James’s
creative method which he claims to have first discovered in Turgenev. Turgenev, James writes,
shows “a respect unconditioned for the freedom and vitality, the absoluteness when summoned,
of the creatures he invokes” (LC 2:1032-33), and thus his stories begin “almost always with the
vision of some person or persons, who hovered before him, soliciting him, as the active or
passive figure, interesting him and appealing to him just as they were and by what they were”
(LC 2:1073, emphasis added). Winterbourne denies Daisy the authority with which James invests
his own characters, and instead allows conventions, both social and literary, to dictate his view of
her. Instead of seeking answers in Daisy’s enigmatic personality, he relies on the setting and the
situation to make his final— and fatal— judgment of her character on the night at the Coliseum.
When he witnesses Daisy alone with Giovanelli in the arena of the moon-lit Coliseum associated
with Romantic atmosphere and pernicious air, Winterbourne finally makes up his mind about
Daisy:

Winterbourne felt himself pulled up with final horror now—and, it must be added,

with final relief. It was as if a sudden clearance had taken place in the ambiguity

of the poor girl’s appearances and the whole riddle of her contradictions had

grown easy to read. She was a young lady about the shades of whose perversity a
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foolish puzzled gentleman need no longer trouble his head or his heart. That once
questionable quantity had no shades—it was a mere black little blot. He stood
there looking at her, looking at her companion too, and not reflecting that though
he saw them vaguely he himself must have been more brightly presented. He felt
angry at all his shiftings of view—he felt ashamed of all his tender little scruples
and all his witless little mercies. He was about to advance again, and then again
checked himself; not from the fear of doing her injustice, but from a sense of the
danger of showing undue exhilaration for this disburdenment of cautious
criticism. (74-75)
Paradoxically, the scene that brings Winterbourne the long-sought relief from uncertainty also
ascertains his unreliability as an observer by literally placing him in the position that allows only
a vague view of the couple, for “the great cross in the center” by which Daisy was seated “was
almost obscured” from his view (74). At the same time, Winterbourne is “more brightly
presented,” and for a moment the reader’s perspective joins Daisy’s, who remarks, “ Well, he
looks at us as one of the old lions or tigers may have looked at the Christian martyrs” (74).
Robert Weisbuch®? argues that “when James dramatizes desecrations of the Church or makes
scriptural allusions, [...] he is advertising his ultimate values by characterizing a threat to them
as sacrilegious unto Satanic. These values—the sanctity of other people, the rich solidity of the
world, equal (not domineering or enslaved) participation in social life—constitute James’s
American sacred” (217). From this perspective, the setting and the situation that convince
Winterbourne of her “perversity” point to a different story—one in which Daisy is a martyr who

refuses to compromise her faith in the underlying freedom of human character in the face of

%2 Robert Weisbuch, “James and the American Sacred,” The Henry James Review 22.3 (2001): 217-28.
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imminent danger.® To be sure, her behavior is imprudent, but it is deliberate imprudence which
echoes the Underground Man’s contention that “all man wants is an absolutely free choice,
however dear that freedom may cost him and wherever it may lead him to,” that “one’s own
whims, however wild, one’s own fancy, overwrought though it sometimes may be to the point of
madness” constitute “ that same most desirable good [...] which does not fit into any
classification, and against which all theories and systems are continually wrecked” (Dostoevsky,
Notes 130-131). This view challenges the well-known explication James himself provided in the
1880 letter to Eliza Lynn Linton. Linton asked James to settle a dispute over two possible
readings of Daisy’s character and behavior, the first reading her actions as a straightforward
“defiance of public opinion,” and the alternative as her being “simply too innocent, too heedless,
and too little conscious of appearance to understand what people made such fuss about.” In short,
Linton’s question is, “was she obstinate and defying, or superficial and careless?” (Layard 232).
The most fitting answer to this seems to stare one in the face from the pages of the text itself:
“She did what she liked” (80), but James, somewhat uncharacteristically, issued a more
definite—and less textually justifiable—statement. He replied that he understood Daisy to be
“too ignorant, too irreflective, too little versed in the proportions of things” to consciously intend
to “outrage and irritate” public opinion. He proceeds to declare that “she was not defiant,” even
though he admits that “the word ‘defiant’ is used in the tale,” and adds that she did not want to

29 ¢¢

hear anything about “a fuss [...] being made about her,” “she never had a thought of scandalizing

anybody” and “only wished to be left alone” (qtd. in Jobe 84). James’s description echoes

% Bell argues that while to consider Daisy “a martyr to her own faith in an unconfined selfhood seems too large
a claim—and James undermines our readiness to give her such grand proportions by making her literally the victim
of imprudence,” but insightfully observes that “her posture in the arena where Christian martyrs had died before her
is not entirely an ironic touch. Her individuality, such as it is, is doomed by Winterbourne’s decision to ‘cut her
dead’ and the stiff box into which his categorical mind has thrust her is in effect a coffin” (Bell 64-65).
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Winterbourne’s reassurance of his aunt that the “dreadful” Millers are “very ignorant—very
innocent only, and utterly uncivilised. Depend on it they’re not ‘bad.”” In conclusion, James
declares “the whole idea of the story” being “the little tragedy of a light, thin, natural,
unsuspecting creature being sacrificed, as it were, to a social rumpus that went on quite over her
head & to which she stood in no measurable relation” (qtd. in Jobe 84).

It is striking how little the text of the novella offers to support James’s famous
explication. To begin with, Daisy is without a doubt aware of—and appears to take pleasure in—
“making a fuss” well before the fateful scandal in Rome. During her first meeting with
Winterbourne, she confesses that her mother “makes a fuss” whenever the girl introduces her
gentlemen friends. “But I do introduce them—almost always,” Daisy proclaims, “If I didn’t
introduce my gentlemen friends to mother, [...] I shouldn’t think I was natural” (27). She is no
less conscious than the Underground Man that her “natural” inclinations are at variance with the
socially accepted norms, and willfully chooses to preserve self-integrity even if it means defying
the norms. Even her name is not really her name “on cards,” (her “real” name is Annie P.
Miller) (11), which points to her resistance to any superimposed, formal, social identity (whereas
the name “Daisy” links her to the natural world). That she takes pleasure in defiance is clear
from her announced intention to go out in a boat with Winterbourne one night in Vevey. When
Eugenio, the courier who accompanies the Millers, gives his “permission,” despite obvious
disapproval, Daisy’s reaction is one of disappointment: “Oh I hoped you’d make a fuss! I don’t
care to go now,” and when Winterbourne declares that he, in turn, will make a fuss if Daisy does
not go, she acknowledges, regaining her good humour, that all she wants is “a little fuss!”
Afterwards, when Daisy prepares to leave with her mother, she leaves Winterbourne “puzzled,”

“mystified,” and “baffled” as she announces, “all lighted with her odd perversity,” her hope that
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he is “disappointed or disgusted or something!” (33). Her “odd perversity” and “sudden
caprices” combined with the desire to elicit a strong personal response, even if only a negative
one, bring to mind Dostoevsky’s paradoxalist, who was similarly craving attention and “fuss.”
Thus it is clear that, contrary to James’s assertions, Daisy, not unlike the Underground Man,
seeks a chance to assert her will against the restrains of social norms, and this resistance attracts
her more than the anticipated pleasure of the evening out in a boat.

Daisy’s defiance appears to be conscious throughout the rest of the novel, as when she
announces to Winterbourne that she has “never allowed a gentleman to dictate to [her] or to
interfere with anything [she does]” (49), or when, shortly afterwards, “Winterbourne saw she
scented interference” from Mrs. Walker, who has offered Daisy the last chance to salvage her
reputation by joining her in her carriage while the latter, responding that she was “more than
five years old” (53), chose to walk alone with the “handsome” Giovanelli. Just as “Dostoevsky’s
hero always seeks to destroy that framework of other people’s words about him that might
finalize and deaden him” (Bakhtin, Problems 59), so Daisy, until the very end, when
Winterbourne “cuts [her] dead” (75) with his final verdict, “perversely” refuses to give him any
facts or evidence that can lead him to a final, settled view of her. Instead of denying or
confirming her mother’s assumption that she is engaged to Giovanelli, for example, Daisy
deliberately leaves the question open to conflicting interpretations:

“Since you’ve mentioned it,” she said, “I am engaged.” He looked at her hard—he
had stopped laughing. “You don’t believe it!” she added.
He asked himself, and it was for a moment like testing a heart-beat; after which,

“Yes, I believe it!” he said.
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“Oh no, you don’t,” she answered. “But if you possibly do,” she still more

perversely pursued— “well, I ain’t!” (73)
In this dialogue, Daisy resorts to the same “word with a loophole” which Bakhtin identifies as
the Underground Man’s signature strategy for retaining the right of self-definition. Like Isabel
Archer and numerous other Jamesian heroes and heroines, Daisy Miller shares with
Dostoevsky’s characters the acute sense of “their own unfinalizability, their capacity to outgrow,
as it were, from within and to render untrue any externalizing and finalizing definition of them”
(Bakhtin, Problems 59). And if Daisy is “pure poetry” as James claims in his preface (LC
2:1271), then she is the embodiment of that “free spirit” which James describes in his preface to
The Spoils of Poynton: “the free spirit, always much tormented, and by no means always
triumphant, is heroic, ironic, pathetic or whatever, and [...] ‘successful’, only through having
remained free” (LC 2:1147).%* It is therefore not surprising that the final words spoken about
Daisy by Giovanelli and Winterbourne stress not only innocence, but even more so her willful
independence:

“She was the most beautiful young lady I ever saw, and the most amiable.” To

which [Giovanelli] added in a moment: “Also—naturally!—the most innocent.”

Winterbourne sounded him with hard dry eyes, but presently repeated his words,

“The most innocent?”

“The most innocent!”

# See Bell, 49: “He seems to have conceived of a romantic idealization that abstracted certain mythic American
qualities—while still preserving an illusion of ordinary portraiture. The naive rebel, Daisy, an embodiment of willful
freedom from conventional definition, might seem more eccentric than real. Yet such a figure might represent a
significant resistant impulse at work in American life.”
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It came somehow so much too late that our friend could only glare at its having
come at all. “Why the devil,” he asked, “did you take her to that fatal place?”
Giovanelli raised his neat shoulders and eyebrows to within suspicion of a shrug.
“For myself I had no fear; and she—she did what she liked.”

Winterbourne’s eyes attached themselves to the ground. “She did what she liked!”
(80)

This doubling of “She did what she liked,” combined with the solemn circumstances
under which these last words are uttered, add particular weight to their meaning. It is as if
Giovanelli’s excuse becomes a sudden revelation, the final answer to the search for a formula for
little Miss Miller that serves as a foundation for the novella’s plot. However, both Winterbourne
and Giovanelli fail to grasp the full implication of this stated truth as they continue to insist on
the certainty of Daisy’s supposed intentions: Giovanelli is “convinced” that Daisy would never
have married him (although her many resemblances with Isabel Archer, who marries the least
“eligible” suitor, suggest that such a possibility is not entirely out of the question), and
Winterbourne agrees wholeheartedly (80). Giovanelli’s “conviction” is, from the epistemological
point of view, just as invalid as Winterbourne’s “formulas.” Both men make assumptions about
her behavior based on the idea that her potential actions are predetermined, that they would have
been dictated by her essential innocence or corruptness, and in doing so, they deny Daisy the
very freedom that they see as the defining mark of her character. While he seems to acknowledge
self-will as the leading force behind her baffling behavior, Winterbourne fails to grasp its
implications for the quest for certainty on which he had embarked at the beginning of the
novella. Because of his inability to move beyond the conception of the self as something fixed,

defined, and pre-determined (he is referred to as “stiff” at several points in the text), he ends up
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at the end of the novella exactly where he had begun: “he soon went back to live at Geneva,
whence there continue to come the most contradictory accounts of his motives of sojourn: a
report that he’s ‘studying” hard—an intimation that he’s much interested in a very clever foreign
lady” (81).

Similarly to Notes from the Underground, the ambiguity of the ending in Daisy Miller, its
failure to give a definitive account about Winterbourne, underscores the indeterminacy and
“unfinalizability” of the self embodied in the novella’s heroine and compels the reader to
experience the predicament of James’s categorizer first-hand. Just as Winterbourne is left to
reconcile the conflicting “theories” about Daisy Miller, the reader is left with two competing
explanations of Winterbourne’s return to Geneva: “a report that he’s ‘studying’ hard” and “an
intimation that he’s much interested in a very clever foreign lady” (81). Nothing we know about
Winterbourne endorses either of these views, and the reader is left facing the uncertainty about
Winterbourne that mirrors the latter’s uncertainty about Daisy Miller. Thus, Daisy Miller the
character and Daisy Miller the story share the unresolved ambiguity that characterizes life in
general, compelling the reader to share with Winterbourne “the desperation underlying the need
of category generally” (Bell 59). This is what makes, in Collin Meissner’s view, James’s stories
“fully real, in the sense that the readers live through the experience of them as something more
than fictional” and “ineluctably, [...] become readers of themselves” (74).35

Daisy and the Underground Man embody the rich complexity, elusiveness, and
contrariety of human nature and its capacity to outgrow and resist any superimposed label or law

which impinges on its freedom of self-definition. In their resolve to resist external “finalization,”

% Collin Meissner, “The Matter of Perception: American Girls and English Ghosts,” Approaches to Teaching Henry
James's Daisy Miller and the Turn of the Screw, ed. Kimberly Reed and Peter Beidler (New York: MLA, 2005) 72-
8L
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they take this freedom to the extreme by refusing the choice itself, thus upholding the inner
indeterminacy as their only defining characteristic. But while they triumph over the artificial
restraints of science, culture and society, they also renounce their chances for cultivating
meaningful relationships with others that enable one to actualize the self’s inner potentiality and
bring out its latent value in the form of a relatable identity that “describes but does not
prescribe” (Westbrook & Wilson 273).%® In other words, they win their claim to authorship over
their lives, but they do not get to write their stories: Daisy dies, leaving Winterbourne’s final
verdict about her innocence unchallenged, and the Underground Man’s inability to finish his
story results in the fictional editor’s deciding what makes the appropriate ending for his story.
The Underground Man’s and Daisy’s failures to consummate their stories points to the need for a
balance between the capricious, unpredictable self-will characterized by defiance and
independence, and the kind of “mighty will” James evokes in his 1884 notebook entry: “A
mighty will, there is nothing but that! The integrity of one’s will, purpose, faith. To wait, when
one must wait, and act when one can act! (Notebooks 30). This latter idea evokes James’s vision
of artistic purpose:
Life being all inclusion and confusion, and art being all discrimination and
selection, the latter, in search of the hard latent value with which alone it is
concerned, sniffs round the mass as instinctively and unerringly as a dog
suspicious of some buried bone. The difference here, however, is that, while the
dog desires his bone but to destroy it, the artist finds in his tiny nugget, washed
free of awkward accretions and hammered into a sacred hardness, the very stuff

for a clear affirmation, the happiest chance for the indestructible. (LC 2:1138-9)

% Max Westbrook and Frankie Wilson, “Daisy Miller and the Metaphysician,” American Literary Realism, 1870-
1910 13.2 (1980): 270-79.
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While the self in Dostoevsky and James is characterized by indeterminacy and “unfinalizability”
(one can say it is “all inclusion and confusion,” as it encompasses an infinite range of possible
identities, an array of potential choices), life-writing demands not only “freedom of inspiration
and creation” which Dostoevsky and James posit as the chief law of art. In order to get “the hard
latent value” out of this inner chaos, it is also essential to master the art of “discrimination and
selection” (LC 2:1138-39). It is the same art that Dostoevsky describes when he writes about a
portraitist who knows that no static representation of his subject can express the full range of its
features, and whose “gift consists in the ability to seek out and capture” that “moment when the
subject most resembles his self” (Diary 1:214). This is the gift that Dostoevsky and James rely
on to give us the two original literary types whose chief feature is the defiance of typification:
the Underground Man and the American Girl. Accordingly, Daisy Miller and Notes from the
Underground simultaneously expose the inadequacy of the reductionist view of life as embodied
in “the new science” and its cultural and social extentions, and affirm the need for
“discrimination and selection” that defines art—the art of fiction, and the art of self-scripting.

Taken together, Dostoevsky’s White Nights and Notes from the Underground and
James’s The Beast in the Jungle and Daisy Miller evoke a vision of life characterized by a
seemingly irresolvable conflict: on the one hand, life is what happens when the consciousness
engages with the external world—the world represented by other consciousnesses. Only when
one opens oneself to others and is conscious of others can one be said to be living. On the other
hand, this very opening up of oneself to others—to their interpretations and judgment—poses a
threat to the self’s indeterminacy by replacing it with artificial concepts and categories. It is for
these reasons that living is presented as such a difficult task in the fiction of James and

Dostoevsky and why it requires a special “talent for life.” It is for this reason that their fiction is

107



peopled with characters who seek to resist the deadening effects of the social system while at the
same time desperately longing for a meaningful role within that system. The last set of works
discussed in this dissertation will focus on James’s and Dostoevsky’s treatment of this conflict in
the two of the most enigmatic novels in their respective canons: Dostoevsky’s The Idiot and

James’s The Wings of the Dove.

' ... TIepBbIi 3aKOH B MCKYCCTBE - CBOOO/Ia BIOXHOBEHHS M TBOPYECTBA. BCE ke BHITPEOOBAHHOE, BCE
BBIMYYCHHOE CIIOKOH BeKY 10 HAIIMX BPEMEH He yJaBaJIOCh U BMECTO MOJIB3bI IPHHOCHIIO OJMH TOJBKO Bpex. (SS
11:56)

" IToroMy 4TO O IIyHKTE YECTH, TO ECTh HE O YECTH, a O MyHKTe yecTu (Point d’honneur), y Hac go cux nop
WHa4e Be/lb M Pa3roBapUBaTh HENb3s, KaK S3bIKOM JUTEpaTypHbIM. Ha 0OBIKHOBEHHOM SI3BIKE O ITYHKTE YECTH» HE
ynomuHaercs. (SS 4: 488)

" g ucnyrancs TOro, 4To MeHs BCE IPUCYTCTBYIOIIME, HAYMHAS ¢ HaXajla MapKepa 10 TOCIIEAHET0 NPOTYXJIOro
W YyTpeBaTOro YHHOBHUYUILIKH, TYT XK€ YBUBABILETOCS, C BOPOTHHUKOM M3 cajla,— He MOMMYT ¥ OCMEIOT, KOTja s
OyIy IPOTECTOBAaTh M 3arOBOPIO C HUMH SI3BIKOM JIUTEPaTYPHBIM. [...] 51 BrosHe OBLT yBepeH (4yThe-TO
JEHCTBUTETHHOCTH, HECMOTPSI Ha BECh POMAHTH3M!), UTO BCE OHHM MPOCTO JIOMHYT CO CMeXa, a O(HIep HEe IIPOCTO,
TO ecTh He 0€3001IHO, MPUOBET MEHS, a HEIIPEMEHHO KOJIEHHOM MEHS HAITMHACT, 00BEsI TAKIM MaHEPOM BOKPYT
OmMapza, M OTOM YK pa3Be CMHJIYeTCs M B OKHO CITycTHT. (SS 4:488)

" BoJibIe Tpex MecsIeB s HUKaK He B COCTOSHUM ObLI CPSI/Ly MEYTATh M HAYMHAJ ONLYIIATh HEMPEOIOTMMYHO
MOTPEOHOCTh PUHYTHCS B 0011ecTBO. PHHYTHCS B 00IIECTBO 03HAYAIO Y MEHS CXOIUTH B TOCTH K MOEMY
CTOJIOHAYaNbHUKY, AHTOHY AHTOHBIYY CeTOUKHHY. DTO ObUI €AMHCTBEHHBIH MO IIOCTOS HHBIH 3HAKOMBIH BO BCIO
Mot0 ku3Hb|[...]. (SS 4:494)

¥ ... MEUTBI MOM JIOXOJIUJIM JIO TAKOTO CYACTHUS, YTO HaJI0 ObLIO HEMPEMEHHO M HEMEUIEHHO OOHATHCS C
JIFOJIBMH U CO BCEM YEJIOBEYECTBOM; a JJIsl TOTO HAJI0 ObLIO MMETh XOTh OJJHOTO YEJIOBEKa B HATMYHOCTH,
AeHCTBUTEINBHO cyliecTBytomero. (SS 4:494)

"' K AHTOHY AHTOHBIYY HaJl0 OBLIO, BIPOYEM, SBIATHCA 110 BTOPHUKAM (€10 JIEHb), CIIEJICTBEHHO, U TIOIrOHATH
HOTPEOHOCTH OOHATBCS CO BCEM YEIOBEUECTBOM HAJI0 OBUIO BCETa KO BTOPHUKY. (SS 4:494)

"' TTepBoe To, 4TO BO BpeMsl HCTIOJIHEHHS HYKHO OBLIO OBITH B 60JI€€ IPHIIMYHENIIEM BUIE M 03a00TUTHCS O
koctioMme. «Ha Besikmii citydaid, ecim, HarpuMmep, 3aBsHKeTcs MyOJIMyHast HCTopHs (a MyOInKa-To TyT cynepdiio:
rpaduHs XOANT, KHA3b [I. XOIUT, BCSI INTEpaTypa XOAUT), Hy>KHO OBITH XOPOIIO OAETHIM; 3TO BHYIIAET U MPSIMO
HOCTABUT HAC HEKOTOPHIM 00pa3oM Ha PaBHYIO HOTY B IUIa3ax BbIcIIero oomectsay. (SS 4:490)

"' Cama-To no cebe nmHeNL MO OYEHB ObLTA HELypHA, 'PEJia; HO OHa OblLia Ha BaTe, @ BOPOTHHUK ObLI
€HOTOBBIH, YTO COCTABIISIIO YKe Bepx JiakelcTBa. Hajo ObUI0 epeMeHUTh BOPOTHHUK BO YTO ObI HU CTAJIO M 3aBECTH
000puK, Bposie Kak y ouiiepoB. st 3TOTo s cTaim XoauTh 0 ['OCTHHOMY JIBOPY | MOCJI€ HECKOJIBKHX MOTBITOK
HalETHJIICS Ha OJIMH JICNIeBbIH HeMeNKuii 600puK. ITH Hemenkue 000pUKH XOTh U OYEHb CKOPO 3aHAIUBAIOTCS U
NPUHUMAIOT MU3EPHEHILINI BUJI, HO CHaYasa, ¢ OOHOBKH, CMOTPSIT IaXKe M OYEHb IIPUIMYHO; a BeJlb MHE TOJILKO JJIs
OJHOTO pa3y U Hasio ObuT0. CIIpOCHII 5 TIeHY: BCe-Taku ObLI0 Aoporo. [To ocHOBAaTEeIHbHOM PacCyKISHUU S PEIIHIICS
IIpOJIaTh MOl €HOTOBBIH BOpPOTHHK. HemocTaromyo ke 1 BeCbMa JUlsl MEHS 3HAUUTEIbHYIO CyMMY PEILIIICS
BBIIIPOCUTH B3aiiMbl y AHTOHA AHTOHBIYa CeToukuHa [...]. (SS 4:490-91)

™ A raBHOe, Ha MAHTAJIOHAX, HA CAMOM KOJIEHKE OBUTIO OTPOMHOE JKENTOE MATHO. $1 MPEXYyBCTBOBAI, YTO OJIHO
YK€ 3TO MATHO OTHUMET Y MEHSI A€BATH JIECATHIX COOCTBEHHOTO JOCTOMHCTBA. 3HAJ TOXKE 5, YTO OYEHb HU3KO TaK
nymath. «Ho Terepb He 10 JyMaHBbs; TeNeph HACTYNAET JIEHCTBUTEILHOCTb»,— JyMall 51 M IaJajl {yXoM. 3Hal s
TOKE OTIINYHO, TOT/A )K€, YTO BCE ITH (aKThl UyIOBUIIHO PEYBEINUMBAIO; HO UTO € OBLJIO 1eJIaTh: COBIAAATh 5 C
c000# yK HE MOT, ¥ MEHs TpsAcia ntuxopajka. C oTuassHueM MPEACTaBILII s ce0e, KaK CBBICOKA U XOJIOJHO BCTPETHUT
MEHS 3TOT «IHOAJIEN» 3BEPKOB; C KAKUM TYIIBIM, HIYEM HEOTPA3UMbIM IIPe3peHHeM OyJeT CMOTPETh Ha MEHS TYIIHLA
Tpynomo60B; Kak CKBEPHO H Aep3K0 OyaeT MOIXUXUKHBATE HA MO c4eT Ko3sBKa Deppuukut, 4T00 MOACTYKUTHCS
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3BepKOBY; KaK OTIMIHO MOHMET Tpo cedst Bc€ 3To CHMOHOB U Kak OyeT pe3upaTh MEHs 32 HU30CTh MOETO
TIECTAaBHUS ¥ MaJIOMYIIHS, U, TIABHOE,— KaK BCE 3TO OyIeT MU3EPHO, He umepamypHo, oosinerno. (SS 4:503)

¥ CBoe cOBCTBEHHOE, BOILHOE H CBOOOJHOE XOTEHbE, CBOM COOCTBEHHBIM, XOTs Obl CaMBblii IUKMii Kanpu3, cBos
(aHTa3Ms, pa3apaXkeHHas HHOTAA XOTh OBl ke 10 CyMaclIeCTBHS,— BOT 3TO-TO BCE M €CTh Ta camasl,
NIPOITyLIeHHast, caMasi BRITOAHAs BBIT0J1a, KOTOPast HU MO/ KaKylo KIacCH()UKAIMIO HE TIOAXOAUT U OT KOTOPOH Bce
CHCTEMBI U TEOPHH MOCTOSTHHO pa3lieTaloTcs K uepTy. M ¢ 4ero 9To B3suUIM BCe STH MYAPELBL, YTO YEJIOBEKY HaJI0
KaKOro-TO HOPMaJIBHOT0, KAKOTO-TO 100poeTeIbHOTro XoTeHust? C 4ero 3To HeNMpeMeHHO BOOOPa3HiIM OHH, YTO
YeJIOBEKY HaJ0 HEMPEMEHHO 0JIaropa3yMHO BBITOJTHOTO XOTeHbs? YeloBeKy HaJj0 — OIHOTO TOJIBKO
CaMOCTOSTENILHOTO XOTEHbsI, 4ero Obl 3Ta CaMOCTOATEILHOCTh HU CTOWIIA U K ueMy Obl HU npuBeia. Hy n xorense
BeJb 4epT 3Haer. .. (SS 4:468-69)

X'[...] BCE 1€M0-TO YENOBEUECKOE, KAKETCSA, U IEHCTBUTENBHO B TOM TOJIBKO H COCTOMT, YTO0 YeIOBEK
MOMHUHYTHO JIOKa3bIBall ceOe, ITO OH YeToBeK, a He mTudTuk! (SS 4:474)

X' Ecnu 6 51 6611 oTel M 6bLIa 6 y MEHS CBOS [04b, 5 Obl, KaXeTcs, 104b OOMbILE, YeM ChIHOBEH, IF0OWII,
IpaBO,— Hadval s 60Ky, TOUHO He 06 ToM, 4T00 pa3Bieds ee. (SS 4:522)

X' 3Haemb — pO30BEHBKHMIA TAKON MAIBUHK, TPY/Ib TEOE COCET, 14 y KAKOTO MY’Ka CEPIIIE TOBEPHETCS Ha KEHY,
IJIs]Is, Kak OHa ¢ ero pebenkoM cuaut! PebeHouek po30BEeHbKUH, MyXJIEHbKUN, PACKUHETCS, HEXKUTCS; HOKKH -
PYYKH HaJHMBHBIE, HOTOTOYKH YMCTEHBKHE, MAJICHbKUE, TAKHE MAJCHbKHE, YTO INISAETh CMEIIHO, TJIa3KH, TOUYHO YK
OH BCE OHMMAeET. A CoCeT — IpyaAb TeOe pydOHKOH TepeOuT, urpaet. OTel noJonaeT,— OTOPBETCS OT TPY.IH,
MeperHeTCs BECh Ha3a/l, IOCMOTPUT Ha OTIa, 3aCMEETCsl,— TOYHO yXK U OOT 3HAeT KaK CMEIIHO,— U OISTh, OMSATh
cocaTh IPUMETCs. A TO BO3bMET, J]a U IPUKYCUT MATE€PH TPYb, KOJIb YK 3yOKH MPOPE3BIBAIOTCS, & CaM IJIa3eHKaMU -
TO KOCHT Ha Hee: «Buauus, npukycui!» Jla pa3Be He BcE€ TYT cUacThe, KOT/Ia OHU TPOE, MYK, KeHa U PeOeHOK,
BMecTe? 3a 3TH MHHYTHI MHOTO MOHO IIPOCTHUTS. (SS 4:524)

X' «KapTMHKamu, BOT STHMH-TO KApTHHKAaMH Te0s Halo! — MoayMaJ s po celst, XOTs, ei-00Ty, ¢ 4yBCTBOM
TOBOPHJI, ¥ BJPYT MOKpAacHel.— A Hy eclii OHa BIPYT pacxoxouercsi, Kynaa s Toraa nonezy?» (SS 4:524)

X JlaBHO ysKe MpeadyBCTBOBAI 51, UTO TIEPEBEPHYII BCIO €€ Iy M Pa3OHIl €€ CEPIILE, H, 4eM OOJIBIIE S
YIOCTOBEPSUICS B TOM, TeM OOJIBIIIE XKeJal IIOCKOpee M Kak MOXKHO CHIIbHEE JOCTHIHYTh 1ein. Vrpa, urpa yBiekia
MEHs1; BIIpo4eM, He oJHa urpa... (SS 4:528)

! Beqib MBI Jlae He 3HAEM, TJI€ U )KMBOE-TO KMBET TEHEPh M YTO OHO TAKOE, Kak HasbiaeTcs? OcTaBbTe HAC
OJIHHX, 0€3 KHIDKKH, U MBI TOTYAC 3aITyTaeMcs, oTepsieMcsi,— He OyeM 3HaTh, KyJia IPUMKHYTbh, 4eTo
HPUIEPHKATBCS; YTO JIFOOUTH U YTO HEHABUJETb, YTO YBaXkaTh U 4TO mpe3upats? (SS 4:549-50)

' Meuran st yacHO, MedTall 110 TPH Mecsla CpsiLy, 3a0MBLIKCH B CBOH yIoJI, M Y MOBEPHTE, YTO B 3TH
MTHOBEHHS 51 HE MOX0X ObUI Ha TOTO IOCIIOJIUHA, KOTOPBIH, B CMATEHUH KYPUHOTO CEep/lia, IPUIIMBAI K BODOTHUKY
CBOEH IMHEIH HeMelKuid 600puk. S genancs BApyr repoeM. Moero JecsaTHBEpPIIKOBOIO MOPYYHKa s ObI JaXe U ¢
BU3HUTOM K cebe Torna He mycTuil. S njaxke u npeactaBuThb ero cede He Mor Toraa. [...] To-To u ecTb, 4To 5 Cleno
BEPHJI TOT A, YTO KAKMM-TO YyJIOM, KAKUM-HHOYIb BHELIHUM O00CTOSTEILCTBOM BCE 3TO BIPYT Pa3ABUHETCH,
PacCIIMPHUTCS; BOPYT NPEICTABUTCS TOPU3OHT COOTBETCTBEHHOI AESATENLHOCTH, OIaroTBOPHOH, IPEKpacHOH H,
IJIaBHOE, COBCEM I'OTOBOM (KaKOH MMEHHO — SI HUKOT/Ia HE 3HaJI, HO, TJIaBHOE,— COBCEM I'OTOBOH), ¥ BOT
BBICTYIUTIO BJIPYT Ha CBET OOXMHH, 4yTh JIM HE Ha OEJIOM KOHE U HE B JIJaBPOBOM BEHKE. BTOpOCTEeIIeHHOM POty 5 1
MOHSTH HE MOT U BOT UMEHHO IMOTOMY-TO B JICMCTBUTEIHHOCTH OYEHb CIIOKOMHO 3aHUMAaJ MocieHIo. JInbo repoi,
160 rpa3b, cpeanHsl He Obl10. (SS 4:492-93)

X “CcoBCeM rOTOBBIM, CHIILHO YKPAJEHHBIM Y TI03TOB M POMAHUCTOB M NPUCIOCOOIEHHBIM KO BCEBO3MOKHBIM
yciyram u TpeboBannsm” (SS 4:493-94).

*X 41, nanpuMep, Hajl BCEMH TOPKECTBYIO; BCE, PA3yMEETCs, BO IIPaxe M MPHHYKIEHB! JOOPOBOJILHO MPU3HATH
BCE MOM COBEPILEHCTBA, a 51 BCEX MX MpoIaro. S BIoOIIsoch, Oy 1y4r 3HAMEHUTBIM IT03TOM U KaMeprepoM;
TIOJTy4al0 HECMETHbIE MUJUTHOHBI M TOTYAC )K€ JKEPTBYIO MX Ha POJI YEIOBEYECKHUI U TYT jK€ MCIOBEIBIBAIOCH IIEpEeT
BCEM HapoOJIOM B MOMX I1030pax, KOTOPHIE, pa3yMeeTcsl, He IPOCTO IT030PkI, a 3aKJIF0YaroT B ceOe Ype3BbIuaiiHO
MHOT'O «IIPEKPACHOTO U BBICOKOTO», 4ero-To MaH(peaoBcKoro. [...] M k ToMy e NoBepbTe, 4TO Y MEHs KOH-4TO
OBLIO BOBCE HEJYPHO COCTaBICHO... He Bcé e mporcxoauio Ha o3epe Komo. (SS 4:494)

* U Kk TOMy e TIOBEPBTE, YTO Y MEHS KOH-UTO OBLIO BOBCE HEJYPHO COCTABJIEHO... He BCE %ke IIpoMCXoaniIo Ha
ozepe Komo. (SS 4:494)

! Pa3 noyTpy, XOTb 51 ¥ HUKOT/Ia HE JIUTEPATYPCTBOBAI, MHE BAPYT MPUIILIA MBICIIb OIIHCATH 3TOr0 oduuepa B
abJINUNTENILHOM BHIE, B KAPHKATYpe, B BUJIE MOBECTH. 51 C HACIAKAEHUEM IUCA 3Ty IOBECTh. Sl abmuymi, naxe
HOKJICBeTaN; (haMUIIHIO 5 TaK MOAJENAN CHaYaja, YTO MOXKHO OBUIO TOTYAC Y3HATB, HO IIOTOM, O 3PEIIOM
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pacCyXICHNUH, I3MEHWI K 0ToCal B « OTedecTBEHHBIE 3alMCK». Ho Toraa ere He ObUI0 a0IM4YeHHH, U MOIO
HOBECTh He HarevaTaan. MHe 3To ObL10 o4deHs nocanHo. (SS 4:488)

*!' HakoHel 51 peluics BbI3BaTh IPOTMBHMKA MOETO Ha Jy3Jb. SI COUMHMI K HEMY IIPEKPAcHOe,
MIPUBJIEKATENBHOE TINCHMO, YMOJISISL €r0 TIepe10 MHOW U3BUHUTHCS; B CIIydyae )Ke 0TKa3a JJOBOJIBHO TBEPIO HaMEKall
Ha Jy3Jb. [IucbMO OBLIO TaK COYMHEHO, YTO eCiin O o(HLEep YyTh-4yTh IOHUMAJ «IIPEKPACHOE U BBICOKOE», TO
HEMPEMEHHO OBl IPUOEKAI KO MHE, YTOO OPOCHTHCS MHE Ha IICK0 U MPEIOKUTEL CBOIO APYk0y. U kak ObI 3T0 OBLIO
xopomo! MbI Ob Tak 3axmu! Tak 3axun! OH OBl 3aIMIIAT MEHSI CBOEH CAHOBUTOCTBIO; 51 OBl 00JIaropakuBall ero
CBOEH Pa3BUTOCTHIO, HY H... HIESIMH, U MHOTO KOi-4ero Okl Moriio ObiTh! BooOpasuTe, 4To TOrAa npouuio yxe asa
roja, Kak OH MeHs o0uielN, ¥ BbI30B MOH ObLT 6e300pa3HeiMM aHaXpOHU3MOM, HECMOTPSI Ha BCIO JIOBKOCTh
IMUChMa MOETO0, OOBSCHSBILETO U MIPUKPBIBABIIEro aHaxpoHm3M. Ho, crmaBa Gory (1o cux mop Onaromapio
BCEBBIIIHETO CO CIIE3aMHt), 5 MIChMa MOET0 He mocialr. Mopo3 1o kKoxe npodupaeT, Kak BCIIOMHIO, YTO ObI MOTJIO
BBIHTH, ecn 6 s mocmain (SS 4:488-89)

X OcobeHHO OBOJIEH OCTAIICS 51 OTOH «HEKOTOPOH JIETKOCTBION, IaXkKe TyTh HE HEOPEKHOCTHUIO (BIIPOUEM,
COBEPILCHHO MPUIIMYHOI0), KOTOPasi BAPYT OTPAa3UIIach B MOEM IIepe M JIydIlle BCeX BO3MOXXHBIX PE30HOB, Cpasy,
JlaBajia UM TIOHATB, YTO 51 CMOTPIO «Ha BCIO 3Ty BUCPALIHIOIO I'aI0CTh» JOBOJILHO HE3aBHCUMO; COBCEM-TaKH, BOBCE-
TaKy He YOUT HaroBaJ, KaK Bbl, FOCIOJA, BEPOITHO, IyMaeTe, a HAapPOTHUB, CMOTPIO TaK, KakK CJlIeyeT CMOTPETh Ha
9TO CIIOKOMHO yBa)kalolieMy ce0st IPKeHTIIbMEHY. bblib, leckaTh, MOJIO/IYY HE YKOP.

— Jlaxxe Belb KaKasi-TO UrPUBOCTH MapKU3cKast? — Jr000BaJCS s, IIEPeUUTHIBas 3aucKy. [...] Conran
CuMOHOBY; coirall 0ecCOBECTHO; 1a ¥ Telepb He COBECTHO... (SS 4:532)

XV (B TOH HaO ONACTh,— MENBKHYIIO BO MHE,— CAaHTUMEHTAILHOCTIO-TO, II0KaIyii, He MHOTO BO3bMELIbY.

Bropouem, 3T0 Tak TOIBKO MeNbKHYNO. KIIssHYCh, OHa M B CaMOM Jielie MeHsI HHTepecoBaia. K Tomy xe s
ObLT KaK-TO pacciabliieH U HacTpoeH. Jla U MIyTOBCTBO Be/b TAK JIETKO Y)KUBaeTcs ¢ 4yBCTBOM. (SS 4:521)

¥ Teneps e MHe BAPYT APKO MPEICTABMIIACH HEJIENAs, OTBPATHTEbHAS, KaK Mayk, Uiles Pa3Bpara, KOTOpbIi
6e3 r00BH, rpybo U OGeccThDKE, HAaUMHAET IIPSAMO C TOTO, YeM HACTOsMIast JITo00Bb BeHdyaeTcs. (SS 4:517)

¥ [To-T0 U ecTh, UTO XyI0KECTBEHHOCTh €CTh CaMblil TydIIHii, caMblil yOe uTenbHbli, caMblii 6eCCOpHbIi 1
Han0oJee MOHITHBIH I MacChl Cocod NpecTaBiIeH:s B 00pa3ax UMEHHO TOTO CaMoro Jielia, 0 KOTOPOM BbI
xjionouyere]

' Ho Teneps, nocturays sddexra, s BAPYr cTpycuil. HeT, HUKOTa, HUKOT/IA €lllE 51 He ObLI CBUIETEIEM
takoro otyasHusi! OHa Jiexkaia HHYKOM, KPENKO YTKHYB JIMIIO B IOAYIIKY U 00XBaTHB ee 00erMu pykamu. Eit
paspsiBaiio rpyas. Bc€ Mosooe Teno ee B3aparuBaiio, Kak B cyjgoporax. Crepiimecs B rpyAu phIIaHUs TECHUIIH,
pBalK ee U BAPYT BOIUIAMH, KDHKaMH BBIPBIBATIMCH HApYXKy. [...] OHa Kycana NOAyIIKy, IPOKYCHJIA PYKY CBOIO B
KPOBB (51 BUJIEJ 3TO MIOTOM) MJIM, BUEIHMBLIKMCH MAJILI[AMHU B CBOM PACIyTaBIIHECs KOCHI, TaK U 3aMUpaa B YCHINH,
C/ICPKUBAsI IBIXaHUE U CTUCKHBAs 3yObl. S OBLIO Havas YTO-TO TOBOPHTH €if, IPOCUTH €€ YCIIOKOUTHCS, HO
MOYYBCTBOBAJ, YTO HE CMEIO, M BAPYT CaM, BECh B KAKOM-TO 03HOOE, MOYTH B yKace, OPOCHIICS OLIYIIbIO, KOe-KaK
HacKopo cOupaThcs B 1opory. (SS 4:529)

XV Y He KasKeTes JIM BaM, TOCIO/a, YTO 51 Telephb B 4eM-TO TIepe]] BAMU PACKAUBAIOCh, UTO s B YEM-TO Y BAC
npomieHbs npoiry?.. 51 yBepeH, 4To BaM 310 Kaxercs... (SS 4:452)

* HasepHo, BBI JlyMaeTe, TOCI0/1a, UTO s BAC CMEINUTHL X0uy? OumGiuck u B 3ToM. 51 BOBCe He Takoi
pa3Beceblil YeNIOBEK, Kak BaM Ka)XeTCsI MIIM Kak BaM, MOXKET ObITh, KQ)KETCsl; BIIPOYEM, €CIIH BbI, pa3/ipaKeHHbIC
Bceil 9Tol 60NTOBHEH (2 51 YK€ TyBCTBYIO, YTO BBI PAa3IPAXKEHBI), B3yMaeTe CIIPOCUTH MEHS: KTO X S TAaKOB
HMEHHO? — TO s BaM OTBEYY: 5 OJIMH KOJIeXKCKui aceccop. (SS 4:454)

¥ Ho ycnoko#Tech, TOCIO/a, 51 He NOJyyaJ IOIEYHH, XOTS MHE COBEPLIEHHO BCE PABHO, KaK Obl BB 00 3TOM
HU IyMaJid. 51, MOXeT ObITb, ellle CaM-TO JKaJIEI0, YTO B MOIO JKM3Hb MaJIo po3/jan mnouiednH. Ho 10BoONbHO, HU clioBa
Ooubie 00 3TOH Upe3BbIUAliHO UL Bac MHTEpecHOH Teme. (SS 4:459)

**! Bentb BBI, TOCIIO/IA, CKOJILKO MHE U3BECTHO, BECH BAIll PEECTP YETOBEYECKUX BBITOJL B3SUTH CPEIHUM YHCIIOM
13 CTAaTHCTHYECKUX IUQP U U3 HAYYHO-3KOHOMHYECKUX (GOopMyi. Besp Bamy BBIroibl — 3TO OJ1aroieHCTBHE,
6orarcTBO, cB00OO/A, IIOKOH, HY M TaK Jajiee, ¥ TaK Jajee; Tak YTO YeJIOBEK, KOTOPBIN Obl, HAPUMED, SIBHO U
3a3HaMo IOLIEN MIPOTUB BCEr'0 3TOT0 peecTpa, ObLI Obl, O-BalieMy, Hy J1a U, KOHEYHO, II0-MOEMY, 0OCKYpaHT WX
COBCeM cyMacuIemuid, Tak 1u? Ho Belb BOT 4TO YAMBUTEIBHO: OTYETO 3TO TaK IPOUCXOINT, YTO BCE ATH
CTAaTHCTUKY, MYJPELBI 1 JIIOOUTENN POJia YeI0BEYECKOro, TPU HCYUCIICHUH YeJIOBEUECKHUX BBITO, IIOCTOSHHO OHY
BBHITOAY mpornyckaror? (SS 4:466).
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©ol__ Xa-xa-xa! 1a Be/lb XOTEHbS-TO, B CYIIHOCTH, €CJI XOTHTE, ¥ HET! — HPEPHIBAETE Bbl C XOXOTOM.—

Hayka maxe o Cro Iopy 10 TOr0O ycIielia pa3aHaTOMHPOBATh YeJIOBEKa, YTO YK M Teepb HaM U3BECTHO, YTO XOTCHBE
U TaK Ha3bIBaeMasi CBOOOHAsS BOJIS €CTh HE YTO MHOE, Kak... (SS 4:470).

¥ Ho BoT uTO eme: A 4ero, 3aueM COOCTBEHHO g X0uy mucaTh? Eciu He 4y MyOINKH, TaK BEIb MOMKHO OBl
U TaK, MBICIICHHO BCE MPUTIOMHHTb, HE MepeBOIs Ha Oymary?

Tak-c; HO Ha OyMare OHO BBIHJIET KaK-TO TOP)KECTBEHHEE. B 3TOM ecTh 4TO-TO BHYyIIAOIIEe, cyna Ooblie Haj
coboii OyzeTt, cnory npubasutcs. KpoMe TOro: Moxer ObITb, S OT 3alUCHIBAHHS ICHCTBUTENBHO MOTYYY
obnieruenne. BoT HpIHYe, HATTPUMED, MEHSI OCOOCHHO JABUT OJHO JABHUIIIHEE BOCTIOMUHAHKE. [[pHITOMHUIIOCH OHO
MHE SICHO €llle Ha JHSX U C TeX 0P 0CTaI0Ch CO MHOK, KaK JT0CATHbIA MYy3bIKaJIbHBIH MOTHB, KOTOPBIH HE XOUeT
OTBSI3aThCA. A MEXKIY TeM HaJOOHO OT HEro OTBs3aThesl. TakuX BOCIIOMUHAHUN Y MEHS COTHH; HO IO BpEMEHaM H3
COTHH BBIJIACTCS OTHO KaKOe-HUOYAb M TaBHT. 5] MOYeMy-TO BEpIO, YTO €CIIH 51 €r0 3aIHIly, TO OHO U OTBSDKETCSL.
OTuero x He UCIPOOOBATH?

HakoHel: MHE CKYYHO, a s IOCTOSIHHO HHYEro He JieNar. 3aliChIBaHbe XKe IeHCTBUTENBHO Kak OyaTo paboTa.
T'oBOPAT, OT pabOTHI YENOBEK JOOPHIM M 4eCTHEIM Aenaetcs. Hy BOT maHe mo kpaiiHeit mepe. (SS 4:481)

XNV <o ske Ty IS OTHOTO ce6s U pa3 HaBCET1a OOBSABIIAI0, YTO €CIIM 5 M MUITY Kak Obl 00paIasch K
YUTATEIISAM, TO SAUHCTBEHHO TOJBKO JUTS MOKAa3y, MOTOMY YTO TaK MHE Jierde nucath. TyT hopma, ofHa mycTast
dbopma, unrarenei sxe y MeHst Hukoraa He 6ymet” (SS 4:480-81).

¥V TTo kpaiinel Mepe MHe GbLIO CTBIIHO, BCE BpeMs Kak s IUCAl 3Ty MOBECTh: CTAI0 ObITh, 3TO yKe He
JUTEpaTypa, a UCIpaBuTeIbHOE HakazaHue. (SS 4:549)
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Chapter 4.
Self and Other:
The Idiot and The Wings of the Dove

In The Idiot and The Wings of the Dove, Dostoevsky and James test the possibility of
ideal self-other relationships that accommodate individual will and sense of selfhood with the
demands of social life and the needs of others. Unlike previous works discussed in this study,
these novels share not only thematic, but also plot and character parallels that illuminate the
artistic and intellectual kinship between the two writers. The protagonists of The Idiot and The
Wings of the Dove, Prince Myshkin and Milly Theale, are generally strangers to life who descend
to the arena of busy social life—Petersburg and London—from the mountains of Switzerland, a
place of innocence and Romantic isolation. In both novels, the values of the “real world,” where
money, appearances and social conventions drive the actions of most characters, are played
against the idealistic values of the incredibly uncorrupted inner worlds of the saintly protagonists
who, suffering from debilitating illnesses, long to take risks to see and live the life with which
they were thus far acquainted largely through books.

“To live means to make a work of art of oneself,”i Dostoevsky writes, and the characters
of The Idiot and The Wings of the Dove exemplify this principle by representing themselves and
those around them in literary terms, shuffling their roles as writers of their own stories and as
readers of those of others’. We have already seen that characters in Dostoevsky and James refer
to various forms of literary activity: they “read” and “interpret” each other, often relying directly
or indirectly on types, characters, and stories from existing literature. The Dreamer of White
Nights expresses his failure to live by acknowledging that he has no story, and John Marcher’s

failure is foreshadowed when he fails to recall the beginning of his story with May. The
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Underground man and Winterbourne try to superimpose existing literary modes on reality. But
nowhere perhaps do literature and literary activity play such a central role as they do in The Idiot
and The Wings of the Dove, where narrating and plotting become the very basis of interaction
between characters. Life in these novels is presented as a contention of plots, each representing
an effort on the part of individual characters to assert their story about themselves and the world
and to convince or compel others to play the required part in the realization of their vision. Not
only the protagonists, but all major characters in these novels are striving to create a story for
themselves, to control the plot of their lives and their role within the stories of others. “While the
idea that telling stories about oneself and the world around one is a basic human activity may
now be a commonplace,” Sarah Young appositely points out, “the notion that this impulse to
story-telling is in fact of necessity a collaborative activity” which both novels advance is “highly
unusual. It suggests that the stories one tells about oneself and the world are ultimately
meaningless if they remain in isolation and are not confirmed by the other and, equally, that they
risk failure if they are incompatible with the stories told by those around one” (Young 17).37
Like other characters in these novels, Dostoevsky’s prince and James’s heiress long for
self-actualization, but unlike others, they do not have a preconceived plot to enact, nor do they
have a clearly identifiable role or place among people. They are given no living family relations
in the novel: both are unmarried, childless orphans, without past (we know very little about their
life prior to their arrival) or future (Milly’s life-threatening illness and Myshkin’s unstable
mental health make any long-term plans impossible). Their lack of human ties, of a meaningful
relation to others, together with their heightened awareness of death make them all the more

eager to endow their life with meaning and value, and they seek the society of people in the hope

%" Sarah J. Young, Dostoevsky's "The Idiot" and the Ethical Foundations of Narrative: Reading, Narrating,
Scripting (London: Anthem, 2004).
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of writing their stories. There is a sense of urgency to their self-scripting endeavors, which
consist of discovering their potentials and consummating them through complementary plots and
their roles within them. Consequently, they need other people in their lives who, like the
Jamesian “centers” or “lamps,” can reveal the various aspects of their relation to the world and
on whom they depend for engaging some of the possibilities thus revealed, thereby affirming
their being in the world. * In the course of Myshkin’s and Milly’s adventures, Dostoevsky and
James test the alternative mode of creating a story—in both literature and life. The unmistakable
connection between the saintly protagonists and the figure of the Christ suggests that the faith in
human goodness and especially human freedom is about to be tested in these novels. But as this
saintly pair moves in the dark maze of human relationships, they are guided not by moral
principles or religious beliefs, but by their moral imagination—their capacity to see and feel
others as free, self-willing subjects. As Dostoevsky’s prince and James’s heiress struggle to
balance their unwavering respect for individual freedom of the will in others with their own
need for self-actualization, Dostoevsky and James portray a vivid picture of the risks and
rewards of freedom and self-sacrifice. At the same time, they reveal their own creative
predicament. If free will is the defining trait of human nature, then creating a character true to
reality demands that the author sacrifice some of his authorial power to allow characters, and not

his own personality, vision, and intentions to dictate the plot and structure of the novel. As a

% As Bakhtin says about Dostoevsky’s characters, “A single person, remaining alone with himself, cannot make
ends meet even in the deepest and most intimate spheres of his own spiritual life, he cannot manage without another
consciousness. One person can never find complete fullness in himself alone” (Problems 177). “The orientation of
one person to another person's discourse and consciousness” is the basic theme not only of Dostoevsky's works, as
Bakhtin has noted, but also of James’s, as shown in previous chapters. What Bakhtin claims about Dostoevsky’s
hero is equally true of Jamesian heroes and, especially, heroines: “The hero's attitude toward himself is inseparably
bound up with his attitude toward another, and with the attitude of another toward him. His consciousness of self is
constantly perceived against the background of the other's consciousness of him —'I for myself' against the
background of 'l for another.' Thus the hero's words about himself are structured under the continuous influence of
someone else's words about him” (Problems 207).
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result, both novels lack a certain wholeness and clarity of vision, as evidenced by the variety of
contradictory interpretations they elicit. Like life itself, they are filled with blanks and
ambiguities that readers must confront on their own, growing aware of how we know and
interpret the world around us, the persons who inhabit it, and even our own inner selves.*® The
resulting interaction between the reader and the text duplicates the interaction among characters
in The Idiot and The Wings of the Dove. In The Act of Reading, Iser points out the fundamental
similarity between reader-text and self-other relationship, because both processes are governed
by the element of unpredictability or contingency, which, as a constituent of interaction, arises
from “man’s invisibility to man:”

It is this invisibility that forms the basis of interpersonal relations—a basis of

what Laing calls a ‘no-thing.’ [...] In all our interpersonal relationships we build

upon this ‘no-thing,” for we react as if we knew how our partners experienced us;

we continually form views of their views and then act as if our views of their

views were realities. Contact, therefore, depends upon our continually filling in a

central gap in our experience. (165)
4.1 The Idiot

The theme of “man’s invisibility to man” is introduced in the very opening lines of The

Idiot*, which immediately plunge the reader into the world were vision is obscured and the

individual is lost in the crowd:

% In many ways, both Dostoevsky and James anticipate Iser’s view of reading as a “communication” between the
reader and the text that arises from the same conditions that give rise to interpersonal communication. “Reading is
an activity that is guided by the text; this must be processed by the reader, who is then, in turn, affected by what he
has processed.” See Wolfgang Iser, The Act of Reading: A Theory of Aesthetic Response (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
UP, 1980) 163-167.

%0 The following English edition is used here: Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Idiot, trans. Richard Pevear and Larissa
Volokhonsky (New York: Vintage, 2003).
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Towards the end of November, during a warm spell, at around nine o’clock in the
morning, a train of the Petersburg—Warsaw line was approaching Petersburg at
full steam. It was so damp and foggy that dawn could barely break; ten paces to
right or left of the line it was hard to make out anything at all through the carriage
windows. Among the passengers there were some who were returning from
abroad; but the third-class compartments were more crowded, and they were all
petty business folk from not far away. Everyone was tired, as usual, everyone’s
eyes had grown heavy overnight, everyone was chilled, everyone’s face was pale
yellow, matching the color of the fog. (5)"
A warm spell unusual for November weather conveys a sense of disorder, a departure from the
natural course of things, while the yellow fog in which the faces of tired passengers disappear
evokes the atmosphere of depersonalization, emphasized by the repeated use of “everyone” in
the passage. At the same time, the opening captures a moment of transition, a threshold to
something obscure and invisible: the train approaching the station, the station itself as a place of
transition, as well as the month (November, a transition between autumn and winter) suggest the
liminality that characterizes all interpersonal relationships. As Leslie A. Johnson aptly notes,
“the entire novel may be viewed as an exploration of a primordial event: face-to-face encounter”
(868), and the second paragraph of the opening chapter presents the first face-to face encounter
between the two protagonists not so much as an event that takes place in the present, but as
threshold to a remarkable relationship:
In one of the third-class carriages, at dawn, two passengers found themselves
facing each other just by the window—Dboth young men, both traveling light, both

unfashionably dressed, both with rather remarkable physiognomies, and both,

116



finally, willing to get into conversation with each other. If they had known what
was so remarkable about the one and the other at that moment, they would
certainly have marveled at the chance that had so strangely seated them facing
each other in the third-class carriage of the Petersburg—Warsaw train. (5)"
With the last sentence of the passage above emphasizing the absence of knowledge, the face of
the other, like the fog in the opening paragraph, stands for the need to discern, to penetrate the
veil of invisibility that underlies all interpersonal relations.

Throughout the opening section, Myshkin repeats several times that he came from

IV

Switzerland “to get to know people” (27), " “to get acquainted,” and as he literally gets to know
the cast of characters in Part One, Dostoevsky explores what it means to know the other by
contrasting various modes of knowledge and interpretation on which characters rely as they build
and maintain their relationships with each other. One of the first characters Myshkins meets on
the train is Lebedev, who professes to know everyone and everything, and is, indeed, a walking
database of public facts and rumors, which prompts the narrator to dub him Mr. Know-it-all
(vseznaika):
These Mr. Know-it-alls are occasionally, even quite frequently, to be met with in
a certain social stratum. They know everything, all the restless inquisitiveness of
their minds and all their abilities are turned irresistibly in one direction, certainly
for lack of more important life interests and perspectives, as a modern thinker
would say. The phrase “they know all” implies, however, a rather limited sphere:

where so-and-so works, who he is acquainted with, how much he is worth, where

he was governor, who he is married to, how much his wife brought him, who his
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cousins are, who his cousins twice removed are, etc., etc., all in the same vein.
(8)"

Lebedev’s knowledge is undermined not only by the ironical tone of the narrator, but also by the
irony of his response to Myshkin’s introduction of himself: “Prince Myshkin? Lev Nikolaevich?
Don’t know it, sir. Never even so much as heard it, sir [...] I don’t mean the name, the name’s
historical, it can and should be found in Karamzin’s History, I mean the person, sir, there’s no
Prince Myshkins to be met with anywhere, and even the rumors have died out” (9)." While the
person (Dostoevsky uses the word “litso” here, which can mean both “face” and “person” in
Russian) is facing Lebedev, Lebedev rejects the opportunity to find out more about him, to
really “know” prince Myshkin personally, in favor of his own collection of rumors. Lebedev’s
disregard for the individual is also signaled by referring to people by their last name in plural
(Epanchins, Myshkins, Rogozhins) indicating his interest in general knowledge and social status
as opposed to the individual per se.

In contrast, Myshkin emphasizes his lack of adequate knowledge: “I can’t argue, because
I don’t know everything” (7),Vii “They found it impossible to educate me systematically because
of my illness” (9)."" Without systematic learning—and without the knowledge of the system, or
society, he is about to enter, Myshkin on his quest “to get to know people” will have to move
through the fog relying on insight and impressions rather than sight. And indeed, he uses the
word “know” only in the negative. Instead of “know” (znayu), he repeatedly uses the more
subjective “it seems to me” (mne kazhetsya).

Myshkin’s knowledge consists of impressions, not facts, but his impressions reveal
almost telepathic abilities as he “guesses” with paranormal accuracy the hidden feelings and

motives, and even actions of those he encounters for the first time. He is what James would call
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“the man of imagination” for whom “the minimum of valid suggestion serve[s] . . . better than
the maximum” (LC 2:1175). “When the mind is imaginative,” James writes in “The Art of
Fiction,” “it takes to itself the faintest hints of life, it converts the very pulses of the air into
revelations,” and this is precisely what Myshkin does in the novel. In the foggy maze of
interpersonal relationships, Myshkin possesses a set of indispensable gifts: “the power to guess
the unseen from the seen, to trace the implication of things, to judge the whole piece by the
pattern, the condition of feeling life in general so completely that you are well on your way to
knowing any particular corner of it” (James, LC 1:53). These gifts, together with his calligraphic
and storytelling talents, link Myshkin to a literary artist, and the “examination” to which Mrs.
Epanchin and her daughters subject him during his first visit reveals the transformative power of
imagination and storytelling—the power that will be tested for its potence throughout the
subsequent parts of the novel.

During his introduction, Mrs. Epanchin requests Myshkin to tell them something to see
“if he knows how to speak.” Myshkin responds with his first impression of Switzerland, recalling
how foreign his new surroundings seemed to him, and how tormented he was by this
foreignness, until one day he was awakened by the braying of an ass in the town market. “Since
then,” Myshkin tells, “I’ve had a terrible fondness for asses. It’s even some sort of sympathy in
me. [ began inquiring about them, because I’d never seen them before, and I became convinced
at once that they’re most useful animals, hardworking, strong, patient, cheap, enduring; and
because of that ass | suddenly took a liking to the whole of Switzerland, so that my former
sadness went away entirely” (56).iX The sisters openly laugh at Myshkin’s story, and Mrs.
Epanchin suggests to “skip the ass” and “go on to some other subject,” but the episode is hardly

irrelevant: Alexandra’s observation that Myshkin’s narrative conveys “very interestingly |[...]
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how he came to like everything because of one external push” (57)" echoes Dostoevsky’s
insistence on the transformative power of impressions.

Myshkin begins this narrative—twice, because of the interruptions—by stating that “the
impression was a strong one,” and each of the subsequent narratives he relates in the course of
his “examination” illustrates the power of impressions to yield profound understanding of life.
One of these narratives, which Myshkin tells in response to Adelaida’s asking for help in finding
a subject for her new painting, transforms the examination into a lesson on “how to look,” a skill
which Myshkin says he cannot teach, but which he nevertheless demonstrates as he verbally
sketches an imaginary portrait of “the face of a condemned man a minute before the stroke of the
guillotine, when he’s still standing on the scaffold, before he lies down on the plank™ (63).Xi
Adelaida cannot understand “what sort of a picture would it make” to portray “just the face”

(63), and asks the prince to tell how he imagines it himself. Myshkin recalls an impression such a
face once made on him, as he caught a glance of the condemned man stepping onto the scaffold:
“He glanced in my direction; I looked at his face and understood everything...” (64).)(ii The prince
finds it difficult to express what exactly he had understood, but believes that a painting could
express that “everything,” adding that such a painting would be very “useful” (poleznaya) (64).
As he proceeds to describe the imaginary painting, he foregrounds the impression it would evoke
more than the physical features of the face, moving from the selected external details to the
drama unfolding within the condemned man’s soul.* In Myshkin’s imagination, the portrait—

the face of the other—becomes a story as he imagines the man’s life in prison, his expectation

4 See, e.g., Tatiana Goerner, “The Theme of Ar and Aesthetics in Dostoevsky's The Idiot,” Ulbandus Review 2.2
(1982): 79-95. Goerner observes that “the painting is a direct rendition of Myshkin’s imaginative, intuitive,
emotional perception of the scene, which captures not only the surface reality but the inner truth of the picture,
everything the man had to go through on his way to the execution” (86). His “inner vision [...] sheds its particular
light on the scene and transforms the gross reality into a vivid, expressive image, revealing the higher truth beneath
the surface” (87).
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that the execution would be delayed, his surprise and preparations, his thoughts on the way to the
place of execution, his physical feelings as he steps onto the scaffold: “Probably his legs went
weak and numb, and he felt nauseous— as if something was pressing his throat, and it was like a
tickling” (65)." He ends with a “summary” of the suggested painting;
Portray the scaffold so that only the last step is seen closely and clearly; the
criminal has stepped onto it: his head, his face white as paper, the priest offering
him the cross, he greedily puts it to his blue lips and stares, and— knows
everything. The cross and the head— there’s the picture. The priest’s face, the
executioner, his two assistants, and a few heads and eyes below— all that could
be painted as background, in a mist, as accessory... (65-66)."
While the notion that a work of art should reveal some hidden truth may not be original, what is
unique about Myshkin’s rendering of the portrait is that it attempts to fuse two distinct
perspectives: the scene as it appears to the condemned man himself, hence the focus on the last
step of the scaffold and the cross, and the perspective of the external artist-observer. If Myshkin
does indeed give a lesson on how to look, his lesson consists in de-objectification of the other, in
treating the object of his observation—which means anyone with whom he comes in contact—as
a subjectivity, as an individual whose point of view, whose perception and self-perception is
unique and does not necessarily coincide with the point of view of the observer.
What Myshkin demonstrates here and, as we shall see, in several other key instances in
the novel, is a kind of aesthetic reaction that Bakhtin associates with the author in “Author and
Hero in Aesthetic Activity.”* Significantly, Bakhtin uses author-hero relationship as a model for

ideal interpersonal relations. The author in Bakhtin’s essay is not “author as person” but a

*2 Michail M. Bakhtin, Artand Answerability: Early Philosophical Essays, ed. Michael Holquist, trans. by Vadim
Liapunov (Austin, TX: U of Texas, 1995) 4-256.
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creative consciousness, and the “hero” is any image of a human being seen as a whole. “In life,”
Bakhtin writes, “we are interested not in the whole of a human being, but only in those particular
actions on his part with which we are compelled to deal in living our life and which are, in one
way or another, of special interest to us. And [...] least of all are we ourselves able or competent
to perceive in ourselves the given whole of our own personality” (Art 5). The wholeness, Bakhtin
explains, cannot be experienced by ourselves because the essence of a living self is
indeterminacy: “I have to be, for myself, someone who is axiologically yet-to be” (13). Hence
the sense of wholeness can only be “bestowed [...] as a gift—from another active consciousness:
from the creative consciousness of an author,” which Bakhtin defines as “the consciousness of a
consciousness” (12). In contrast to objectification that usually characterizes interpersonal
relationships, an aesthetic consummation, as Bakhtin defines it, is “active and productive” (24),
because it is preceded by “living into” the object of contemplation, that is, by treating it as a
subject and temporarily experiencing its life from within: “I must empathize or project myself
[vchuvstvovat’sya] into this other human being, see his world axiologically from within him as
he sees this world; I must put myself in his place and then, after returning to my own place, “fill
in’ his horizon through that excess of seeing which opens out from this, my own, place outside
him. I must enframe him, create a consummating environment for him out of this excess of my
own seeing, knowing, desiring, and feeling” (25). In Bakhtin’s essay, and in Dostoevsky’s novel,
the “outward expressedness”—particularly the face**—serves as a gateway into the soul of
another. It is by reading the face, what it expresses and what it conceals, that Myshkin is able to

“live-into” those around him and give such accurate accounts of their thoughts and feelings.

*% Leslie A. Johnson claims that “the prince’s susceptibility to the face is the very mark of his much-disputed
goodness,” for Dostoyevsky’s “notion of the good in this, his most ethical, novel is a way of seeing the face of the
other” (Johnson 867).
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Myshkin’s ability to assume the point of view of the other is his most important and
distinguishing characteristic stressed repeatedly in the opening sections of the novel, as, for
example, during his conversation with a lackey at the general Epanchin’s house. When the
servant, unable to properly “categorize” Myshkin as a visitor, inquires whether the prince really
comes from abroad, the narrator interjects, “perhaps he had wanted to ask: ‘But are you really
Prince Myshkin?’” Immediately, Myshkin echoes the narrator’s guess: “It seems to me you
wanted to ask if I’'m really Prince Myshkin, but did not ask out of politeness” (19).*" During the
meeting with general Epanchin soon after Myshkin reveals that, despite his admitted lack of
“practical knowledge either of local customs or of how people normally live here,” he is not
entirely socially naive. He “anticipated” that the general would attribute some “special purpose”
to his visit, exclaiming, to the amazement of his host: “There, by God, General, [...] things went
with us just now as I thought they were certain to go. Well, maybe that’s how it should be...”
(26)XVi. His anticipation of the general’s reaction is based neither on personal experience nor on
indirect knowledge, since he lacks both. Instead, it appears to be a result of his ability to assume
the point of view of others, to see with their eyes and think with their thoughts. What is crucial,
however, is that he is able to simultaneously preserve his own distinctive vision of things, which
in turn affects his interlocutors. His remark at the end of their conversation illustrates his unique
position vis-a-vis the other: “And, finally, it seems to me that we’re such different people, by the
look of it...in many ways, that we perhaps cannot have many points in common, only, you know,
I personally don’t believe in that last notion, because it often only seems that there are no points
in common, when there really are a lot . . . it comes from people’s laziness, that they sort
themselves out by looks and can’t find anything...” (27).* Myshkin begins his remark by

acknowledging Epanchin’s position, then adds what Bakhtin calls his “excess of seeing,” just as

123



his imaginary painting of the face of the condemned man combines the convict’s perception with
that of the observer.
Myshkin’s ability to read the face of the other is stressed repeatedly throughout the
opening pages.** We have seen that Myshkin rarely uses the word “know,” preferring a more
subjective construction “it seems to me.” However, when, following one of Aglaya’s tart
remarks, Mrs. Epanchin asks the prince to excuse her daughters, saying, “they already love you. I
know their faces,” Myshkin, “giving special emphasis to his words,” replies “I know their faces,
t00” (66),“'" and he stands by his words when he offers his astonishingly accurate portraits of
everyone with the exception of Aglaya:
You asked me about your faces and what I observe in them. I'll tell you with great
pleasure. Yours, Adelaida Ivanovna, is a happy face, the most sympathetic of the
three. Not only are you very pretty, but one looks at you and says: ‘She has the
face of a kind sister.” You approach things simply and cheerfully, but you are also
quick to know hearts. That’s what I think about your face. Yours, Alexandra
Ivanovna, is also a beautiful and very sweet face, but you may have some secret
sorrow; your soul is no doubt very kind, but you are not joyful. There is some
special nuance in your face that reminds me of Holbein’s Madonna in Dresden.
Well, that’s for your face— am | a good guesser? You yourselves consider me
one. (76)

As for Aglaya’s face, the prince refrains from interpreting it because of its beauty, remarking that

“Beauty is difficult to judge; I’m not prepared yet. Beauty is a riddle” (77).” Myshkin does,

however, attempt to solve such a riddle in the face of Nastasya Filippovna whose portrait he gets

* For a detailed analysis of the “face” in The Idiot, see Leslie A. Johnson’s “The Face of the Other in Idiot.” Slavic
Review 50.4 (1991): 867-78.
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to examine twice during his first visit to Epanchins. A single glance at the “astonishing face” on
the portrait results in his profound “reading” and understanding of Nastasya Filippovna’s story
and character: “I’m convinced that her fate is no ordinary one. It’s a gay face, but she has
suffered terribly, eh? It speaks in her eyes, these two little bones, the two points under her eyes
where the cheeks begin. It’s a proud face, terribly proud, and I don’t know whether she’s kind or
not. Ah, if only she were kind! Everything would be saved!” (36).% Later, he takes another look
at the portrait when he is asked to bring it to the Epanchin ladies:
It was as if he wanted to unriddle something hidden in that face which had also
struck him earlier. The earlier impression had scarcely left him, and now it was as
if he were hastening to verify something. That face, extraordinary for its beauty
and for something else, now struck him still more. There seemed to be a
boundless pride and contempt, almost hatred, in that face, and at the same time
something trusting, something surprisingly simplehearted; the contrast even
seemed to awaken some sort of compassion as one looked at those features. That
dazzling beauty was even unbearable, the beauty of the pale face, the nearly
hollow cheeks and burning eyes— strange beauty! The prince gazed for a
moment, then suddenly roused himself, looked around, hastily put the portrait to
his lips and kissed it. (79-80)"
As in previous examples, Myshkin’s reaction is based on the two steps that characterize aesthetic
consummation, or the ideal response to another: he treats the “outward expressedness” of
Nastasya Filippovna’s face as a threshold to her inner world of conflicting feelings, seeing at
once her eyes and with her eyes. He simultaneously acknowledges the various conflicting sides

of her character, and, with his kiss and compassion, affirms her potential for kindness.
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Nastasya Filippovna’s portrait presents a “riddle” to all characters in the first section of
the novel, but whereas for Myshkin the “riddle” is the person herself, others interpret the
meaning of the portrait in relation to their lives: Ganya suspects it is a “hint” that he came to
Nastasya Filippovna without a present; Mrs. Epanchina fears the portrait is a gift from Nastasya
Filippovna to her husband; Aglaya’s reaction is that of a rival beauty; Ganya’s mother is
convinced that the portrait announces Nastasya Filippovna’s consent to marry her son . In other
words, each character projects onto the portrait his or her own fears or desires. Similarly, the
stories that introduce Nastasya Filippovna prior to her appearance in the novel are either narrated
by other characters, as in the case of Rogozhin’s story, or reported from the point of view of
another person, such as the narrator’s account of Nastasya Filippovna’s childhood presented
from Totsky’s point of view. These various reactions to the portrait foreground the difference
between Myshkin’s mode of reading, which is creative and “consummating,” and that of other
characters, whose reading is objectifying and finalizing, because it reduces her to an object of
their desire, fear, hatred. Instead of seeing a self-willed individual, these characters only see the
parts that immediately concern them.

Introducing such an important figure through the attitudes of other characters,
Dostoevsky underscores one of the novel’s central themes: the seminal role of the other in the
formation of inner identity and its external manifestation. Bakhtin observes that in Dostoevsky,
“the hero’s words about himself are structured under the continuous influence of someone else’s
words about him” (Problems 207). Nastasya Filippovna can be seen as an extreme example of
this tendency as she self-consciously enacts the roles projected onto her by others, but such
“orientation of one person to another person’s discourse and consciousness” (Bakhtin, Problems

207) is a running theme throughout the novel. This theme, like other key themes in the novel, is
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initially expressed through one of the stories Myshkin recounts to the Epanchins during his first
visit—the story of the peasant Marie.

When Marie, a poor village girl seduced and abandoned by a traveling salesman, returns
to her village, all the villagers, including her own mother, callously cast her out. “There was no
compassion for her in anyone!” Myshkin remarks passionately, “‘How cruel they are about that!
What harsh notions they have of it all!”” Myshkin proceeds to describe how the entire village
gathered at the cottage of Marie’s old mother predaciously watching the humiliation of the girl:
“Everybody around looked on her as if she were vermin; the old men denounced and abused her,
the young ones even laughed, the women abused her, denounced her, looked at her with
contempt, as at some sort of spider” (68-69). /" Later, when Myshkin became acquainted with
her, he “noticed that she approved of it herself and considered herself the lowest sort of creature”
(69), " and his compassionate response consisted not so much in giving her the eight francs he
received from selling his only valuable possession—a small diamond pin—but in trying “to
assure her that she shouldn’t regard herself as so low before everyone,”" that he “never
regarded her as guilty but only as unfortunate” (70).*"" Unlike the village preacher, who
“finalized” Marie by labeling her once and for all as a fallen woman, Myshkin strives to change
Marie’s self-image by offering an alternative interpretation of her “fall,” treating it as a
misfortune and not as a sin. When Myshkin observes the village children’s cruelty and abuse of
Marie, his response is to elicit their compassion by talking to them about Marie’s misfortune and
suffering and “explaining everything to them without hiding” (70-71).*" Through his stories,
Myshkin alters the attitude of the children, who begin to pity and “love” Marie. While her
material and social situation in the village remains the same, Myshkin tells that “because of them

[...] she died almost happy. Because of them she forgot her black woe, as if she had received
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forgiveness from them, because till the very end she considered herself a great criminal”
(73). X The forgiveness is Marie’s own, and her story illustrates the power of another’s vision
and expectations to shape not only one’s relationships with others, but also one’s relationship
with oneself.

The extent to which one’s self-perception and actions are shaped by expectations of
others becomes apparent during Nastasya Filippovna’s first appearance in the novel. By this
time, she has already been introduced through other characters’ visions of her, and the moment
she enters Ganya’s apartment, we see her self-consciously confirming the negative images of her
presented earlier. Ganya was “convinced” that Nastasya Filippovna “was only seeking a chance
to shower him and his household with mockery” (107),”™ and accordingly she encourages
general Ivolgin’s foolish lies only to expose them and thus embarrass the family. Rogozhin is
determined to “buy” her from Ganya, and she shamelessly bargains with him: when he offers her
eighteen thousand, Nastasya Filippovna laughs and “with brazen familiarity” taunts him,
causing him to raise his “bid” first to forty thousand, then to a hundred (114-115).

While Nastasya Filippovna’s behavior confirms the mostly unflattering images of her
presented earlier by other characters, Myshkin’s capacity for seeing imaginatively—for
“guessing the unseen from the seen”—allows him to see through the false identities she assumes
during her odious performance:

“And you’re not even ashamed! You can’t be the way you pretended to be just
now. It’s not possible!” the prince suddenly cried out in deeply felt reproach.
Nastasya Filippovna was surprised, smiled, but, as if keeping something behind

her smile, slightly embarrassed, she glanced at Ganya and left the drawing room.
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But before she reached the front hall, she suddenly came back, quickly went up to
Nina Alexandrovna, took her hand, and brought it to her lips.

“He guessed right, in fact, I’'m not like that,” she whispered quickly, fervently,
suddenly flushing and becoming all red, and, turning around, she went out so
quickly this time that no one managed to figure out why she had come back. They
only saw that she whispered something to Nina Alexandrovna and seemed to Kiss
her hand. But Varya saw and heard everything, and in astonishment followed her
with her eyes. (117)**

Varya is immediately intrigued by the marked effect of Myshkin’s words on Nastasya
Filippovna: “You told her she was ashamed, and she suddenly changed completely. You have
influence over her, Prince” (119).%% Varya’s observation is only partially accurate, however: the
prince does not change Nastasya Filippovna, but publicly affirms her potential for kindness
which he intuits through his extraordinary psychological insight, and his recognition prompts her
to actualize this potentiality just as before Rogozhin’s and Ganya’s attitudes triggered other, less
noble impulses. “You notice things that other people never notice” (120),”*" Ganya tells
Myshkin soon after the incident, and his conversation with the prince shows how what one
notices in the other can influence what that other becomes: “I’m speaking from the heart maybe
for the first time in a whole two years,” Ganya confesses, “There are very few honest people
here. [...] Scoundrels love honest people— did you know that? And I'm... However, in what
way am | a scoundrel? Tell me in all conscience. Why do they repeat after her that ’'m a
scoundrel? And, you know, I also repeat after them and her that I’'m a scoundrel! That’s the most
scoundrelly thing of all!”” Hearing this, Myshkin replies, “I’ll never consider you a scoundrel

now,” thus affirming Ganya’s potential for an alternative identity (122). "
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This sort of influence on characters was conceived by Dostoevsky as Myshkin’s primary

“field of action,” according to his notebooks: “He restores N.F. and exerts influence over
Rogozhin. He moves Aglaya to humanity, and drives the general’s wife to distraction in her
attachment to the prince and her adoration of him. A more powerful impact on Rogozhin and his
reformation. [...] On Ganya—to agony” (204).**". Although none of Dostoevsky’s plans for
the novel can be considered definitive, these ideas certainly correspond to Myshkin’s “field of
action” in Part One, where his participation in the plot is limited to the almost uncanny influence
he exerts on other characters’ self-image. What is crucial is that this influence takes place in the
middle of a battle for control: as Sarah Young points out, two fundamental impulses govern the
characters in The Idiot: in relation to one’s own self, the impulse is to resist any image imposed
by others; in relation to others, the impulse is to control the image of others—including their
self-image. “Therefore control involves the tendency to finalize the other (in Bakhtinian terms, to
utter what claims to be the final word about the other) and to objectify them (to deny the other’s
sense of their own subjectivity) whilst simultaneously evading the others attempts to finalize and
objectify oneself” (Young 12). Because the strategies characters use to control the images of
themselves and others relate to literary activities of reading and writing, Young uses the term
scripting to describe actions and interactions among characters in the novel, which has the
following four main goals:

1. to elude the definitions others try to impose on one;

2. to establish a distinct social identity for oneself;

3. to break down other peoples’ scripts for themselves where they are in conflict

with (1) and (2);

4. to make others act according to one’s own script(s). (Young 17)
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Throughout most of Part One, Myshkin, despite his involuntary influence on the course of
events, remains outside of the scripting activity that characterizes the Petersburg social life. He
does not have an established or projected social identity to assert or resist, nor does he possess
sufficient knowledge of those he meets to undermine their scripts. What is more, he is conscious
that he has no right to control others, to impinge on their freedom of self-definition, even if it
means letting them make a mistake. Even when he resolves to go to Nastasya Filippovna’s
nameday party without an invitation, he does so without a clearly defined plan:
[...] the question: “What would he do there and why was he going?”—to this
question he was decidedly unable to find a reassuring answer. Even if it should be
possible in some way to seize an opportunity and tell Nastasya Filippovna: “Don’t
marry this man and don’t ruin yourself, he doesn’t love you, he loves your money,
he told me so himself, and Aglaya Epanchin told me, and I’ve come to tell you?”
it would hardly come out right in all respects. (134-135)*"

In every respect, Nastasya Filippovna’s nameday party at the end of Part One is a turning
point, the real beginning of the major conflicts enacted through the rest of the novel. Its purpose
for everyone involved was to bring to a desirable conclusion the scripts of the most powerful
members of this society—Totsky and general Epanchin. Nastasya Filippovna’s marriage to
Ganya, which everyone expected to be settled, would relieve Totsky of his responsibility for his
past with her, and would leave him free to marry Alexandra Epanchin, to her father’s
satisfaction. The general himself would have the freedom to court Nastasya with the implied
consent of Ganya as her husband. But Myshkin’s unexpected arrival unsettles everything.
Coming uninvited, he shows the precedence of genuine human impulse towards another over the

artificial laws of society. By this time, most of those gathered there are familiar with his general
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outlook, and his presence, his consciousness illuminates aspects of the situation that have
hitherto been unnoticed or dismissed. Everyone present has been playing and rehearsing his or
her part for such a long time that they have come to be defined by their roles. Myshkin, with his
ability to see “man in man,” resembles a child who has seen the actors in their true identity
behind the curtains and refuses to accept their stage performance. By refusing to accept what he
believes are false identities—and Nastasya Filippovna’s especially—Myshkin gives those he
comes in contact with a chance to reinvent themselves, to rewrite their scripts in a more
humane—and more responsible—manner. In this respect, his “saintly scripting” resembles the
game proposed by the clownish Ferdyschenko at the party in which the guests are requested to
tell stories about the worst acts they have committed. The game offers Totsky the last chance to
acknowledge his crime against Nastasya Filippovna, and thus relieve her of her own sense of
guilt. In the same manner, Nastasya Filippovna subjects Ganya to the test when she throws a
hundred thousand rubles into the fire and tells him the money is his if he takes it with bare hands.
But Nastasya Filippovna’s actions are ultimately a means of controlling her own her self-
perception, for the only way she can stop feeling base is by persuading herself and others that her
“fall” is the result of the baseness of others.

Myshkin, is not blind to the flaws of those around him; nevertheless, he appeals to their
positive, less self-centered and more humane side, and his acknowledgement of this side gives
others freedom to act it out. The key to Myshkin’s influence, however, lies in his lack of active
involvement in the lives of others, in his remaining outside of plot, which eliminates the threat of
control or “finalizing” that all the characters desperately try to resist. Significantly, even the main
event of the party—Myshkin’s proposal to Nastasya Filippovna —is not a result of his deliberate

intention: Myshkin does not so much propose marriage as he confirms Ferdyschenko’s words
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that the prince would marry her. Nevertheless, it is the party that inaugurates Myshkin’s entrance
into the plot and marks the beginning of his conflict, his direct engagement with other people,
and the new life he has come to seek.

While Myshkin’s marriage proposal to Nastasya Filippovna comes as a surprise,
particularly in view of his earlier claim that his condition makes it impossible for him to marry, it
is soon overshadowed by the announcement of his inheritance of a significant fortune. Up until
this point, Myshkin repeatedly eluded classification: his manners, his dress, his name and title
confused rather than pointed to a recognizable social rank. As a wealthy heir, he immediately
acquires in the eyes of others a definite, recognizable social identity which changes his relations
with them. This “recognition” and “acceptance” is signaled when everyone in the room comes to
embrace him, whereas in previous scenes Myshkin’s presence was often ignored or unnoticed.
Thus Myshkin enters the stage which he had previously observed from the distance, but as he
finally joins the cast, he forfeits the “surplus of vision” which he enjoyed from his position as an
outsider, and the creative, “consummating” power that defined his presence in Part One begins to
dissipate. The change in his relation to others is signaled immediately when Nastasya Filippovna,
comprehending the news about the inheritance and Myshkin’s proposal, suddenly turns to him
“with a menacing scowl” suspecting a joke or a mockery on his part (166).**" In the society
Myshkin thus enters, money is a source of power, a means of control, and as soon as the prince
receives a share of this power, other characters begin to treat his innocence and selflessness with
suspicion, and his vision of others, previously creative and consummating, is now perceived by
them as potentially finalizing, as an attempt to assert his own script, no matter how “noble” it

might be.
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Myshkin’s shift from an “authoring” bystander to participating character is reflected on
the level of narration.”® The generally reliable narrator of Part One remains outside of action and,
being a detached observer who permits himself occasional judgements and comments,
particularly on secondary characters, he earns the reader’s trust by occasional access to
characters’ interior lives. He employs an ironic tone when presenting the views characters have
of themselves when these views do not correspond with the views others, including the reader,
might have of them, or when reporting rumors and public opinions which the reader is not
presumed to share. For example, describing Totsky’s relationship with Nastasya Filippovna, he
gives his account from Totsky’s point of view, but the reader cannot miss the irony in the
narrator’s tone which indicates that he does not share Totsky’s bafflement over why Nastasya
Filippovna would not accept his “generous” arrangements. Like the Bakhtinian author, the
narrator of Part One has access to characters’ subjectivity and to the objective view they present
to others. Even when the narrator enters the mind of Myshkin and describes his uncertainty or
confusion, there is a sense that he, unlike the hero, knows what that “certain thought” is but
simply withholds the information, just as in the opening chapter he appears to know that the
newly-acquainted Myshkin and Rogozhin are destined to play an important role in each other’s
lives without specifying the details.

As Robin Feuer Miller notes, the narrator withholds progressively more information in
Part Two and increasingly relies on rumors for his account, which creates “a growing sense of
the narrator himself as a character in the novel” (123). As a result, it becomes increasingly harder

for the reader to rely on the narrator. This change forces the reader to take an active part in

*® For a detailed and illuminating analysis of various narrative styles employed by Dostoevsky in this novel and their
effect on the relationship between the reader in the text, see Robin Feuer Miller’s Dostoevsky and The Idiot: Author,
Narrator, and Reader (Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1981) .
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making judgements, filling-in the gaps in the plot and connecting the dots in the story. The
readers must discriminate between facts and rumors, and make their own interpretations and
assumptions based on the limited bits of information and subjective perception of the world and
of the characters. In other words, Dostoevsky uses a generally reliable, if not omniscient, narrator
in Part One to introduce the characters, but beginning with Part Two, the narrator leaves the
reader on his own. Without the guidance of the narrator, the reader must rely on impressions
instead of facts. The information we receive comes increasingly more in a dramatic form—that
is, as one would encounter it in life, or as characters themselves experience it in the novel. In this
sense, the reader, too, becomes like a character in the novel, while at the same time facing the
“authoring” duties abandoned by the narrator—that is, “‘consummating” the characters and the
novel in general in such a way that it appears “whole” and meaningful.

The tension that results from this double role—the reader as character facing the same
epistemological and moral dilemmas that the characters do, and the reader as author who must
perhaps close the book in order to gain the distance from action and examine it against the
background of his own life—mirrors Myshkin’s very own tension. The prince we encounter after
his return to St. Petersburg no longer tells stories; moreover, now it is his inarticulateness that is

frequently emphasized, including in the following passage where he himself acknowledges it:

There are certain ideas, there are lofty ideas, which | ought not to start talking
about, because I’ll certainly make everyone laugh; [...] My gestures are
inappropriate, [ have no sense of measure; my words are wrong, they don’t
correspond to my thoughts, and that is humiliating for the thoughts. And therefore
I have no right... then, too, I’'m insecure, I...I’m convinced that I cannot be

offended in this house, that I am loved more than I’m worth, but I know (I know
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for certain) that after twenty years of illness there must surely be some trace left,

so that it’s impossible not to laugh at me...sometimes...is that s0?” (342)*"

Myshkin’s speech reveals a split between his developed convictions, which are based on
his relations with the family, and his knowledge, which is based on his ability to look at himself
through the eyes of another. His interests, his life at this point are too tangled with the lives and
interests of others whom he now must regard in relation to himself. When he first arrived,
impressions were sufficient, as his only goal was merely to “get acquainted” with people. But
impressions are not a sufficient guide to action to which Myshkin’s present status compels him,
for in order to establish one’s relation to others, one must act as if one knows what one is and
what others are. Impressions, on the contrary, convey the simultaneous presence of contradictory
but equally valid potentialities and therefore inhibit such final judgments of others. Thus, for
example, when Myshkin looks at Nastasya Filippovna’s portrait in Part One, he senses in her
“boundless pride and contempt, almost hatred [...] and at the same time something trusting,
something surprisingly simplehearted” (79)**'" and cannot decide whether she is kind or not.
But when prompted to action, i.e., proposing marriage to her, Myshkin has to act on his faith that
she is, in fact, kind, that she is “perfection.” What one chooses to believe about another person is
critical. When one participates in the human scene, as opposed to merely observing and
commenting on it, as the prince had done in Part One, one not only reveals the hidden potentials
of others, but introduces new ones and triggers their actualization.

The prince is conscious of this and is frequently afraid of his thoughts, reminding himself
that he has no right to judge anyone. This change is first brought out after Myshkin’s meeting

with Rogozhin at the latter’s dark and “formless” house. Immediately after his arrival to the

station, Myshkin feels that he is being followed by Rogozhin (although he only sees “the eyes”

136



in the crowd). In the house, his attention is fixed on the brand-new garden knife on Rogozhin’s
table. Before Myshkin leaves, Rogozhin asks him to exchange crosses, then leads the prince to
his mother for a blessing, saying to her that “he was like a brother to me in Moscow” (222).)00(ix
Nevertheless, as Myshkin wanders the city streets recalling Rogozhin’s words, he cannot escape
a certain “dark thought,” “different, dark, tormenting curiosity” (227). The impression he took
from his conversation with Rogozhin is the opposite of what the facts suggest, for despite the
exchange of the crosses, he acutely feels Rogozhin’s hatred and suspects that the latter wishes, if
not intends, to murder him:
[...] if Rogozhin kills, at least he won’t kill in such a disorderly way. There won’t
be this chaos. A tool made to order from a sketch and six people laid out in
complete delirium! Does Rogozhin have a tool made from a sketch... does he
have...but...has it been decided that Rogozhin will kill?! The prince gave a sudden
start. “Isn’t it a crime, isn’t it mean on my part to make such a supposition with
such cynical frankness?” he cried out, and a flush of shame all at once flooded his
face. He was amazed, he stood as if rooted to the road. He remembered all at once
the Pavlovsk station earlier, and the Nikolaevsk station earlier, and his direct
question to Rogozhin about the eyes, and Rogozhin’s cross that he was now
wearing, and the blessing of his mother, to whom Rogozhin himself had brought
him, and that last convulsive embrace, Rogozhin’s last renunciation earlier on the
stairs— and after all that to catch himself constantly searching for something
around him, and that shopwindow, and that object . . . what meanness! And after
all that he was now going with a “special goal,” with a specific “sudden idea”!

Despair and suffering seized his whole soul. The prince immediately wanted to go
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back to his hotel; he even turned around and set off; but a minute later he stopped,
pondered, and went back the way he had been going. (228-229)*"

Despite Myshkin’s acute impression and the numerous facts supporting it, he feels
“unpardonably and dishonorably guilty” for allowing himself to think of it as truth. His
perturbing suspicion is based not only on such facts as Rogozhin’s denial of following him and
his dubious reaction to the knife, but also on various stories of murders he has been exposed to
during his stay, which force him to acknowledge that “another man’s soul is murky, and the
Russian soul is murky.” Exposed to man’s capacity for evil, he nevertheless chooses “to believe
passionately in the Russian soul,” which entails his denial, for fear of complicity, of the darker
sides of those around him. It is based on this denial that he allows Rogozhin to follow him up to
the moment of the attack,*® when, facing Rogozhin’s knife, he exclaims, “Parfyon, I don’t
believe it! ...” (234)." It remains unclear whether it is the seizure or Myshkin’s words that
prevent the murder, but after Rogozhin’s attack, Myshkin’s incipient belief in the Russian soul
takes the form of a conviction. It is as if the only way for him to avoid responsibility for someone
else’s wrongdoing is by disbelieving its possibility entirely. This, however, presents a different
problem, for by casting everyone in positive light, by excusing their faults entirely, Myshkin
denies them the responsibility for their actions which is the very mark of the freedom they all
desperately try to preserve. Thus, for example, in Part Three, Rogozhin reprimands the prince for

his clemency:

*® Young correctly interprets Myshkin’s guilt as “his own complicity in his rival’s future crime” (111), but, contrary
to Young’s reading, his decision to proceed to Nastasya Filippovna’s apartment is not meant not prove his suspicion
true, thereby provoking Rogozhin, for, but to annihilate it entirely and thus avert any harm his thoughts might have
induced.
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You write that you’ve forgotten everything and only remember your brother
Rogozhin that you exchanged crosses with, and not the Rogozhin who raised a
knife against you that time. But how should you know my feelings? [...] Maybe I
never once repented of it afterwards, and you’ve gone and sent me your brotherly
forgiveness. Maybe that evening | was already thinking about something
completely different [...]. (364-5)""

Myshkin’s passionate belief in the Russian soul, his conviction that people inflict suffering on

themselves and those around them due to their ignorance or, in Nastasya’s case, “madness,” has

a negative effect on his relationships with others. As Joseph Frank points out,
The contours of reality have here began to cloud and blur for the poor Prince, and
he finds it difficult to distinguish between what he ardently longs for and what the
true situation (as regards Rogozhin and Nastasya) really is. Under the influence of
this confusion, he convinces himself that Rogozhin would be capable of
compassion for Nastasya, despite the mountains of humiliation that she has
heaped on him as revenge for accepting his attentions. “Compassion would teach
even Rogozhin and awaken his mind. Compassion was the chief and perhaps the
only law of all human existence” The Myshkin of Part [ would certainly have
subscribed to this sentiment; but there has been no previous indication that his
outlook was a sublime illusion distorting a true vision of reality. (Miraculous
Years 326).

Although Myshkin’s vision is not as distorted as Frank presents it (after all, he is the only one

who believes in the innocence of Burdovsky, and his faith ultimately leads the latter to abandon

the nihilists and express sincere gratitude to Myshkin), what is unquestionable is that his
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conviction that there is a universal law of human existence elicits a feeling of revolt from those
whom he treats as subjects to this “law.” A vivid example of this is Ippolit’s sudden rage at the
end of the episode with the nihilists, when immediately after he confesses his longing for love
and attention of the people he professed to scorn, and for beautiful Pavlovsk nature which he
finds mocking and unjust, he is crushed with shame for his “faintheartedness:”

Suddenly Ippolit stood up, terribly pale and with a look of dreadful, despairing
shame on his distorted face. It was expressed mainly in the glance that he shot
hatefully and timorously at the gathering, and in the lost, crooked, and creeping
grin on his twitching lips. He lowered his eyes at once and trudged, swaying and
still smiling in the same way, towards Burdovsky and Doktorenko, who stood by
the terrace door: he was leaving with them.

“Well, that’s what I was afraid of !”” exclaimed the prince. “It had to be so!”
Ippolit quickly turned to him with the most furious spite, and every little line of
his face seemed to quiver and speak.

“Ah, you were afraid of that! ‘It had to be so,” in your opinion?

Know, then, that if | hate anyone here,” he screamed, wheezing, shrieking,
spraying from his mouth, “and I hate all of you, all of you!—but you, you
Jesuitical, treacly little soul, idiot, millionaire-benefactor, | hate you more than
anyone or anything in the world! [...] You’ve driven a dying man to shame, you,
you, you are to blame for my mean faintheartedness! 1’d kill you, if I stayed alive!
I don’t need your benefactions, I won’t accept anything from anybody, do you
hear, from anybody! I was delirious, and don’t you dare to triumph! ...I curse you

all now and forever!” By then he was completely out of breath.
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“Ashamed of his tears!” Lebedev whispered to Lizaveta Prokofyevna. “‘It had

to be so!” That’s the prince for you! Read right through him...” (298-9)"
Here, Myshkin again demonstrates his keen insight into the other’s heart, but he insults Ippolit
by reading him as an open book. As Rowan Williams cogently puts it, “To see the truth in
someone is not only to penetrate behind appearances to some hidden static reality. It also has to
be, if it is not to be destructive, a grasp of the processes and motors of concealment, a listening to
the specific language of the person hiding himself. It is perhaps the difference between ‘seeing
through’ someone and understanding him” (51).*” Myshkin’s “It had to be so” implies that
Ippolit follows a predictable pattern, that his actions and feelings are predetermined by the “law
of compassion” rather than an expression of his free will, and to Ippolit, who is willing to
commit suicide in defiance of the law of nature that condemns him to death, this remark is
particularly wounding. The same applies to Myshkin’s insistence on Nastasya Filippovna’s
insanity. Lebedev tells Myshkin: “She’s afraid of you, Prince, even more than of [Rogozhin], and
that’s— most wise!” (200)," and Rogozhin himself tells Myshkin “The surest thing of all is that
your pity is maybe still worse than my love!” (213).’("'i Myshkin’s conviction that Nastasya
Filippovna is mad implies that she is not in control over her actions and decisions, whereas she is
obsessed with preserving her freedom. When Lebedev describes her to Myshkin, he keeps
stressing her insistence on her freedom, which is perhaps her most defining characteristic: “She’s
still on her own. I’'m free, she says, and, you know, Prince, she stands firm on it, she says, I’'m
still completely free! [...] just yesterday she kept boasting to Nikolai Ardalionovich about her

freedom. A bad sign, sir!” (200)."" What Lebedev sees, and what Myshkin fatally refuses to

*" Rowan Williams, Dostoevsky: Language, Faith, and Fiction (Waco, TX: Baylor UP, 2008).
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acknowledge, is that like Ippolit, she is willing to commit suicide by marrying Rogozhin as an
ultimate manifestation of her freedom.

Myshkin, however, is aware that the demands of social life for which he had longed are
taking a toll on him, and he pines for the clarity of vision he possessed when he could observe
this life from a distance:

The prince was very glad to be left alone at last; he went down from the terrace,
crossed the road, and entered the park; he wanted to think over and decide about a
certain step. Yet this “step” was not one of those that can be thought over, but one
of those that precisely cannot be thought over, but simply resolved upon: he
suddenly wanted terribly to leave all this here and go back where he came from,
to some far-off, forsaken place, to go at once and even without saying good-bye to
anyone. He had the feeling that if he remained here just a few more days, he
would certainly be drawn into this world irretrievably, and this world would
henceforth be his lot. But he did not even reason for ten minutes and decided at
once that to flee was “impossible,” that it would be almost pusillanimous, that
such tasks stood before him that he now did not even have any right not to resolve
them, or at least not to give all his strength to their resolution. In such thoughts he
returned home after barely a quarter of an hour’s walk. He was utterly unhappy at
that moment. (306-307) "

It is not clear from this passage which “tasks” Myshkin envisions before him. While
many critics take it for granted that Myshkin’s main mission is to rescue and restore Nastasya
Filippovna, such interpretations tend to ignore that Myshkin had a “task” in mind way before

meeting Nastasya Filippovna: during his first visit to Epanchins, he says “I sat on the train
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thinking: ‘Now I’m going to be with people; maybe I don’t know anything, but the new life has
come.’ I decided to do my duty honestly and firmly. Maybe it will be boring and painful for me
to be with people. In the first place | decided to be polite and candid with everybody; no one can
ask more of me” (75)"™. In other words, the only preconceived “task” Myshkin arrives with is
establishing his own place among people, writing his own story, defining his duty and serving it
“honestly and firmly.” The challenge, however, as Dostoevsky presents it, is to remain loyal to
one’s own sense of selthood as well as to one’s duty before others.
In the first part of the novel, Dostoevsky presents Myshkin as a sensitive reader of others,

a reader whose moral imagination and psychological insight reveal and validate the hidden
drama unfolding behind the screen of social identities that other characters try to sustain or resist.
Beginning with the second part, Myshkin’s own drama, and the drama of those involved in it,
moves to the foreground. Partly due to his illness, partly to his impressionable mind, Myshkin is
acutely conscious of death and of the fragility and transience of life. While in Switzerland, he
had longed above all for life among people: “I kept dreaming of a big city like Naples, where it
was all palaces, noise, clatter, life... I dreamed about all kinds of things!” (59).I The view of the
village and of nature around him heightened his sense of isolation from life, which explains the
zeal with which he takes up any task presented to him:

What had tormented him was that he was a total stranger to it all. What was this

banguet, what was this great everlasting feast, to which he had long been drawn,

always, ever since childhood, and which he could never join? Every morning the

same bright sun rises; every morning there is a rainbow over the waterfall; every

evening the highest snowcapped mountain, there, far away, at the edge of the sky,

burns with a crimson flame; every “little fly that buzzes near him in a hot ray of
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sunlight participates in this whole chorus: knows its place, loves it, and is happy”;
every little blade of grass grows and is happy! And everything has its path, and
everything knows its path, goes with a song and comes back with a song; only he
knows nothing, understands nothing, neither people nor sounds, a stranger to
everything and a castaway. (422-423)"

Beginning with the second part, the prince is no longer a castaway. On the contrary, his
life is now deeply entangled with the lives of others, and he is often overwhelmed by the ongoing
feast of life which he has finally joined. Nevertheless, he is still in search of his path, of his
purpose and his place among the people, which he must discover and assert among the
competing stories in which other characters try to involve him. A. Skaftymov points out that in
The Idiot, “each of the major characters is caught in an inner struggle between his or her own
particular manifestation of egoism and a desire to overcome it in some appropriate form” (qtd. in
Frank, Miraculous Years 324). Myshkin’s struggle is determined by, on the one hand, his desire
to establish a distinct identity for himself, to leave his mark on this world, and on the other hand,
the need for self-effacement if he is to actualize his potential as an ideal other. In this respect, he
dramatizes the conflict between the law of the self and the law of humanism which Dostoevsky
describes in the famous notebook entry on the death of his first wife:

To love your neighbor as yourself, according to Christ’s commandment, is
impossible. The law of personality on earth prevents it. The | prevents it [And yet]
Christ alone was able to do it, but Christ is eternal, an eternal ideal toward which
man aspires and is bound to aspire according to nature’s law. And yet after
Christ’s appearance as an ideal of man in the flesh it became as clear as daylight

that the highest and last development of personality must (at the very end of its
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development, at the very point of achieving its goal) reach the point at which man
will find out, realize and become convinced, utterly convinced, that the greatest
use a man can make of his personality, of the fullest development of his I, is in
one way or another to destroy this I, to give himself up wholly to all and
everyone, selflessly and wholeheartedly. And that is the greatest happiness.
“Thus the law of | becomes merged into the law or humanism, and in this
union of the two both I and everyone (apparently extremes), while destroying
themselves for each other, achieve at the same time the highest goal of one’s own
individual development, each one separately.
“This is Christ’s heaven. The whole history or humanity and, to a certain
extent, of each individual is merely the development, the struggle, the aspiration
for and the achievement of this goal. (OW 305-6)"
In the same entry, Dostoevsky states that the attainment of this ideal means the end of human life
on earth, and yet it is Myshkin’s aspiration and struggle that make him a “positively beautiful
person” in the words of his creator. As Myshkin struggles to keep the balance between “the law
of the I’ and “the law of humanism,” he develops his own scripting strategy. Young calls it
“*saintly scripting’ which is aimed not at self-assertion, but at allowing the other to attain
selthood” (93-94). There is, however, an element if not of self-assertion, at least of self-
searching in Myshkin’s strategy. By allowing others to draw him into their scripts, Myshkin gets
glimpses of himself from the outside. If, as Bakhtin argues, we cannot “perceive in ourselves the
given whole of our own personality,” then in the absence of an ideal other, the closest one can
arrive at this whole is by combining the various aspects others perceive and reflect back on the

self and measuring them against one’s own sense of selfhood. As a result, the middle section of
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the novel comprises largely other characters’ inserted narratives commenting on Myshkin, and it
becomes the reader’s task to create a whole of Myshkin’s character. The task is made more
difficult because Myshkin, like Nastasya Filippovna in the opening part, is presented largely
through rumors or narratives reported by other characters. Some of them, like Keller’s article, are
obviously libelous, others, such as Aglaya’s rendition of ‘The Poor Knight,” combine irony and
admiration. Ippolit’s confession, which aims to undermine Myshkin’s ideals, simultaneously
reveals the deep affinity between him and the prince. Each of these narratives, and many rumors
surrounding Myshkin’s six-month absence, have fragments of truth and falsehood, and it is only
through the act of imaginative guessing and aesthetic consummation that the reader can construct
the whole.

While various characters, major and minor, offer their versions of Myshkin’s character,
place, and duty, it is the two beauties—Aglaya Epanchin and Nastasya Filippovna —who
represent the two appealing yet conflicting paths to the prince: the path of self-assertion and the
path of self-sacrifice. The law of humanism—his compassion for a fellow human’s suffering and
desire to alleviate it—compels him to follow Nastasya Filippovna and give himself up
completely to her each time she flees Rogozhin. When Myshkin is with Nastasya Filippovna, he
is largely effaced from the plot, and it is only through rumors or recollections that we can piece
together the incomplete picture of their relationship. His “romance” with Aglaya, on the other
hand, unfolds before the eyes of the reader (and other characters), and it gives him a sense of
belonging, placement, as well as an anticipation of future filled with personal happiness. It is
important to note that Myshkin’s “love” for Aglaya is pure in the sense that it is completely
asexual: “for him the height of bliss was the fact alone that he could again visit Aglaya without

hindrance, that he would be allowed to talk with her, sit with her, walk with her, and, who
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knows, perhaps that alone would have contented him for the rest of his life! (It was this
contentment, it seems, that Lizaveta Prokofyevna was secretly afraid of ; she had divined it; she
secretly feared many things that she did not even know how to express) (518)." There is a sense
that, like Tolstoy’s Levin in Anna Karenina, Myshkin is in love with the family. He simply
cannot imagine Aglaya without her family, and when she proposes that they elope, because she
wants to escape the “tyranny” of her family, he cannot force himself to take it seriously.

The triangle between Nastasya Filippovna, Myshkin, and Aglaya is further complicated
by the fact that Aglaya and Nastasya Filippovna themselves are torn between similar conflicting
impulses that underlie Myshkin’s predicament. Aglaya is attracted to Myshkin because she sees
him as someone who does not feel compelled to blend, who stands apart and above the
materialistic, ego-driven society and thus resembles the kind of romantic hero (or a knight) who
would allow her in turn to enact her own rebellious Romantic fantasies. She admires his
idealism, honesty, and virtue, but she also wants him to assert his “I”’ more aggressively. She
resents Myshkin’s disregard for how others perceive him, and she herself undertakes to control
and assert his image (or rather, her image of him) in public. Like others, Aglaya does it through
literary activity: her passionate rendition of Pushkin’s “Poor Knight,” during which she replaces
the initials “A.M.D.” with “N.F.B.” casting Myshkin in the role of the knight. Before reciting the
poem, she explains her “deepest respect” for the “poor knight,” “because this poem directly
portrays a man capable of having an ideal and, second, once he has the ideal, of believing in it
and, believing in it, of blindly devoting his whole life to it. That doesn’t always happen in our
time. In the poem it’s not said specifically what made up the ideal of the ‘poor knight,” but it’s
clear that it was some bright image, ‘an image of pure beauty’” (248-249)"™ While Aglaya

admires the knight’s (and the prince’s) idealism and asceticism, even more important for her are
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his heroic deeds. She concludes her explanation, “At first I didn’t understand and laughed, but
now I love the ‘poor knight’ and, above all, respect his deeds.” (249)" There is something of a
contradiction in her admiration—and in her feeling for Myshkin in general. The knight’s
asceticism lies in his absolute self-sacrifice—or self-effacement. When Adelaida and Kolya
discuss the poem as a subject for a painting, Adelaida says, “How could I paint it, and whom?
The subject says about this ‘poor knight’: ‘From his face the visor/He ne’er raised for anyone.’
What sort of face could it be, then? What should | paint— a visor? An anonymity?” (247)." But
Aglaya does not want Myshkin to be an anonymity. On the contrary, it is important for her that
others see him as a heroic figure, that he preserves a public face, and she cannot tolerate his lack
of pride. When Myshkin publicly acknowledges his awkwardness, as if forgiving others for
laughing at him, she bursts out in indignation:
“Why do you say that here?” Aglaya suddenly cried. “Why do you say it to them?
To them! To them! [...] There’s no one here who is worth such words! [...] No
one, no one here is worth your little finger, or your intelligence, or your heart!
You’re more honest than all of them, nobler than all of them, better than all of
them, kinder than all of them, more intelligent than all of them! There are people
here who aren’t worthy of bending down to pick up the handkerchief you’ve just
dropped...Why do you humiliate yourself and place yourself lower than everyone
else? Why have you twisted everything in yourself, why is there no pride in you?”
3 42)Ivii
Nastasya Filippovna is also torn between the two competing scripts for the prince, just as
she is torn between a desire to be restored to life and a desire to punish herself. Her punishment

consists in giving up her dream, which she has cherished ever since she became Totsky’s
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concubine as a teenager, of being loved for herself, of being absolved of all the guilt that poisons
her. Rogozhin for her is at once a proof of her fall, and, with his jealousy and violent temper, the
tool of punishment. But by sacrificing her chance for happiness, she seeks more than
punishment. She sees it as an opportunity to realize her own potential for goodness, for she does
not simply give up Myshkin, after his first proposal and on other occasions, but gives him up to
Aglaya. In many ways, it is her scripting that is responsible for Myshkin’s “romance” with
Aglaya. Although Myshkin has warm feelings for Aglaya from the beginning (he sends her a
note from Moscow in which he expresses his need for her and his wish to be in her thoughts),
these feelings were never romantic. It is only after others—first Nastasya Filippovna in her
letters to Aglaya, then Aglaya herself and the Epanchin family with her—Dbegin to see him as a
suitor that Myshkin finds it conceivable. But side by side with this longing for self-sacrifice there
is a contrary, vindictive force that urges Nastasya Filippovna to embrace the opportunity
Myshkin offers her and thus triumph over the society that allowed for and perpetuated her
suffering.

These inner conflicts—Myshkin’s, Nastasya Filippovna’s, and Aglaya’s—come to a
disastrous culmination during the critical face-off between the two women in Part Four. What
we witness during this critical meeting is the struggle for control, and the real victim of this
struggle is the prince himself. At this point in the novel, Myshkin is engaged to Aglaya, which is
exactly what both women worked for. But although the engagement is a part in both Aglaya’s
and Nastasya Filippovna’s scripts, each woman wants to ensure that it is she, and not her rival,
who is responsible for this course of events. In other words, the rivalry between Aglaya and
Nastasya Filippovna is not over the prince himself, but over authorship of what both women

deem is the right story for him. Their desire for control overshadows whatever consideration they
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have for the man they love and respect, and it is then that the prince must make a choice.
Contrary to popular interpretation, Myshkin does not “choose” Nastasya Filippovna, and as his
conversation with prince Sch. later shows, he never gives up Aglaya. In fact, he responds to
Aglaya’s suffering first, and remains by Nastasya Filippovna’s side only when she physically
prevents him from leaving: “The prince also ran [after Aglaya], but arms seized him on the
threshold. Nastasya Filippovna’s stricken, distorted face looked at him point-blank, and her blue
lips moved, saying: ‘After her? After her?...” (572).'\'iii
Myshkin ends up with Nastasya Filippovna almost against his will, overcome by the

force of her suffering, in which his own self is completely dissolved, but the numbness this self-
annihilation brings is hardly the paradise Dostoevsky invokes in his diary, nor does it appear like
the highest use Myshkin could make of his “I.” Myshkin instinctively consoles Nastasya,
laughing when she laughs and weeping at her tears, yet his extreme empathy lacks the
restorative, transformative power manifested earlier. By denying his selfhood completely,
Myshkin ceases to be of any use: instead, he is merely duplicating the suffering. As Bakhtin puts
it,

The life situation of a suffering human being that is really experienced from

within may prompt me to perform an ethical action, such as providing assistance,

consolation, or cognitive reflection. But in any event my projection of myself into

him must be followed by a return into myself, a return to my own place outside

the suffering person, for only from this place can the material derived from my

projecting myself into the other be rendered meaningful ethically, cognitively, or

aesthetically. If this return into myself did not actually take place, the pathological
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phenomenon of experiencing another’s suffering as one’s own would result—an
infection with another’s suffering, and nothing more. (Art 26)

“Nothing more,” or “nothing anymore” is what best describes Myshkin from this moment on,
including the striking scene when Rogozhin and Myshkin spend the night by Nastasya’s body
after the murder, where Myshkin is little more than Rogozhin’s shadow and suffering double.
Hence the impression of which Dostoevsky writes in his notebook: “everything he might have
done and undertaken perishes with him...”™ (193), and then again, “Everything that would have
been developed in the Prince is extinguished in the tomb. And therefore showing step by step the
Prince in a field of action will be enough™™ (203-4%%).

As in Notes from the Underground, Dostoevsky presents here the discrepancy between
“the field of action” and the character’s potentials ( “everything that would have been developed
in the Prince”). This results in Myshkin’s failure to actualize himself as a hero, hence
“everything he might have done and undertaken perishes with him...”™ (193). While Myshkin
failed on his heroic quest to save Nastasya Filippovna and transform the world into a better
place, and most of the characters “are living as before [and] have changed little”™" (612), the
influence he exerted through his “authorial” position in Part One continues to operate even after
he falls back into insanity. It is when Myshkin was functioning as an artist—as someone who
presented his unique vision through images and impressions—that he was able at once to possess
his vision and to affect others. Paradoxically, the people who benefit most from his vision in the
end are those with whom he was least directly involved: Evgeny Pavlovich, who has arranged for
Myshkin’s care and who frequently visits him at Schneider’s facility, and the young Kolya

Ivolgin and Vera Lebedeva. The strange and unexpected relationship between these three

8 Translation emended.
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characters is hinted at by Dostoevsky in his letter to Maikov: “If there are readers of The Idiot,
then perhaps they will be somewhat astonished by the unexpected ending; but, having given it
some thought, they will of course agree that this was the right way to end it” (SS, 15:388).7
This budding relationship based on genuine feelings of friendship and intimacy shared through
letters between previously unrelated characters presents an alternative to relationships based on
profit and egoism which have dominated the novel, and the fact that these characters have come
together on the prince’s account suggests that Myshkin has been able to sow the seeds of which
Ippolit had spoken so passionately in his confession: “all your thoughts, all the seeds you have
sown, which you may already have forgotten, will take on flesh and grow; what was received
from you will be passed on to someone else. And how do you know what share you will have in
the future outcome of human destiny?”'XiV (404-405). This also echoes Dostoevsky’s note: “The
Prince only touched their lives. [...] But wherever he touched - everywhere he left an
ineffaceable trace™™ (193).49 Yet as they carry on Myshkin’s vision, Kolya, Evgeny Pavlovich
and Vera show signs of certain distance from the external world: Kolya’s mother “fears for him
because he is too thoughtful for his years” (612), a suggestions that he spends too much time in
reflection; Evgeny Pavlovich “has gone abroad, intends to stay in Europe for a very long time,
and candidly calls himself ‘a completely superfluous man in Russia” (613), and his warm,
intimate relationship with Vera Lebedeva takes the form of writing.
4.2 The Wings of the Dove

In The Wings of the Dove, one of his most ethically charged works, James, like

Dostoevsky in The Idiot, tests the possibility of ideal self-other relationships that accommodate

individual will and self-integrity with the demands of society in which wealth, power, and social

* Translation emended.
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status take precedence over more humane values, and where “the working and the worked were
[...] the parties to every relation” (333). The opening scene of James’s novel, in which Kate
Croy waits impatiently for her shady but enigmatic father in order to propose a deal to him,
vividly captures the novel’s central tensions and concerns. Merle A. Williams, for instance,
insightfully observes that “the slow uncoiling of the very first sentence, ‘She waited, Kate
Croy...” points at once to James’s preoccupation with the issue of identity. Personal identity,
rather than emerging ready-made and complete, has to be examined and established” (90).° The
ensuing conversation between a father and a daughter focuses on the first of the many bargains in
the book: if Kate, who is virtually penniless, cuts all relations with her father, her wealthy aunt,
Maud Lowder, will take care of her and presumably will arrange for her a very promising
marriage. This is the first “offer to exchange moral for practical benefit” in the novel (Bell 292),
and Kate’s father encourages her to leave aside all moral scruples and extract as much practical
and financial value from her situation as she can. Kate’s “hesitation amid the shabby furnishings
of her father’s dreary flat sets the tone for a variety of conflicts that are to develop,” including
“the need to reconcile competing loyalties to other people, while also allowing due weight to
one’s own integrity of existence, and the constant chafing of private desires against social
requirements” (M. A. Williams 92). But perhaps even more central to the novel’s interlinked
ethical and aesthetic concerns is the problem of knowing the other—what Iser calls “man’s
invisibility to man,” and what Myshkin expresses with the popular Russian proverb, “the soul of
another is darkness.” This “darkness” confronts the characters whether they seek to use others as
a means of attaining their own egoistic, “practical” aims, or genuinely wish to respond ethically

to another person. Kate’s visit to her father encompasses both: she wishes to assert her family

%0 Merle A. Williams, Henry James and the Philosophical Novel (New York: Cambridge UP, 2009).
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loyalty even at the cost of material advantage provided by her aunt, and at the same time she
openly pursues a more “selfish” goal of ensuring her freedom to be with Merton Densher.

Iser posits that “in all our interpersonal relationships [...] we react as if we knew how our
partners experienced us; we continually form views of their views and then act as if our views of
their views were realities” (The Act of Reading 165). By presenting Kate’s father—the heroine’s
closest blood relation whom she gives up the hope of ever “knowing”—the novel immediately
questions the possibility of going beyond the “as if”” in our knowledge of the other. Several pages
are devoted to Lionel Croy, and yet these pages convey no information about the man or about
the mysterious dishonor he brought upon his family: “his folly and cruelty and wickedness”
remain unnamed. The dominant impression of him is one of being impossible to make out, and
Kate’s sentiment, “I don’t know you, father” (223), is shared by the reader. As if to emphasize
this further, Kate’s parting remark reiterates the same idea: “She turned her handsome quiet face
upon him at such length that it might indeed have been for the last time. ‘I don’t know what
you’re like,”” to which Lionel Croy responds, “ ‘No more do I, my dear. I’ve spent my life in
trying in vain to discover. Like nothing—more’s the pity. If there had been many of us and we
could have found each other out there’s no knowing what we mightn’t have done. But it doesn’t
matter now. Good-bye, love.” He looked even not sure of what she would wish him to suppose
on the subject of a kiss, yet also not embarrassed by his uncertainty” (229). Thus the father and
the daughter share at least one critical trait: they both accept the “uncertainty” surrounding the
other, and as the novel unfolds, Kate, like her father, will learn to use this uncertainty to her own
advantage.

The same cannot be said of Kate’s older sister, Marian. Like Lionel Croy, Marian

believes that it is Kate’s duty to “work™ Aunt Maud’s interest in her and thus rescue her, Marian,
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from poverty in which her husband had left her and her children at his death. “I can’t imagine,”
Marian reprimands Kate, “how you can think of anything else in the world but the horrid way
we’re situated” (240). It is not, however, the unscrupulous egoism of her sister’s words that stirs
up Kate’s indignation, but her assumption of complete knowledge of Kate’s thoughts and
feelings: “And, pray, how do you know [...] anything about my thoughts? It seems to me I give
you sufficient proof of how much I think of you. I don’t really, my dear, know what else you’ve
to do with!” (240). Kate’s retort suggests that appearances in the world of this novel are at once
everything (“what else you’ve to do with!”) and nothing, in so far as they can be controlled or
even dissimulated. Like the face in The Idiot, which is at once a mask that hides and a mirror that
reflects the inner depths of character, appearances in The Wings of the Dove are at once walls
that isolate individuals and gateways to their souls.
James evokes the image of the wall describing, from Kate’s perspective, the first
encounter between herself and Densher and the lovers’ interest in getting to know each other.
It wasn’t, in a word, simply that their eyes had met; other conscious organs,
faculties, feelers had met as well, and when Kate afterwards imaged to herself the
sharp deep fact she saw it, in the oddest way, as a particular performance. She had
observed a ladder against a garden-wall and had trusted herself so to climb it as to
be able to see over into the probable garden on the other side. On reaching the top
she had found herself face to face with a gentleman engaged in a like calculation
at the same moment, and the two enquirers had remained confronted on their
ladders. The great point was that for the rest of that evening they had been
perched—they had not climbed down; and indeed during the time that followed

Kate at least had had the perched feeling—it was as if she were there aloft without
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a retreat. A simpler expression of all this is doubtless but that they had taken each
other in with interest... . (251)
Unlike previous examples, this metaphor depicts an attempt to transcend the boundary that
separates two people from each other, but while the image of two lovers “perched” on the ladder
face-to-face suggests a promise of a genuine human bond, the fact remains that the garden on the
other side—the other’s inner world—is inaccessible, and only the face of the other is
immediately visible.

As the focus of the novel—and its narrative center-of-consciousness—shifts to Milly,
the question of interpersonal knowledge becomes even more central, for Milly, like Myshkin, is
a stranger in search of meaningful human relationships. Accordingly, the entire conversation
between Lord Mark and Milly during the dinner offered by Mrs. Lowder to honor her American
guests is devoted to the possibility of knowing the other, and Lord Mark appears as a more
refined (and, of course, English) version of Dostoevsky’s Mr. know-it-all, Lebedev. Milly’s
attention and imagination is immediately captured by Kate Croy, “the great reality,” “the
handsome girl” who “would indulge in incalculable movements that might interfere with one’s
tour” (313). While Milly is interested in individual persons, primarily “by the commanding
character” of Mrs. Lowder and Kate (313), Lord Mark’s account suggests a complete disregard
of the individual. In response to Milly’s curiosity about Mrs. Lowder’s niece and guests, he
explains “that there was no such thing to-day in London as saying where any one was. Every one
was everywhere—nobody was anywhere” (313). He confesses, with a tinge of irritability and
regret, that he cannot “give a name of any sort or kind to their hostess’s ‘set,”” that is, to “place”
it within the social hierarchy. “Was it a set at all, or wasn’t it,” he continues, “and were there not

really no such things as sets in the place any more?—was there anything but the groping and
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pawing, that of the vague billows of some great greasy sea in mid-Channel, of masses of
bewildered people trying to ‘get’ they didn’t know what or where?” (313). The image evoked by
Lord Mark echoes the scene at the railway station at the beginning of The Idiot in which people
are presented as a mass moving without direction, lost and disconnected, and suggests the same
atmosphere of chaos and lack of clarity. Milly observes that “he spoke as if he had given them
up from too much knowledge. He was thus at the opposite extreme from herself, but, as a
consequence of it, also wandering and lost” (313).

With this conversation, James introduces the difference between various kinds of
interpersonal knowledge, as Dostoevsky did in the beginning of his novel. For Lord Mark, as for
Dostoevsky’s Lebedev, knowledge amounts to facts—particularly those facts that establish one’s
social identity and rank; and Milly finds herself surprised “by his visibly knowing, having known
from afar off, that she was a stranger and an American, and by his none the less making no more
of it than if she and her like were the chief of his diet” (315). Like Marian, who presumes to
know Kate’s thoughts and feeling, Lord Mark strikes Milly as certain in his a priori knowledge
of her:

He took her, kindly enough, but imperturbably, irreclaimably, for granted, and it
wouldn’t in the least help that she herself knew him, as quickly, for having been
in her country and threshed it out. There would be nothing for her to explain or
attenuate or brag about; she could neither escape nor prevail by her strangeness;
he would have, for that matter, on such a subject, more to tell her than to learn
from her. She might learn from him why she was so different from the handsome
girl—which she didn’t know, being merely able to feel it; or at any rate might

learn from him why the handsome girl was so different from her. (315)
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As the conversation unfolds, we get the first glimpse of Milly’s mode of knowledge, particularly
knowledge of other people, which, as we shall see, resembles that of Dostoevsky’s prince in
several key respects. “You all here know each other—I see that—so far as you know anything,”
she tells Lord Mark, ““You know what you’re used to, and it’s your being used to it—that, and
that only—that makes you. But there are things you don’t know.” When her interlocutor points
out that he takes “all the pains” and “run[s] about the world to leave nothing unlearned,” she
rejoins, “You’re blasé, but you’re not enlightened. You’re familiar with everything, but
conscious really of nothing. What I mean is that you’ve no imagination” (321-322)

The idea that habit saps vitality from life, the juxtaposition of familiarity, or taking
things for granted, and conscious experience, are questions that both Dostoevsky and James keep
coming back to in their fiction, criticism, and personal writing. We have already seen that for
both writers, one of the greatest values of art and imagination lies in its capacity to “undo” the
deadening effects of habit. In this sense, art teaches us how to look in the same manner as
Myshkin does during his first visit to Epanchins. Milly’s remark to lord Mark can be seen in the
same light, and her “imaginative” seeing is presented as an alternative to passive, habitual
perception. But in this novel, James, like Dostoevsky in The Idiot, is particularly concerned with
the relationship between imagination and the ethics of interpersonal relationships. Lord Mark’s
lack of imagination is not just a minor flaw that prevents him from experiencing the world richly
and consciously. It has a “deadening” effect on others, which Milly immediately senses with
terror:

she accepted almost helplessly—she surrendered so to the inevitable in it—being
the sort of thing, as he might have said, that he at least thoroughly believed he

had, in going about, seen enough of for all practical purposes [...] and she was
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more and more sharply conscious of having—as with the door sharply slammed
upon her and the guard’s hand raised in signal to the train—been popped into the
compartment in which she was to travel for him. (318)

Lord Mark’s “placement” of Milly, his finalizing view of her instills a real terror in her: “She
wished to get away from him, or indeed, much rather, away from herself so far as she was
present to him” (322). The fear that passes over her under Lord Mark’s deadening vision is
related, as will subsequently be revealed, to her fear of death, for the box in which he places her
might as well be a coffin.

In “The Art of Fiction,” James writes extensively about the value of artistic imagination.
One example in particular can help us understand the relationship between imagination and
interpersonal relationships in The Wings of the Dove. There, James relates a story about Anne
Thackeray Ritchie, who was praised for her very realistic portrayal of French Protestant youth in
her first novel:
She had been asked where she learned so much about this recondite being, she
had been congratulated on her peculiar opportunities. These opportunities
consisted in her having once, in Paris, as she ascended a staircase, passed an open
door where, in the household of a pasteur, some of the young Protestants were
seated at table round a finished meal. The glimpse made a picture; it lasted only a
moment, but that moment was experience. She had got her impression, and she
evolved her type. She knew what youth was, and what Protestantism; she also had
the advantage of having seen what it was to be French; so that she converted these
ideas into a concrete image and produced a reality. Above all, however, she was

blessed with the faculty which when you give it an inch takes an ell, and which
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for the artist is a much greater source of strength than any accident of residence or

of place in the social scale. (LC 1:52-53)
The faculty to which James refers is imagination, “The power to guess the unseen from the seen,
to trace the implication of things, to judge the whole piece by the pattern, the condition of feeling
life, in general, so completely that you are well on your way to knowing any particular corner of
it” (LC 1:53). In this example, imagination takes Ritchie from impression to actual (and, as
everyone confirms, accurate) knowledge of her human subject. James uses Ritchie’s story as an
example of an artist taking “the faintest hints of life” and “converting the very pulses of the air
into revelations,” but it can also serve as a model for interpersonal relationships as they are
represented in The Wings of the Dove. Ritchie’s position at the threshold from which she
observes the young Protestants is similar to the position of one person in relation to another: in
both cases, only a partial picture is observable, and the visible side implies other, invisible sides.
It is the function of the imagination to construct the whole by supplying the “missing” parts—by
filling in the gap in our knowledge of the other. This is precisely what Milly does when Mrs.
Lowder asks her to find out from Kate whether Densher has returned to London. Milly uses her
“power to guess the unseen from the seen, to trace the implication of things” to find the answer
without asking Kate, much in the way Ritchie learns everything she needs about the Protestant
youth without crossing the threshold of their household:

The conscious eyes, the added advantage were but those she had now always at

command—those proper to the person Milly knew as known to Merton Densher.

It was for several seconds again as if the total of her identity had been that of the

person known to him—a determination having for result another sharpness of its

own. Kate had positively but to be there just as she was to tell her he had come
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back. It seemed to pass between them in fine without a word that he was in

London, that he was perhaps only round the corner; and surely therefore no

dealing of Milly’s with her would yet have been so direct. (395-396)
Imagination, therefore, is essential to making sense of the other, just as it is necessary for Ritchie
to compose a story about the Protestant youth. Interpersonal relations are in this respect a
creative process in which one consciousness composes a story about another. In fact, all
interactions between characters in The Wings of the Dove are modeled on such literary activity:
the other to the self is what the protestant youth is to Richie. To interact with others is to see
them in a certain light, in a certain setting, and in a certain plot—in other words, to write a story
for them. It is therefore not surprising that Milly manifests some key qualities associated with the
Jamesian artist—and with the narrator of The Wings of the Dove.

Like the narrator, who presents Milly through the impressions she makes on others,

Milly draws the portrait of her friend based on the various aspects Kate reveals in relation to
those surrounding her—Mrs. Lowder, Lord Mark, Densher, her sister. In the preface, James
announces his dislike for dealing with characters directly, preferring, instead, indirect
presentation through the eyes and thoughts of others. This method not only allows James to stay
“behind the scenes” and avoid the “muffled majesty of irresponsible ‘authorship,” but also to
examine and illuminate his subject from multiple perspectives. What links Milly to Myshkin is
her ability to enter the point of view of another, thereby enriching her own vision with otherwise
hidden aspects of reality. It is what Bakhtin would call an authorial position, and the multiplicity
of perspectives incorporated into Milly’s vision provide that “surplus of vision” which Bakhtin

associates with the creative, consummating consciousness of the “author.”
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Like Myshkin, Milly is aware that there is always more than one side to any medal, and
to know, for her, involves shifting one’s position relative to the object of study. Beginning with
their first meeting, Milly is curious about Kate, and her quest for knowledge compells her to
distance herself. The passage quoted above is not the first instance when Milly, like James,
studies Kate “indirectly,” that is, by looking at her through the eyes of another. Earlier in the
novel, when she finds out from her companion Susan Stringham that Kate Croy knows Densher,
she tries to see Kate from Densher’s point of view and discovers a certain side of Kate’s
character that hitherto remained hidden from her:

Milly found herself seeing Kate, quite fixing her, in the light of the knowledge
that it was a face on which Mr. Densher’s eyes had more or less familiarly rested
and which, by the same token, had looked, rather more beautifully than less, into
his own. She pulled herself up indeed with the thought that it had inevitably
looked, as beautifully as one would, into thousands of faces in which one might
one’s self never trace it; but just the odd result of the thought was to intensify for
the girl that side of her friend which she had doubtless already been more
prepared than she quite knew to think of as the “other,” the not wholly calculable.
It was fantastic, and Milly was aware of this; but the other side was what had, of a
sudden, been turned straight toward her by the show of Mr. Densher’s
propinquity. She hadn’t the excuse of knowing it for Kate’s own, since nothing
whatever as yet proved it particularly to be such. Never mind; it was with this
other side now fully presented that Kate came and went, kissed her for greeting
and for parting, talked, as usual, of everything but—as it had so abruptly become

for Milly—the thing. (340-341)
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This passage encapsulates Milly’s mode of knowing the other, whereby she sees the individual
not as a static and one-dimensional identity, but as something that, like reality described by
James, “has a myriad forms,” depending on who looks at it and from what angle. This way of
seeing the other links Milly to Myshkin, whose descriptions of Nastasya Filippovna’s face and of
the convict on the way to a beheading also combine multiple perspectives. But Milly’s thoughts
immediately following her “discovery” of “the other” Kate capture another important theme.
Milly becomes aware of “her own possible betrayals and begins to wonder “if the matter hadn’t
mainly been that she herself was so ‘other,” so taken up with the unspoken.” She would like to
see her idea confirmed or rejected by Kate, but decides that “Kate would never—and not from ill
will nor from duplicity, but from a sort of failure of common terms—reduce it to such a one’s
comprehension or put it within her convenience” (341). Here, Milly’s consciousness becomes a
stage on which the interplay of knowledge and self-knowledge, discovery and self-discovery,
unfolds, and this essential interdependency of the two explains why Dostoevsky and James stress
so rigorously the necessity of interaction between individual consciousness and the external
world. Paul Armstrong provides an illuminating analysis of this process based on the example of
Ritchie’s story in James’s essay:
To the extent that Ritchie’s impression explicates her prior stores of experience, it
is not only an act of perception; it is also, at the same time, an act of self-
examination. By drawing on her own resources to complete the scene before her,
she thematizes and brings into the open aspects of herself that may have hitherto
been unformulated and unrecognized. Imaginative acts of seeing are thus for
James one way of transforming unreflective experience into conscious awareness.

Ritchie’s story implies that the challenge of understanding others can lead to
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growth in self-understanding. As we shall see with Isabel Archer and Maggie

Verver, for whom unexpected impressions of their spouses give rise to more

explicit and extensive self-recognition than Ritchie achieves, the act of knowing

becomes an occasion for self-knowledge when indeterminacies and anomalies

compel the perceiver to turn inward to examine his or her own consciousness and

memory. Consciousness is never far from self-consciousness for James. (44)
This relationship between imagination, seeing and self-examination is what compels both
Myshkin and Milly to seek the society of people in spite of the pitfalls they sense in the process.
But in addition to offering the opportunity for self-examination and self-reflection, the other is
important for the perspective he or she can provide on oneself. When Milly observes Kate, she
not only grows conscious of what makes her perceive the way she does, but also wants to see
herself through another’s eyes, wants to see in Kate either a confirmation or denial of her own
self-image that evolves in the process. If the first stage (self-examination) is characteristic of
only the select characters in The Wings of the Dove, the second (confirmation of one’s self-image
by another) lies at the heart of all major relationships and conflicts in the novel.

The propensity of Jamesian characters to see each other in literary terms has been long
noted by critics of The Wings of the Dove: ** Densher admiringly calls Kate “a whole library of
the unknown,” an “uncut volume,” whereas Milly, herself seen by Susan as a romantic heroine,
pictures Kate as a heroine in the realist Victorian novel, and throughout the novel, the verb
“read” or “read into” is repeatedly used to describe communication between the characters.
Equally important, however, is that while characters “read” and “write” stories about those

around them, they also show awareness of being interpreted, studied, and “scripted” by others;

%! See, for example, Millicent Bell’s insightful analysis in The Meaning of Henry James (314-323).
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and because this is the world of “the working and the worked,” their survival, their integrity
depends on their ability to control the self-image they project and thus exercise authority over the
stories others write about them. One’s self-image—one’s place in society in relation to others—
can only be asserted through the confirmation by others (just as Richie’s portrayal of the
Protestant youth can be deemed realistic only when her readers proclaim it as such). This is what
being worked means in this society. What you are is what others make of you. This is the only
way for characters to feel that the identity they project is legitimate. For all the ostensible
superficiality of Lancaster Gate, this is not the world of masks and dissimulation: all characters
strive to live, not merely play the part they choose for themselves. Thus, for example, Mrs.
Lowder wants to be aristocracy—it is not enough for her to live like one, and she “works” Kate
and Lord Mark to add a title to her fortune; Lord Mark, in turn, wants a fortune to match his title,
and attempts to “work” Milly by undermining Kate’s and Densher’s plot. As characters shuffle
their roles as readers of others and as writers of their own stories, narrating and plotting become
the basis of interpersonal relations in The Wings of the Dove, where, like Dostoevsky, James
emphasizes the collaborative nature of such life-writing, which is precisely what Sarah Young
distinguishes as the most remarkable feature of The Idiot. James himself mentions collaboration
as one of the key elements of Milly’s story in his preface to the novel: “her impulse to wrest
from her shrinking hour still as much of the fruit of life as possible, [...] this longing can take
effect only by the aid of others” and “their participation (appealed to, entangled and coerced as
they find themselves) becomes their drama too” (LC 2:1287). In the preface, James devotes
considerable attention to the interdependency of individual life-stories or dramas in the novel:
[Milly] would meanwhile wish, moreover, all along, to live for particular things,

she would found her struggle on particular human interests, which would
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inevitably determine, in respect to her, the attitude of other persons, persons
affected in such a manner as to make them part of the action. If her impulse to
wrest from her shrinking hour still as much of the fruit of life as possible, if this
longing can take effect only by the aid of others, their participation (appealed to,
entangled and coerced as they find themselves) becomes their drama too—that of
their promoting her illusion, under her importunity, for reasons, for interests and
advantages, from motives and points of view, of their own. Some of these
promptings, evidently, would be of the highest order—others doubtless mightn’t;
but they would make up together, for her, contributively, her sum of experience,
represent to her somehow, in good faith or in bad, what she should have known.
Somehow, too, at such a rate, one would see the persons subject to them drawn in
as by some pool of a Lorelei—see them terrified and tempted and charmed;
bribed away, it may even be, from more prescribed and natural orbits, inheriting
from their connexion with her strange difficulties and still stranger opportunities,
confronted with rare questions and called upon for new discriminations. (LC
2:1289-90)
The concept of “scripting” which Young uses to describe the interactive nature of narratorial
activity in The Idiot is equally fitting and illuminating when applied to various “plots” through
which characters of The Wings of the Dove participate in Milly’s drama, revealing their own
dependence on the aid of others and their participation as they try to enact their stories. In
James’s novel, as in Dostoevsky’s, characters’ attempts to establish a desirable social identity for
themselves are invariably threatened when others try to impose other, frequently false or

inadequate roles on them. Scripting as a strategy is introduced almost immediately via Kate’s
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dilemma in the beginning of the novel and her resolution to overcome it. As she awaits her father

in the opening scene, she reflects on her family history:
Her father’s life, her sister’s, her own, that of her two lost brothers—the whole
history of their house had the effect of some fine florid voluminous phrase, say
even a musical, that dropped first into words and notes without sense and then,
hanging unfinished, into no words nor any notes at all. Why should a set of people
have been put in motion, on such a scale and with such an air of being equipped
for a profitable journey, only to break down without an accident, to stretch
themselves in the wayside dust without a reason? (218)

Kate is resolved to take authorship into her own hands, to give her story the meaning that
would satisfy her: “She hadn’t given up yet, and the broken sentence, if she was the last word,
would end with a sort of meaning” (219). But this is not an easy task in the world characterized
by contending plots: her father, her sister, and her aunt, each have a story for her. Kate’s father
urges Kate to use Aunt Maud, and believes himself useful to his daughter, for by rejecting him
Kate can gain her aunt’s trust and, with it, her money: “Your duty as well as your chance, if
you’re capable of seeing it, is to use me. Show family feeling by seeing what I’'m good for. If
you had it as I have it you’d see I’'m still good—well, for a lot of things. There’s in fact, my dear,
[...] a coach-and-four to be got out of me” (30). The scripts of Lionel Croy, Aunt Maude, Mrs.
Condrip, and finally of Kate herself are propelled by specific, materialistic goal: Aunt Maude
seeks entrance into higher society, Mrs. Condrip hopes to improve her financial situation through
Kate, and Kate herself does not want to give up anything—she wants to have the man she loves

and the material comfort of Lancaster Gate.
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Kate’s script, however, is more complex. As we have seen in the opening chapter, she
was initially willing to give up Lancaster Gate. Her plot is motivated not by the fear of privation,
but by her desire for authorship, by her desire to assert herself fully and without compromise. In
many ways, she resembles Nastasya Filippovna, in so far as she is also the object of exchange
placed in Aunt Maude’s shop-window. She wants freedom, and she is acutely aware that
freedom requires money. And James justifies her desire by portraying her made for life, and yet
entangled in other people’s constricting plots for her: “There was no such misfortune, or at any
rate no such discomfort, she further reasoned, as to be formed at once for being and for seeing.
You always saw, in this case something else than what you were, and you got in consequence
none of the peace of your condition” (239). In the context in which these thoughts appear,
“something else than what you were” is really “something else than what you were” to others—
to “Her haunting harassing father, her menacing uncompromising aunt, her portionless little
nephews and nieces” and, especially Marian, whose script for Kate is perhaps the most narrowly
prescribed:

Kate’s most constant feeling about her was that she would make her, Kate, do
things; and always, in comfortless Chelsea, at the door of the small house the
small rent of which she couldn’t help having on her mind, she fatalistically asked
herself, before going in, which thing it would probably be this time. She noticed
with profundity that disappointment made people selfish; she marvelled at the
serenity—it was the poor woman’s only one—of what Marian took for granted:
her own state of abasement as the second-born, her life reduced to mere
inexhaustible sisterhood. She existed in that view wholly for the small house in

Chelsea; the moral of which moreover, of course, was that the more you gave
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yourself the less of you was left. There were always people to snatch at you, and it

would never occur to them that they were eating you up. They did that without

tasting. (238-239)
In Marian’s selfish script, “It was through Kate that Aunt Maud should be worked, and nothing
mattered less than what might become of Kate in the process. Kate was to burn her ships in short,
so that Marian should profit” (239). Aunt Maude, in turn, has her own plans for Kate. Kate
describes her as “ineffaceably stamped by inscrutable nature and a dreadful art” (400), and at one
point Densher cannot help thinking of Kate as an actress managed and directed by Mrs. Lowder,
and of himself “relegated to mere spectatorship, a paying place in front, and one of the most
expensive” (440). Like Marian, who cannot admit that Kate’s interests may differ from her own,
Aunt Maude presupposes that Kate’s interest coincides with hers. Her script for Kate involves
marrying her to a nobleman so that she herself can enter the high society. Like Marian, she does
not think of her actions as manipulation, for she simply refuses to believe that Kate may have a
different vision of happiness and success. Kate, however, is acutely aware of being objectified:
“I am,” she tells Milly, “on the counter, when I’m not in the shop-window; in and out of which
I’m thus conveniently, commercially whisked: the essence, all of it, of my position, and the
price, as properly, of my aunt’s protection” (400).

While the examples discussed above link scripting to objectification of the other, they
simultaneously suggest that conscious involvement in other people’s scripts can set off the
process of self-discovery and thus enrich one’s own sense of selfthood, for these scripts present a
view of oneself from the outside, a view a person can never have of oneself. Thus Kate regards
Mrs. Lowder’s scripting with curiosity rather than revolt, for she senses in it the possibility to

discover her own value. “You may ask,” she says after explaining to Milly her position in
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Lancaster Gate, “what in the world I have to give; and that indeed is just what I’'m trying to
learn. There must be something, for her to think she can get it out of me. She will get it—trust
her; and then I shall see what it is; which | beg you to believe I should never have found out for
myself” (333). Kate’s curiosity proves to be contagious, as Milly, in her turn, becomes eager to
know what plans Mrs. Lowder has for her. Similarly, Densher is genuinely interested in what
Mrs. Lowder makes of him. “I was really curious, you see,” he tells Kate after his visit to Mrs.
Lowder, “to find out from her what sort of queer creature, what sort of social anomaly, in the
light of such conventions as hers, such an education as mine makes one pass for” (276-277).
When Kate asks why Densher would care for Lowder’s opinion of him, he says that he is
interested in her as a public mind: “for a man of my trade, her views, her spirit, are essentially a
thing to get hold of: they belong to the great public mind that we meet at every turn and that we
must keep setting up ‘codes’ with” (277). But he confesses that he also wants “to please her
personally,” that is, not as Kate’s suitor, but in his own right. Mrs. Lowder’s view thus has a
larger importance for him. Insecure as he is, and unplaced, he hopes to draw from her favorable
view of him something with which to uphold his pride despite his low social and financial status.
Of all the characters, it is Milly who is most conscious of the need of others in her life,
and particularly of her dependence on the scripts in which others place her. Desperate to live her
life to the fullest in the small time allotted to her, Milly is eager to explore her potentiality. In the
preface, James describes her as “passionately desiring to ‘put in’ before extinction as many of the
finer vibrations as possible, and so achieve, however briefly and brokenly, the sense of having
lived,” stating explicitly that this “can take effect only by the aid of others” (LC 2:1287). Lord
Mark’s finalizing view instills terror in her precisely because in his vision, she has nothing to

“put in,” and the Bronzino portrait he shows her at his estate encapsulates this vision for Milly:
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She couldn’t help that—it came; and the reason it came was that she found
herself, for the first moment, looking at the mysterious portrait through tears.
Perhaps it was her tears that made it just then so strange and fair—as wonderful as
he had said: the face of a young woman, all splendidly drawn, down to the hands,
and splendidly dressed; a face almost livid in hue, yet handsome in sadness and
crowned with a mass of hair, rolled back and high, that must, before fading with
time, have had a family resemblance to her own. The lady in question, at all
events, with her slightly Michael-angelesque squareness, her eyes of other days,
her full lips, her long neck, her recorded jewels, her brocaded and wasted reds,
was a very great personage—only unaccompanied by a joy. And she was dead,
dead, dead. Milly recognised her exactly in words that had nothing to do with her.
“I shall never be better than this.” He smiled for her at the portrait. “Than she?

You’d scarce need to be better, for surely that’s well enough.” (359)

Milly is dead for Lord Mark from the beginning, and his view of her as a static, framed, finished

object forces her to acknowledge her sickness and impeding death. As if trying to protect herself,

she is reluctant to recognize a resemblance between herself and the Bronzino portrait, while Lord

Mark continues to impose his view “as if it were important to his character as a serious man not

to appear to have invented his plea” (360). This is one of the most explicit examples of

objectification in the novel whereby one character is trying to force another to accept his version

of that character’s identity. Finally, instead of confirming or rejecting Lord Mark’s view, Milly

says, “I don’t know—one never knows one’s self” (360). Milly cannot accept Lord Mark’s script

because she longs for self-discovery, for actualization of her potentials which would give her the

“sense of having lived.” Since she does not have a lifetime to discover who she is, she needs as
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many people, “whatever others, oh as many as the case requires,” to make her life “a sight for the
gods” in the limited time allotted her. Thus, like Dostoevsky’s prince who repeatedly vows that
he came to St. Petersburg simply to be with people, Milly realizes
that what she wanted of Europe was “people,” so far as they were to be had, and
that [...] the vision of this same equivocal quantity was what had haunted her
during their previous days, in museums and churches, and what was again
spoiling for her the pure taste of scenery. She was all for scenery—yes; but she
wanted it human and personal, and all she could say was that there would be in
London—wouldn’t there?—more of that kind than anywhere else. She came back
to her idea that if it wasn’t for long—if nothing should happen to be so for her—
why the particular thing she spoke of would probably have most to give her in the
time, would probably be less than anything else a waste of her remainder. (304)
In London, Milly senses the threat society poses to the integrity of her self, and at one point she,
like Myshkin in Pavlovsk, contemplates an “escape:” “She seemed to have seen in a quick
though tempered glare that there were two courses for her, one to leave London again the first
thing in the morning, the other to do nothing at all. Well, she would do nothing at all; she was
already doing it; more than that, she had already done it, and her chance was gone. She gave
herself up—she had the strangest sense, on the spot, of so deciding” (319).

Unlike the Underground Man or Daisy Miller, both Myshkin and Milly realize that
despite the dangers inherent in social life (Milly compares it to moving in a labyrinth or walking
along the abysses), it is the only way to live one’s life—by allowing others to take part in it, and
thereby risking loosing one’s control over it. Like Dostoevsky’s heroes, the characters in The

Wings of the Dove perceive themselves against the views others hold of them, and this is
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especially important for Milly who turns to others for their views of her in attempt to picture
herself in as many potential plots as possible. She is “delighted to know that something was to be
done with her” when both Lord Mark and Kate suggest to her that Mrs. Lowder is “working” her
(334). She is drawn to Kate precisely because she feels that Kate can “use” her, and because of
Kate’s originality and “talent for life,” Milly feels the role she can play can be interesting.
Finally, a telling example of this is her special interest—and disappointment—in Densher’s view
of her:
It was at this point that she saw the smash of her great question complete, saw that
all she had to do with was the sense of being there with him. And there was no
chill for this in what she also presently saw—that, however he had begun, he was
now acting from a particular desire, determined either by new facts or new
fancies, to be like every one else, simplifyingly “kind” to her. He had caught on
already as to manner—fallen into line with every one else; and if his spirits verily
had gone up it might well be that he had thus felt himself lighting on the remedy
for all awkwardness. Whatever he did or he didn’t Milly knew she should still like
him—there was no alternative to that; but her heart could none the less sink a
little on feeling how much his view of her was destined to have in common
with—as she now sighed over it—the view. She could have dreamed of his not
having the view, of his having something or other, if need be quite viewless, of
his own; but he might have what he could with least trouble, and the view
wouldn’t be after all a positive bar to her seeing him. The defect of it in general—
if she might so ungraciously criticise—was that, by its sweet universality, it made

relations rather prosaically a matter of course. (415)
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Because Milly does not have time to find out what she is good for, she is turning to others in the
hope that they will reveal her hidden potentials by “working” her, in the same way Kate, for
instance, allows Aunt Maude to proceed with her plan. She quickly finds herself in possession of
many labels applied to her. She is, of course, The American girl; she is a princess, but also a
“poor girl,” as Densher and Kate refer to her between themselves. While she cannot be reduced
to any one of these categories, she nevertheless eagerly tries them on as if they were dresses and
hats, and reflecting whether they suit her. As Milicent Bell puts it, “if [Milly] is a book, [she] is a
text that is not so much unprecedented in its design as one that invites, being postmodernly
‘scriptable,” each reader’s imagination to write the story” (316). Milly “accepts” the view of her
as a princess from Kate: “It was a fact—it became one at the end of three days—that Milly
actually began to borrow from the handsome girl a sort of view of her state; the handsome girl’s
impression of it was clearly so sincere. This impression was a tribute, a tribute positively to
power, power the source of which was the last thing Kate treated as a mystery” (330). But it is
not as a princess that Milly comes to see her power, but as a dove—another view that Kate
persuades her to accept immediately after she herself is presented to Milly as a predator. This
decisive conversation takes place when they are left alone in Milly’s hotel, and Kate, in one of
the most memorable scenes in the novel, gives Milly her “honest advice”—and there is no reason
to doubt her honesty here—*“to drop us while you can” (402). Her words frighten Milly, who
sees Kate in a new light, as “a creature who paced like a panther” (402), all the more so when
Kate suggests Milly may very well come to loathe her, to which Milly responds with a question
that is almost a plea, “Why do you say such things to me?”” Touched by her innocence, Kate
replies, “Because you’re a dove,” which suddenly affects Milly “like an inspiration: she found

herself accepting as the right one, while she caught her breath with relief, the name so given her.
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She met it on the instant as she would have met revealed truth; it lighted up the strange dusk in
which she lately had walked. That was what was the matter with her. She was a dove. Oh wasn 't
she?” (403). Immediately following this, Milly performs her first “dove-like” act: she “covers”
Kate with her wings by lying to Mrs. Lowder about Densher’s return (of which Milly herself
finds out not directly from Kate, but from imaginative “guessing”). “It was in the tone of the
fondest indulgence—almost, really, that of dove cooing to dove—that Mrs. Lowder expressed to
Milly the hope that it had all gone beautifully,” by which she means, of course, that Milly has
managed to find out from Kate what she, Mrs. Lowder, wanted to know.

But Milly’s answer had prepared itself while Aunt Maud was on the stair; she
had felt in a rush all the reasons that would make it the most dove-like; and she
gave it, while she was about it, as earnest, as candid. “I don’t think, dear lady, he’s
here.”

It gave her straightway the measure of the success she could have as a dove:
that was recorded in the long look of deep criticism, a look without a word, that
Mrs. Lowder poured forth. And the word, presently, bettered it still. “Oh you
exquisite thing!” The luscious innuendo of it, almost startling, lingered in the
room, after the visitors had gone, like an oversweet fragrance. But left alone with
Mrs. Stringham Milly continued to breathe it: she studied again the dovelike and
so set her companion to mere rich reporting that she averted all enquiry into her
own case. (404)

While Milly accepts the name as a revelation of truth about herself (“She was a dove.
Oh wasn’t she?”) her decision to behave in a dovelike manner—particularly her manipulation of

her new identity worthy of Mrs. Lowder—and the “complication” she sees in the form of “her
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need, each time, to decide” and “to be clear as to how a dove would act,” point to the artificiality
of this imposed identity. Nonetheless, the name serves her as an escape not only from her
immediate predicament with Mrs. Lowder, but also from a more profound sense of isolation and
confusion. It alludes, of course, to the Bible, and here, as in Daisy Miller, scriptural allusions
point to values that comprise what Robert Weisbuch calls “James’s American sacred,” namely,
“the sanctity of other people, the rich solidity of the world, equal (not domineering or enslaved)
participation in social life” (217). Milly is a Jamesian, not a Christian, “saint,” which is why she
can lie and dissimulate as long as she continues to protect the sacredness of individual autonomy
and will.

While Milly accepts the name from Kate, she is not defined by her, for Milly’s
imagination is richer than Kate’s, who “simplified in advance” (335). Milly, on the other hand,
sees more in the name given her than naiveté and kindness Kate associates with it. To be a dove
is to be kind and protective, but it is also, as Densher notes to himself, to “have wings and
wondrous flights, have them as well as tender tints and soft sounds™ (565). In fact, it seems that
the image of the dove Milly embodies comes from Psalm 55, in which the psalmist, betrayed by
“my other self, my comrade and friend” (Ps 55:14-15) and tormented by the fear of death evokes
the image of the dove’s wings as a means of escape: “My heart is sore pained within me: and the
terrors of death are fallen upon me. Fearfulness and trembling are come upon me, and horror
hath overwhelmed me. And | said, Oh that I had wings like a dove! for then would I fly away,
and be at rest. Lo, then would | wander far off, and remain in the wilderness. | would hasten my
escape from the windy storm and tempest” (Ps 55:4-8). The fear of death, the betrayal by friends,
the desire to escape by turning into a dove indeed make this role “the right one” for Milly. Thus

Kate at once presents her with the cause of her fear and, by “naming” her a dove, gives her the
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wings for her flight. Only Milly has already rejected the idea of an easy escape—once in the
Swiss Alps, and once in London. She is not about to flee the danger; she will, indeed, “remain in
the wilderness,” but the wilderness in the novel is the society itself.

In Henry James and the Philosophical Novel, Merle A. Williams reads Milly’s
acceptance of the “dove” role as a practice of Sartrean bad faith, whereby the individual comes
to see a superimposed role or category as a total of his or her identity. According to Williams, by
“choosing a part which offers a respite to the others, but contains very little comfort for herself”
Milly “gives up the anguish and desperation” of the struggle that characterizes ‘living:” “The
dangers and challenges of giving full expression to her freedom as an individual are neatly
removed; she can shelter behind various carefully controlled presentations of a selected role
model” (113, 117-18). However, Milly’s affinity to Myshkin, and the numerous thematic
parallels between The Idiot and The Wings of the Dove call for a different interpretation, one that
can be illuminated by Dostoevsky’s famous diary entry already quoted in relation to The Idiot in
which he concludes “that the greatest use a man can make of his personality, of the fullest
development of his I, is in one way or another to destroy this I, to give himself up wholly to all
and everyone, selflessly and wholeheartedly. And that is the greatest happiness” (Dostoevsky,
OW 305-6).

That James was interested in self-sacrifice as a form of self-realization is evident from
his early sketches for the novel.

| seem to get hold of the tail of a pretty idea in making that happiness, that life,
that snatched experience the girl longs for, BE, in fact, some rapturous act of that
sort—some act of generosity, of passionate beneficence, of pure sacrifice, to the

man she loves. This would obviate all ‘marriage” between them, and everything
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so vulgar as an ‘engagement,” and, removing the poor creature’s yearning from
the class of egotistic pleasures, the dream of being possessed and possessing, etc.,
make it some fine and strange. [...] It is with the vision of what she could do for
him that she renewedly pleads for life. (Notebooks 105).
Indeed, following her “revelation,” Milly “renewedly pleads for life” by enacting her own
‘script,” which, not coincidentally, mirrors Myshkin’s “saintly scripting” directed at allowing
others to attain selfhood.*? It is significant that before Milly consciously assumed the role of the
dove, she felt she was in a current determined by others: “It pressed upon her then and there that
she was still in a current determined, through her indifference, timidity, bravery, generosity—she
scarce could say which—Dby others; that not she but the current acted, and that somebody else
always was the keeper of the lock or the dam” (397). Soon after accepting the ‘dove’ role, Milly
herself becomes the “current” (hence James’s apt metaphor of the pool of a Lorelei in the
preface). This shift is manifested in her moving to Venice, where she, and not Mrs. Lowder, acts
as a hostess and stages various events. Some critics interpret Milly’s position in Venice, high up
in her palazzo, as a removal from the world of human relations.> But she is nothing like the
Dreamer or John Marcher. | suggest that, on the contrary, it allows her to actualize her

potentiality most fully. At one point she says to Susan, “Since I’ve lived all these years as if

%2 See Kristin King, “Ethereal Milly Theale in The Wings of the Dove : The Transparent Heart of James’s Opaque
Style." The Henry James Review 21.1 (2000): 1-13. King’s analysis of Milly’s “writing strategies” echoes Young’s
description of Myshkin’s “saintly scripting:” “The stillness, silence, and inactivity of these writing strategies
contrast with the busy self-interested world of Lancaster Gate. They also clarify how Milly’s influence operates. In
the same way that James’s style increasingly demands participation and acts of mutual construction from readers
and characters alike, Milly’s reticence and withdrawal force characters to engage in the action and reveal
themselves” (4).

%% See, for example, Merle A. Williams: “She is completely at ease with the ‘cool pavements' and the “painted
“subjects” in the splendid ceilings' (vol. 20, p. 132); in fact, she surrounds herself with the artificial and the inert.
She withdraws from the active life of Venice and avoids joining her friends' excursions to explore the city. Like the
noblewoman in Bronzino's portrait, she has assumed her pose: the palace acts at once as an impressive backdrop and
as a guarantee of her artificial security. The insatiable desire to do everything, and to learn about people, has been
frozen” (120).
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were dead, I shall die, no doubt, as if [ were alive” (347). To be alive is to play a part in other
people’s lives, to leave a mark and with it, carve out a place for oneself in the future. In the
preface, James claims that Milly’s “stricken state was but half her case, the correlative half being
the state of others as affected by her.” In a 1902 letter to Ford Madox Ford, James suggests that
the state of others as affected by her was in fact the very subject of the novel: “the subject was
Densher’s history with Kate Croy—hers with him, and Milly’s history was but a thing involved
and embroiled in that.” In any case, it is clear that Milly’s sense of being alive is directly related
to the difference she can make. Hence, Volume Two of the novel focuses on “the other half,”
that is, on the effect Milly has on others. Her function in this part of the novel is similar to
Myshkin’s in the first part of The Idiot: that of allowing others to actualize their potentialities.
The person most affected by this is the person Milly is most concerned with: Merton Densher.

It is significant that both Dostoevsky and James place their “positively beautiful”
protagonists in love triangles. In both cases, the resulting drama is reminiscent of medieval
allegories: Nastasya Filippovna is torn between the dark, satanic Rogozhin and fair, Christ-like
Myshkin, as if the forces of heaven and hell were fighting for her soul. In The Wings of the Dove,
Bersani observes, “Kate and Milly have [...] become, allegorically, representatives of the way of
the lioness and the way of the dove in Densher himself” (“Narrator as Center” 137).>* There are,
of course, significant differences between the two triangles: the drama in The Idiot unfolds
almost entirely in public, and while the motives of the participants remain obscure or ambivalent,
there is no deception involved, except perhaps occasional self-deception. The opposite is true of
the relationship between Kate, Densher, and Milly. The actions of each are calculated, and most

of their drama unfolds behind the curtains. But just as Nastasya Filippovna is the dramatic center

* Leo Bersani, “The Narrator as Center in “The Wings of the Dove,”” Modern Fiction Studies 6.2 (1960): 131-44.
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of The Idiot, so it is Densher, as Bersani rightly claims, “who is really the central dramatic
character of The Wings of the Dove, [...] because it is the state of Densher’s soul [...] around
Which the moral action of the novel is built” (“Narrator as Center” 137).
From his first appearance in the novel, Densher is presented as lacking determinacy: he
begins by walking “with a certain directness” but then appears “noticeably wanting in point” and
moving “seemingly at random from alley to alley” (247). The narrator concludes that “Distinctly,
he was a man either with nothing at all to do or with ever so much to think about, and notes that
it was “almost impossible to name his profession” based on his appearance:
He was young for the House of Commons, he was loose for the army. He was
refined, as might have been said, for the city, and, quite apart from the cut of his
cloth, he was sceptical, it might have been felt, for the church. On the other hand
he was credulous for diplomacy, or perhaps even for science, while he was
perhaps at the same time too much in his mere senses for poetry, and yet too little
in them for art. You would have got fairly near him by making out in his eyes the
potential recognition of ideas; but you would have quite fallen away again on the
question of the ideas themselves. The difficulty with Densher was that he looked
vague without looking weak—idle without looking empty. [...] He suggested
above all, however, that wondrous state of youth in which the elements, the
metals more or less precious, are so in fusion and fermentation that the question
of the final stamp, the pressure that fixes the value, must wait for comparative
coolness. (247-248)

It is not surprising that Milly, whose own “elements” are “cooled” by the stamp of impending

death, is attracted by Densher’s indeterminacy. Milly knows that she is doomed, which makes
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her, like those condemned to death in Dostoevsky, “conscious of a great capacity for life” and
“enamoured of the world.” Like Ippolit in The ldiot, who is eager to leave a mark before he dies,
Milly, according to James’s preface, “passionately desir[es] to ‘put in’ before extinction as many
of the finer vibrations as possible, and so achieve, however briefly and brokenly, the sense of
having lived” (LC 2:1287). Another Jamesian character who is trying to do that is Ralph
Touchette in The Portrait of a Lady. Conscious of his near death like Milly, and aware that he
cannot fully participate in life, he achieves his sense of having lived by putting wind into Isabel’s
sails. Condemned to death, both Ralph and Milly are drawn to those who embody potentiality,
because whatever they invest into these individuals will last beyond their own death. Bakhtin
writes that in Dostoevsky, “As long as a person is alive he lives by the fact that he is not yet
finalized, that he has not yet uttered his ultimate word” (Problems 59). But Ralph and Milly, as
well as Dostoevsky’s Ippolit, are already stamped by death. Consequently, investing into those
whose paths and future are not yet determined is their only way of partaking of the excitement of
life, with its unpredictability and, as Milly puts it, abysses. They can look forward with curiosity
and wonder to what will happen next, as opposed to facing the cruel certainty of the wall. For
this reason, when Milly sacrifices herself, when she allows others to make use of her, she also
gains something she seeks. The real gift she makes with her bequest to Densher—her stamp on
his personality—is freedom, and with it, she ensures her own lingering impact on the future from
which she will be absent.

While Milly does not know that Densher is manipulated by Kate, she is conscious of the
pressure exerted on him by the demands of Lancaster Gate in general. She knows it because Kate
has been open about it; she also knows it because she has felt this pressure herself in Lancaster

Gate. But, most importantly, she knows it when she senses the difference between Densher she
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met in New York and Densher she meets in London. During their first London meeting, she
observes that “he was now acting from a particular desire, determined either by new facts or new
fancies, to be like every one else, simplifyingly ‘kind’ to her. He had caught on already as to
manner—fallen into line with every one else” (415). Milly feels disappointed when she sees
“how much his view of her was destined to have in common with [...] the view. She could have
dreamed of his not having the view, of his having something or other, if need be quite viewless,
of his own” (415). By moving her social stage to Venice, Milly establishes herself as an author
and director, while simultaneously “trying to make it appear that she is acting on others’ versions
of what is good for her” (Bersani, “Narrator as Center”” 136). While everyone around her is busy
plotting and scheming, she is writing her own “sacred script,” whereby her “reticence and
withdrawal force characters to engage in the action and reveal themselves” (King 4).

The effect of her scripting strategy is most obvious in Densher’s growing desire for
authorship and control, for he is, after all, the one on whom she builds. It is particularly evident
in the contrast between Densher’s relationship with Kate and Mrs. Lowder on the one hand, and
with Milly on another. As Densher is himself aware, the women who surround him all envision a
narrowly prescribed role for him: “She wanted, Susan Shepherd then, as appeared, the same
thing Kate wanted, only wanted it, as still further appeared, in so different a way and from a
motive so different, even though scarce less deep. Then Mrs. Lowder wanted, by so odd an
evolution of her exuberance, exactly what each of the others did; and he was between them all,
he was in the midst” (559). In contrast, Milly is careful not to push him in any direction he
himself is not willing to take. Densher is aware that Milly does not expect anything from him but

that he be himself and be at ease. It is for this reason that he feels free and easy in her presence.
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The following passage vividly captures the change in Densher’s inner state as he shifts from
oppressive, manipulative relations with Kate and Mrs. Lowder to Milly’s “easy” company:
He was to dine at the palace in an hour or two, and he had lunched there, at an
early luncheon, that morning. He had then been out with the three ladies, the three
being Mrs. Lowder, Mrs. Stringham and Kate, and had kept afloat with them,
under a sufficient Venetian spell, until Aunt Maud had directed him to leave them
and return to Miss Theale. [...] What he could as little contrive to forget was that
he had, before the two others, as it struck him—that was to say especially before
Kate—done exactly as he was bidden; gathered himself up without a protest and
retraced his way to the palace. [...] He had found Milly Theale twenty minutes
later alone, and he had sat with her till the others returned to tea. The strange part
of this was that it had been very easy, extraordinarily easy. He knew it for strange
only when he was away from her, because when he was away from her he was in
contact with particular things that made it so. At the time, in her presence, it was
as simple as sitting with his sister might have been [...]. (534)
Whereas Milly gives Densher an illusion that he acts from his own free will, Kate’s ever-present
influence makes it impossible for Densher to enjoy things he would have enjoyed had they not
happened to be part of Kate’s plan: “As soon as Kate appeared again the difference came up—
the oddity, as he then instantly felt it, of his having sunk so deep. It was sinking because it was
all doing what Kate had conceived for him; it wasn’t in the least doing—and that had been his
notion of his life—anything he himself had conceived” (535). Milly, on the other hand, is
entirely taken up with whatever Densher is capable of doing: “She might have been conceived as

doing—that is of being—what he liked in order perhaps only to judge where it would take them”
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(588). Her excitement when Densher tells her (lying about his staying in Venice) that he is
writing a book further testifies to her desire to see him as an author. But the lie is not entirely a
lie, for under Milly’s influence, Densher does indeed awake to his sense of authorship. He
continuously tries to see his relationship with Milly as his own doing, and this is also not entirely
a self-deception on his part. Throughout his stay in Venice, he is torn between his genuine
(although, it must be added, asexual) attraction to Milly which has begun in New York, and, on
the other side, the haunting, distressing sense that he is merely enacting a play produced and
directed by others. Ultimately, it is what he does with the money that Milly leaves him that will
determine for him the meaning of this relationship—and the extent of his control over his life
and identity. Milly’s generosity, therefore, is not just an act of forgiveness: it is an act of faith,
her final (but not finalizing) “stamp” on Densher’s personality, and in the end she does die as if
she were alive, for it is in her death that she achieves what she was longing for: not so much
Densher’s love, but a distinct presence in his life. His vision of her is also altered: whereas
previously he had accepted the common view of her, or “the view,” now it is his view that shapes
the way everyone else remembers her, and in his view, Milly’s type, be it a dove or the American
girl, is wonderfully elastic. As if to honor and protect this elasticity, Densher decides not to read
Milly’s last letter, to hear her “last word,” thereby preserving her in his memory as forever a
potentiality. By refusing to read the letter, he can continue conceiving of her as he wishes, and
thus carrying on the game they were playing when she was alive.

In the end, Kate’s last words, “we shall never be again as we were,” testify to the triumph
of Milly’s script. Not only does Densher keep his integrity and freedom by refusing to accept the
bequest, but he himself adapts Milly’s scripting strategy with respect to Kate by giving ger her

the freedom to choose between what Bersani calls the “way of the lioness and the way of the
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dove.” First, he gives her Milly’s last letter, “the sacred script,” as he calls it, without having read
it, but Kate, concerned as she is exclusively with financial consequences of Milly’s death, throws
it in the fire, because she knows that official documents from New York will announce the sum.
During their next meeting, Densher makes his scripting strategy even more explicit: as Kate
returns with a letter from New York, Densher expresses his disappointment with her breaking the
seal. When Kate rejoins that he had not given her such directions, he says, “I didn’t want to. I
wanted to leave it to yourself. | wanted—oh yes, if that’s what you wish to ask me—t0 see what
you’d do” (685). Thus Densher duplicates Milly’s last act in relation to him: she, too, leaves him
her fortune to see what he’d do with it, as an acknowledgement of his freedom and the “dove-

like” in his nature.

' JKM3HD — LIEJI0E HCKYCCTBO, YTO KHUTh 3HAYUT CACIATH XYL0KECTBEHHOE IPOU3BEICHHE U3 caMoro cebs” (SS
2:8)

"B xoHIle HOsOPA, B OTTENENb, YACOB B JAEBATH yTpa, moe3s IlerepOyprcko-BapiuaBckoii sxene3Hoii Joporu Ha
Bcex mapax noaxoaui k [lerepOypry. Beiio Tak CbIpo M TyMaHHO, YTO HACHJIY PaccBelIo; B IECSTH Iarax, BIpaBo U
BJIEBO OT JIOPOTH, TPYAHO OBLIO Pa3risiIeTh XOTh YTO-HUOY/Ib U3 OKOH BaroHa. 113 naccaxupoB ObLUTH U
BO3BpAILIABILINECs M3-3a TPAHUIIBL; HO Oosiee ObLIM HAMIOJIHEHBI OT/IENICHNUS ISl TPEThEro Kiacca, U BCE JII0JOM
MEJIKUM U JIeJIOBBIM, HE M3 OYEHb Jlalieka. Bee, kak BOANTCS, yCTalll, y BCEX OTSDKEIIeH 3a HOUb IJ1a3a, BCe
Ha3s101MCh, Bee JIMLA ObLIM OJ1e{HO-KeNThle, o] LiBeT TyMaHa. (SS 6:5)

"' B 0/1HOM U3 BarOHOB TPETHErO KIIACCa, C PACCBETA, OUyTUIMCH APYT HPOTUB APYTra, Y CAMOTO OKHA, B
naccaxupa — 00a JII0JM Moo ible, 00a IoYTH Hajlerke, 00a He IEerojIbCKU OIeThIe, 00a C IOBOJIBHO
3aMeuaTebHbIME (PU3HOHOMHSMU U 00a MMOKeNaBIlne, HAKOHEL], BOUTH APYT ¢ ApyroM B pasroBop. Eciu 6 onu 0ba
3HAJIK OJIMH NPO JPYrOro, 4YeM OHU OCOOEHHO B 3Ty MUHYTY 3aMeuaTelbHbl, TO, KOHEYHO, OUBUINCH ObI, 4TO
Cilyyaii Tak CTPAHHO MOCAII UX JAPYT IPOTHUB JPyra B TPETHEKIACCHOM BaroHe neTepOoypreko-BapIiaBCKoro
noesza. (SS 6:5)

V¢ mompmu coittuck (SS 6:28)

¥ D1 rocnoja Bce3HaKU BCTPEYArOTCS MHOTIA, 1aKe J0BOJIBHO YacTO, B H3BECTHOM OOIIECTBEHHOM CIIOE.
Onu Bc€ 3HAIOT, BCsl OECIIOKOMHAS MBITIMBOCTh X YMa M CIIOCOOHOCTH YCTPEMIISIIOTCS HEYAECPKUMO B OJIHY
CTOPOHY, KOHEYHO 32 OTCYTCTBHEM 00Jiee BaXKHBIX KU3HEHHBIX HHTEPECOB M B3IJISIIOB, KaK CKa3al Obl
COBPEMEHHBIN MBICIHUTENb. [10/] CIIOBOM «BCE 3HAIOT» HYKHO pa3yMeThb, BIIPOUeM, 00JIaCTh IOBOJIHHO
OrPaHUYCHHYIO: T/Ie CIY)KUT TaKOH-TO, C KEM OH 3HAKOM, CKOJIBKO Y HEr0 COCTOSIHHMS, Tie ObLI IyOepHATOPOM, Ha
KOM JKCHAT, CKOJIBKO B3I 32 )KEHOM, KTO €My JIBOIOPOIHBIM OpaTOM IPHXOIUTCS, KTO TPOIOPOIHBIM U T. A., U T. 1.,
1 Bcé B 3TOM poze. (SS 6:8-9)

Y Knasp Mpinxun? JleB Huxonaesuu? He 3Haro-c. Tak 4To faske U He CIIBIXMBANI-C, — OTBEYA] B Pa3gyMbe
YMHOBHUK, — TO €CTh sl He 00 MMeHH, UMs1 ucTopuueckoe, B Kapamsuna «cTopun» HalTH MOXKHO U IOJKHO, 51 00
JHIe-C, Aa U KHs13eil MBIMKHUHBIX YK YTO-TO HUTAE HE BCTPEUYACTCS, JaXe U CIyX 3aTHX-c. (SS 6:9)

"' 1 coputh HE Mory, motomy uTO Beero e 3Hao (SS 6:7)

"' Mens o 6one3Hu He HAXOIHMIN BO3MOKHBIM CHCTEMaTH4ecKH yunTh. (SS 6:10)
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% C Tex nop 5 y:KacHO M0G0 0CIOB. DTO Jake KaKasi-TO BO MHE CUMINATHs. S CTal 0 HUX PaccIpaliiBaTh,
MOTOMY YTO HPEK/E UX HE BUIBIBAJ, U TOTYAC XKE caM yOeIUIICs, YTO 3TO Hpernolie3Heliee )KUBOTHOE, pabouee,
CUITbHOE, TEPIIEINBOE, JCUICBOE, TIEPEHOCIMBOE; U Ype3 ITOro ocia MHE BAPYT Best LIBeinapust cTana HpaBUThCS,
TaK YTO COBEPILECHHO MPOIILIA MPEXHSS rpycTh. (SS 6:59)

X KHS3b pacckasajl oUeHb MHTEPECHO CBOU OOJIE3HEHHBIN CTydail U KaK BCE TIOHPABUJIOCh YPE3 OJIMH BHELTHMI
Tou4ok. (SS 6:60)

X! .JMII0 IPUTOBOPEHHOTO 32 MUHYTY JIO y/Iapa THILOTHHBI, KOT/Ia €llle OH Ha 311adOTe CTOMT, IPEJ] TEM KakK
JIOXKUTBCS Ha 3Ty JOCKYy. (SS 6:66)

“"'TyT OH B3MIISIHYI B MOKO CTOPOHY; 51 MOTJISIIEI HA €T0 JIMIO U BCE MOHSUL.. (SS 6:67)

¥ HapepHo, y Hero Horu crnabeiu U JepeBeHellt, U TOIHOTA Oblla, — Kak OyTO YTO €ro JAaBUT B TOPIE, U OT
3TOTO TOYHO IEKOTHO. .. (SS 6:68)

X Hapucyiite s1madoT Tak, 4ToObl BUAHA ObLIa ACHO 1 GJIU3KO OJHA TOIBKO IOCHEIHss CTYIEHb; MPECTYTHHK
CTYIHJI Ha Hee: TOJIOBA, THI0 OJeHOe Kak OyMmara, CBSIICHHUK MPOTITUBACT KPECT, TOT € KATHOCTHIO MPOTATUBACT
CBOU CUHHE TYObI, U TISINT, U — 6¢€ 3naem. KpecT u rojoBa — BOT KapTUHA, JIUIIO CBAIICHHUKA, MAjla4ya, ero AByX
CITy)KHTENEH U HECKOJIBKO TOJIOB M TJ1a3 CHHU3Y, — BCE 3TO MOXKHO HAPHCOBATh KaK Obl HA TPEThEM IUIaHE, B TyMaHe,
JUIs akceceyapa... (SS 6:68-69)

*— Jla BBl TOYHO... U3-3a TPAHHIIBI? — KaK-TO HEBOJILHO CHPOCHI OH HAKOHELL — M COMIICS; OH XOTEJ, MOXKET
OBITh, CIIPOCUTH: «J]a BbI TOYHO KHSI3b MBIIIKHUH?

— Ma, ceiiyac TonbKo U3 BaroHa. MHe Ka)keTcsl, BbI XOTEJIH CIIPOCUTH: TOYHO JI I KHA3b MBIIIKUH? 1a He
CIIPOCHIIN U3 BEXIHBOCTH. (SS 6:20)

*!' U Bor, eif-6ory sxe, reHepa, XOTh 5 POBHO HUYErO HE 3HAIO NPAKTHYECKU HU B 3/CIIHUX 0ObIYASX, HU
BOOOIIIE KaK 3/1€Ch JIIOJIH )KUBYT, HO TaK s M JyMaJ, 4TO y HAC HEIPEMEHHO UMEHHO 3TO U BBIHJET, KaK Tereph
BBIILIO. YUTO %, MOXKET OBITh, OHO TaK W HaJO... J[a ¥ TOraa MHE TOKe Ha MUCBMO He OTBeTWIH... Hy, npoinaiite u
U3BUHHTE, 4TO 0becrokom. (SS 6:26)

*!' 1, HakoHel, MHe Ka’KeTcsl, Mbl TAKHE PO3HBIE JIFOAH HA BU... 10 MHOTUM OOCTOATENLCTBAM, UTO Y HAC,
MOXAJTY#, ¥ HE MOXET ObITh MHOTO TOYEK OOIINX, HO, 3HAETE, 5 B ATY MOCIIEAHIO H/CI0 CaM HE BEPIO, TIOTOMY
OYEHb YaCTO TOJIBKO TaK Ka)KETCs, UTO HET TOUCK OOIIHX, & OHH OYEHB €CTh... 3TO OT JICHOCTH JIFOJICKO
HPOUCXOJUT, YTO JIFOJU TaK POMEK COOOM Ha IJIa3 COPTUPYIOTCS U HAYETro He MOTYT HaifTH... (SS 6:28)

WU g ux nuna 3Hao, — ckasal KHA3b, 0COOEHHO yapss Ha cBou cioBa. (SS 6:69)

BBI cripaliiBaiy MeHs PO BAIIIK JIKIA U YTO 5T 3aMETHUI B HUX. S BaM ¢ OOJIBIINM yIOBOJBCTBHEM 3TO
ckaxy. Y Bac, Anenanja MIBaHOBHA, CUACTIMBOE JIHIIO, U3 BCEX TPEX JIUII caMoe cuMIaTuaHoe. Kpome Toro, uTo BbI
OUYeHb XOPOIIN COOOH, Ha BaC CMOTPHIIB U TOBOPHIIE: «Y HEH JIHI0, Kak y JoOpoi cecTpe». Brl mogxoaute
CIPOCTA U BECEJIO, HO U Cep/Ilie YMEETe CKOPO y3HaTh. BOT Tak MHe Ka)keTcs Mpo Baile Juio. Y Bac, AlekcaHnjpa
WBaHoBHa, JHIIO TOXKE MPEKPACHOE M OYCHb MUJIOE, HO, MOXKET ObITh, Y BAC €CTh KaKas-HUOY/Ib TallHast TPYCTh;
Jyla y Bac, 0e3 COMHEHUsl, 1o0peiiiiasi, HO Bbl HEBeCebl. Y Bac KaKOW-TO OCOOCHHBIN OTTEHOK B JIUIIE, TOX0XKE KaK
y l'onn0etiHoBO# Manonssr B lpe3nere. Hy, BOT u mpo Batre Jnio; Xopour s yraqauk? CaMu jke BB MEHS 3a
yragduka cuutaere. (SS 6:79)

* — Kpacoty TpyaHO CyauTh; 5 eiue He npurotosuics. Kpacora — 3arazka. (SS 6:80)

¥ .51 yBepeH, uTo cyab0a ee He M3 0OLIKHOBEHHBIX. JIMIIO Beceoe, a OHa BeIb Y>KacHO cTpajana, a? 06 atom
TJ1a3a TOBOPSIT, BOT TH JIBE KOCTOUYKH, J[BE TOUKH IOJI TIa3aMHU B Havae MIeK. ITO TOPI0e JIUIIO0, YKACHO TOPIoe, 1
BOT He 3HAI0, 100pa 1 oHa? AX, kabbl 06pa! Beé Obuto 651 criaceno! (SS 6:38)

¥ EMy Kak Obl XOTEJIOCH Pa3raiaTh YTO-TO CKPBIBABILEECS B 3TOM JIMIIE U TIOPA3HBIIEE €ro Aapeda. JlapenHee
BIIEYATIICHHE TIOYTH HE OCTABIISLIIO €0, M TETIEPh OH CIIEIIII KaK OBl YTO-TO BHOBB MPOBEPUTH. ITO
HEOOBIKHOBEHHOE 110 CBOCH KpacoTe U ellle MOYEeMY-TO JIMLO CHIbHEE elle Mopa3uiio ero tenepb. Kak 0yaro
HEOOBATHASI TOPAOCTD U PE3PEHHE, MOYTH HEHABUCTD, OBLIM B 3TOM JIHILIE, H B TO )K€ CAMOE BPEMsI YTO-TO
JIOBEPUYHMBOE, YTO-TO YJMBUTEILHO MPOCTOLYIIHOE; 3TH JBa KOHTpAcTa BO30YKIain Kak OyaTO JAaxe Kakoe-To
COCTpajiaHue MPH B3MJBIIE HA 3TH YepThl. DTa OCICIUISIONIas KpacoTta Obljla Jake HEBBIHOCHMA, KpacoTa OJIeIHOro
JIMIA, 9yTh HE BIANBIX IEK U FOPEBIIMX IJ1a3; cTpaHHas kpacota! KHsA3b CMOTpes ¢ MHHYTY, IOTOM »APYT
CIIOXBATHUIICS, OTJISLACIICS KPYTOM, TIOCIEIIHO MPUOIU3II MOPTPET K Tybam u mowernosan ero. (SS 6:82-83)

¥ Bce kpyrom cMOTpeny Ha Hee Kak Ha FafidHYy; CTAPUKM OCYKIaIU U OPAHHIIH, MOJIObIE aKe CMESIINCh,
KCHILMHBI OPAaHUIIK €€, OCYKIaIH, CMOTPEIH C IIPe3PEHbEM TaKHM, Kak Ha rayka kakoro. (SS 6:71-72)

¥V Mapu Bcé nepenocuna, 1 s IOTOM, KOT/Ia IIO3HAKOMUJICS C HEl0, 3aMETHII, 9TO OHA U caMa BCE ITO
0100psiiia, U cama cuuTaja ce0s 3a KaKyl-TO CaMyIo IOCJIEHIO0 TBaph. (SS 6:72)
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¥V ..4TO OHA He JIOIKHA ce0s TAKOIO HU3KOK CUUTATh Hpej BeeMH... (SS 6:73)

XV . 4TO 51 ¢ caMOro Hayana ee HUCKOJILKO 33 BUHOBATYIO He HOYUTAJ, 4 TOJILKO 32 HecuacTHyI. (SS 6:73)

... 1 OT HUX HHUYEro HE TawiI; 1 UM BCE pacckasai. (SS 6:74)

UYepes HUX, YBEPSIO BaC, OHA yMepJia MOYTH cyacTinBast. Yepe3 HUX oHa 3a0blia CBOIO YEpHYIO Oey, Kak
OBl IPOLIEHNE OT HUX MPHHSNIA, TOTOMY YTO JI0 CAMOT0 KOHI[Aa CUHiTaja cels BelIuKoro npectynHuuero. (SS 6:76)

*™ Hacracbs OUINIIIOBHA «TOIBKO CIIydas MIIET, YTOOBI OCHINATh €0 U €ro JOMAIIHUX HacMeInKaMuy. (B
9TOM OH ObLT yoexaeH). (SS 6:111)

¥ Hacrachs OUIMIINOBHA yIUBWIACH, YCMEXHYJIACH, HO, KaK OYATO YTO-TO Hps4a MO CBOIO YJIBIOKY,
HECKOJIbKO CMENIABIINCh, B3MJIsIHYIA Ha ['aHio 1 monuia u3 roctuHoi. Ho, He Mois ele 10 MpuxosKeit, BAPYT
BOPOTHIIACK, OBICTPO moonuIa kK HuHe AsekcaHpoBHE, B3sJ1a €€ PYKY U MOJHECIIa ee K I'y0aM CBOUM.

— S Beb ¥ B caMOM JieJie He Takasi, OH yrajal, — MpPOIIENTaia OHa ObICTPO, TOPSY0, BCS BAPYT BCIBIXHYB
M3aKPACHEBIINCH, U, IOBEPHYBIINCH, BBIIILIA HA 3TOT pa3 Tak ObICTPO, YTO HUKTO M COOOPA3UTh HE YCIeN, 3a4eM 3TO
OHa BO3Bpalllanach. Buienu ToabpKo, 4TO OHA molienTana 4ro-ro Hune AnekcaHIpoBHE U, KQKETCs, PYKY e
nonenosana. Ho Baps Buzena u ciplmana Bcé U ¢ yAUBICHAEM IPOBOIIIIA ee Tnasami. (SS 6:121-122)

X Bl eif ckazanu, 4To eif CTBIHO, U OHA BAPYT BCA H3MEHUIIACH. Bbl Ha Hee BIMAHHE UMEeTe, KHA3b. .. (SS
6:123)

XXXii
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BeI 3aMeuaete TO, 4ero Apyrue HUKOraa He 3ametsT. (SS 6:124)

...51 mepBbIif pa3, MOKET OBITh, B IIEIIbIC IBA IO MO CEPILy TOBOPIO. 3/1ECh Y>KACHO MaJi0 YSCTHBIX JIFO/ICH;
yectHee IITuipina HeT. UTo, BBI, KaXkeTcs, cMeeTech aiau HeT? [1oamersl TI00IT YeCTHBIX JTIOAEH, — BBI 3TOTO HE
3Hamu? A s Bellb... A BIIpoueM, 4eM 5 OJIJIell, CKaXKUTe MHE M0 coBecTH? UTO OHM MEHs BCe BCIIE] 3a HEIO
mojiyierioM HasbiBaroT? U 3Haete, BClie 3a HUMHU U 32 HEIO s U caM ceds mouierioM HasbiBao! Bot uto momio tak
noJo!

— 51 Bac IoJIeIIOM TeTeph yKe HUKOTAa He Oyoy CUMTaTh, — CKa3al KHs3b. (SS 6:127)

XV O Boccranosisier H<acrachio™> O<WINNMNOBHY> U JIEHCTBYET BiaUsiHUEM Ha Poroxuna. JloBoaut Arinaio
JIO YeIIOBEYHOCTH, [ eHepabIiry 10 6e3yMusi JOBOJUT B MpUBs3aHHOCTH K KHs3i0 1 B 000xanuu ero. (PSS 9:252)

XV (1T e OH TaM CJIeNAeT U 3a4eM UJET?» — Ha 3TOT BOIPOC OH PELIUTENILHO HE HAXOUIT
YCIIOKOUTEILHOTO 0TBeTa. ECiii OBl fake ¥ MOYKHO OBLTO KaKMM-HHOYIb 00pa30oM, yJIOBHB CiIydail, CKa3aTh
Hacracse @unumnmnosHe: «He BBIXOAKTE 32 3TOTO YEIOBEKa U HEe TyOuTe ceOs1, OH Bac HE JIOOUT, a JTIFOOUT BallH
JICHBI'H, OH MHE CaM 3TO TOBOPHIJI, U MHE roBopuiia Ariast EnaHuuna, a s MpUIies BaM nepecKas’aThy, — TO BPSJL JIH
3TO BBIILIO OBl IPABHIILHO BO BCEX OTHOLICHUsX. (SS 6:139)

**" TloTom oHa BAPYT 00paTHIACH K KHA3I0 H, IPO3HO HAXMYPHMB OPOBH, IPUCTAILHO €r0 Pa3TIIsbIBaIa; HO 3TO
OBUIO Ha MFHOBEHHE; MOXET OBITh, el BAPYT I10Ka3aJI0Ch, YTO BCE 3TO IIyTKa, HacMelka. .. (SS 6:171)

XV Betp Takue uiie, ecTh BHICOKUE UEH, O KOTOPBIX 5 HE JOJKEH HAYUHATH FOBOPUTH, IOTOMY UTO S
HEMPEeMEHHO BCeX HacMely; [...] Y MeHs HeT eCTa NPUITUYHOr0, YyBCTBA MEPhI HET; Y MEHSI CJIOBA JIPYTHUE, a He
COOTBETCTBEHHBIE MBICJIH, 4 3TO YHUKEHHE IS 3TUX MbICIed. U moToMy s He MMEIO MpaBa... K TOMY XKe 5
MHHTEIIEH, SL... 1 YOXK/IEH, YTO B 3TOM JIOME MEHSI HE MOT'YT OOHJIETh U JIFOOIT MEHs 6oJiee, YeM s CTOIO, HO 51 3HAI0
(s BeZTb HABEPHO 3HAI0), YTO TIOCIIE ABA/IATH JIET OOJIC3HI HEMPEMEHHO JIOJKHO OBLIIO YTO-HUOYAB J]a OCTAThCS, TaK
9TO HEJE3sl HE CMEATHCS Hal0 MHOIL... MHOTa... Beb Tak? (SS 6:343)

XVl Kak 6yaTo HEoOBATHAS TOPAOCTh U TIPE3PEHHE, OYTH HEHABUCTh, OBLIM B 3TOM JIMLE, U B TO %€ CAMOE
BpPEMsI YTO-TO JOBEPUHUBOE, YTO-TO YIHBHTENILHO POCTOLyLIHOE. .. (SS 6:83)

X OH MHe 3a poiHOro 6paTa B MocKBe 0/1HO BpeMsl Obiil... (SS 6:224)

X'_llpyroe, MpavHOE, MyYHUTENILHOE JHOOIBITCTBO cO0MasHsIo ero. (SS 6:229)

XA Brpouem, 4TO Ke OH B3SUICS X TAK OKOHYATEIBHO CYAHMTb, OH, CErOAHS SBMBLIMICS, YTO XK€ 9TO OH
MPOU3HOCUT Takue npuroBopsl? Jla Bor Jlebenmer ke 3aman eMy CErofHS 3aJady: HY OXKHAAI JH OH TaKOro
Jle6enesa? Pazse on 3nan takoro Jlebenesa npexne? Jlebener u diobappu, — rocnoau! Bnpouem, eciu Porosxun
yObeT, TO Mo KpaiiHeW Mepe He Tak OecropsmodHo yober. Xaoca 3toro He OyzmeT. [lo pucyHKY 3aka3aHHBIN
WHCTPYMEHT M IIECTh YEIOBEK, MOJOKEHHBIX COBEpIICHHO B Opexay! Pa3Be y PoroknHa mo puCyHKy 3aka3aHHBIN
HHCTPYMEHT... Y HETO... HO... pa3Be PemeHo, uto Poroxkun yopeT?! B3IpOTrHYN BAPYT KHA3b. «He mpecrymieHue i,
HE HU30CTh JIU C MOEH CTOPOHBI TaK IIMHUYECKHA-OTKPOBEHHO CIICNIATh TAKOE MPEAIONIOKEHHE!» — BCKPUYAN OH, U
Kpacka CThIJIa 3auia pa3oM Jino ero. OH ObUT H3yMJICH, OH CTOSUT KaK BKOTIAHHBIN Ha gopore. OH pa3oM BCIIOMHHI
n nasemHui IlaBmoBckuilt Bokcan, W gaBemHuid HukomaeBckuil Bokcas, W BONpoc POrokwHy mnpsMo B JIAIIO
0 2nazax, ¥ Kpect PoroxknHa, KOTOpbIil Tenepb Ha HEM, U OJIArOCIOBEHUE €ro MarepH, K KOTOPOW OH )K€ ero cam
MpUBE, U TOCIeHEee CYA0POXKHOEe 00bATHE, TIOChe[Hee oTpeueHe PoroxunHa, 1aBeya, Ha JECTHULE, — M IOCIe
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9TOTO BCETO MoiMath ceOst Ha OecTIpepbIBHOM HCKaHHU Y€T0-TO KPYroM ceOs, U 3Ta JIaBKa, U 3TOT MPEIMET... 9TO 32
Hu30cTh! U mocie Bcero 3Toro OH MAET TEIeph C «OCOOCHHOIO IIETBI0Y», C 0CO00I0 «BHE3AIMHOIO naeei»! OTuasHue
U CTpajiaHKe 3aXBaTWIH BCIO €ro Aymry. KHA3p HEMEMIeHHO XOTeN MOBOPOTHUTH Haszad K ceOe, B TOCTHHHUILY; ake
MIOBEPHYJICS U MOTEN; HO Ype3 MUHYTY OCTAHOBHJICS, 00yMal 1 BOPOTHIICS OISITH 1O TpexkHed popore. (SS 6:230-
231)

" Mapden, me Bepro!.. (SS 6:236)

Xl T1 BOT MUIIEIIB, YTO THI BCE 3a0bLI H Y4TO OHOTO TOIBKO KPECTOBOTO GpaTa POro:KMHA IIOMHHIIIb, a HE TOTO
PoroxwHa, KoTOpBIi Ha TeOs TorIa HOXK moasIMal. J[a mouemMy ThI-TO MOM 4yBcTBa 3Haews? [...] Jla g1, Moxer, B
TOM HH pa3y C TeX II0p U He MOKasuICs, a Thl yXKe CBoe OpaTcKkoe MpoleHNne MHE pHuciail. MoXeT, s B TOT e Beuep
0 IPYroM COBCeM yxke IyMmal, a 00 aTom... (SS 6:366)

V' B ipyr VIIIOIHT TOHSIICS, YKACHO GIIGHBIA ¥ C BHIOM CTPAIIHOTO, TOXOIMBIIErO 10 OTIASHHS CThIIA Ha
NCKa)KeHHOM CBOEM JIMIIE. DTO BBIPAXKaJIOCh MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO B €TI0 B3TJISIE, HEHABHUCTHO M OOSI3IIMBO IIITHYBIIEM
Ha coOpaHue, U B MOTEPSIHHOW, HCKPUBIICHHON M MON3ydel yCMEIIKe Ha B3parnBaBIuux ryoax. ['1aza oH Tordac xe
OITyCTHJI M TIOOpEJI, TIOIIATHIBAsICh M BCE TaK XKe yibl0asich, K bypaoBckomy 1 JIOKTOpEHKY, KOTOPBIE CTOSIIH Y
BBIXO/Ia C TEPPACHI: OH ye3XKaJl C HUMH.

— Hy, BoT 3TOT0 51 U GOsICS! — BOCKJIMKHYJ KHS3b. — TaK M JOJHKHO OBLIO OBITH!

Hnmnonut ObicTpo 00epHYIICS K HEMY € caMOI0 OellIeHO0 371000#, ¥ Kaxasi YepToyKa Ha JIMLE €ro, Ka3auoch,
Tpernerana 1 TOBOpHUIIa.

— A, BbI 3TOT0 ¥ O0stHCh! «Tak u JOKHO OBUTO OBITHY, MO-BamieMy? Tak 3HalTe JkKe, YTO €CIH 5 KOro-HUOY b
3/1eCh HEHaBHIKY, — 3aBOIIMJI OH C XPHUIIOM, C BU3TOM, C OpbI3raMu 30 pra (s Bac BceX, BceX HeHaBIKy!), — HO Bac,
Bac, HE3YUTCKasl, MaTOYHas TyIIOHKA, HIUOT, MHJUTHOHEp-01aroierens, Bac Oojee Bcex u Bcero Ha cBete! S Bac
JIABHO TIOHSUT M HEHaBH/EJl, KOT/a €IIe CJIBIIIAN O Bac, 51 BAC HEHABUAEN BCCIO HEHABUCTHIO AYIIH... JTO BBI TETIEPh
Bcé moaBenu! DTO BBl MEHS IOBEIH A0 Npunagka! Bel yMUparomero 10BeIH A0 CTHIA, BB, BbI, BBl BHHOBATHI B
noyioM MoeM Manoayumu! S youn Ol Bac, ecitn 6 octaiicst xuth! He Haso MHe Bammx GJIorofessHUN, HU OT KOTO
HE IIPUMY, CIBIIINTE, HU OT Koro, Hu4ero! 51 B Opemy ObL1, ¥ BBl He cMeeTe TopkecTBOBaTh!.. [IpokiiHato Beex Bac
pa3 HaBcerna!

Tyt 0H coBceM yK 3a0XCHl.

— Cuie3 cBoux 3actbyimiicsi! — npoiunenrain Jledenes Jluzasere [TpokodreBre. — «Tak u [ODKHO OBLIO
ObITh!». Ait na kus136! HackBo3b npounrai... (SS 6:302)

¥ “Oma, kHs3b, BaC eme Gostee ero GouTcs, U 3a6Ch — nMpemyapocTs!” (SS 6:202)

XM BepHee Beero To, 4To KalocTh TBOSI, OXKayi, ewe myie Moeit 1r6su! (SS 6:214)

51, roBoput, cBOOOHA, U, 3HAETE, KHA3b, CUJIILHO CTOMT Ha TOM, I, TOBOPUT, €Ille COBEPLIEHHO CBOOOAHA!
Bcé eme na I[letepOyprckoif, B JoMe MO€i CBOSYEHHIIBI IPOXKUBACT, KaK M ITHCAll s BaM.

— U tenepp Tam?

— Tam, ecnu He B [1aBnoBcke, 0 xopoiueil noroze, y Japbu AnexceeBHbl Ha Aaue. S, rOBOPUT, COBEPILIEHHO
cB0OO/Ha; emie Buepa Hukomnaro ApiannoHoBHYy Mpo CBOIO CBOOOY MHOTO XBanmmiack. [Ipusnak myproii-c! (SS
6:202)

XMl K 5136 Ouenp GBUT pajy, YTO ero OCTABHIIM HAKOHEI! OIHOTO; OH COLIEI C TEPPACH, HEPEIIe 4pe3 JOPOry U
BOIIIEJ B IAPK; €My XOTENOCh 00/lyMaTh U pa3peinTh oAuH mar. Ho 3ToT «iar» Obu1 He U3 TeX, KOTOpbIe
00lyMBIBaIOTCSI, @ U3 T€X, KOTOPbIE UMEHHO HE 00 JyMBIBAIOTCS, & HA KOTOPbIE IPOCTO PELIAIOTCS: EMY Y)KaCHO
BIPYT 3aX0TEJIOCh OCTaBUTh BCE ATO 3/1€Ch, @ CAMOMY yeXaTh Ha3ajl, OTKy/a prexall, KyJa-HuOy b mojasblie, B
[IIYIIb, yeXaTh ceduac e U Jake HU ¢ KeM He IPOCTHBUIKMCH. OH NpedyBCTBOBAJ, YTO €CJIU TOJIBKO OCTAHETCS
3/1eCh XOTh €llIe Ha HECKOJbKO JIHEH, TO HEMPEMEHHO BTSHETCS B 3TOT MUP 0€3BO3BPATHO, M ATOT )K€ MU H BBINAIET
eMy BIipeab Ha goito. Ho oH He paccyskaai ¥ JeciTH MUHYT M TOTYaC PELInI, 4TO OeXaTh «HEBO3MOXHOY», YTO 3TO
OyzeT NOYTH MAJIOJYIINE, YTO MIPE] HUM CTOST TaKue 3a7a4H, YTO HE pa3pellInThb MU 10 KpaiiHel Mepe He
yIOTpeOHUTH BCEX CHII K Pa3pelIeHHUIO UX OH HE UMEET Teleph HUKAKOTo JIaKe U IpaBa. B TakuX MBICIISIX BOPOTHIICS
OH JIOMOH U BPSIJI JIM M 4YeTBEPTh daca IyJisur. OH ObLI BIIOJIHE HeCYacTeH B 3Ty MUHYTY. (SS 6:310-311)

XX «eo] cupen B Barone u gymair: «Terepb s K JOAM HILy; i, MOKET ObITh, HHYErO HE 3HAK0, HO HACTYIIHIIA
HOBAs! KM3HbY. S| TOJIOKHII NCTIOJHUTH CBOE €0 YeCTHO U TBepaO. C 0 1bMH MHE OyJIET, MOKET OBITh, CKyYHO U
Tspkenno. Ha mepBblil cirydaii s MooKuiI ObITE CO BCEMH BEXKIIMBBIM U OTKPOBEHHBIM; OOJIBIIE OT MEHS BEAb HUKTO
He notpedyer.” (SS 6:78).

...Takol OOJBIION ropoT MHE BCE MeuTacs, kak Hearosb, B HEM BCe IBOPIIBI, IITyM, TPOM, JKH3Hb... J]a Mayo
JI1 9TO MeuTajaoch! (SS 6:62)
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h Myuuso ero To, 4To BCEMY ITOMY OH COBCEM 4y>KOM. UTO k€ 3TO 3a MUP, YTO K 3TO 34 BCETAALIHUMN BEIUKUI
MIpa3IHUK, KOTOPOMY HET KOHIIa M K KOTOPOMY TSHET €ro TaBHO, BCET/a, C CAMOT0 AETCTBA, M K KOTOPOMY OH HHUKaK
HE MOXKET IpHUCTaTh. KaXkoe yTpo BOCXOIUT TaKOE K€ CBETIIOE COIHIIE; KaKJ0€ YTPO Ha BOJIOIMAAE PAaayTa;
Ka)XJIbIil Beuep CHEroBasi, caMmas BEICOKasi Topa TaM, BJIaJIM, Ha Kpato Heba, TOPUT ITypIypOBBIM IUIAMEHEM; Kaxiast
«MaJIeHbKasl MyILIKa, KOTOpast XYXKHUT OKOJIO HETO B TOPSTYEM COJTHEYHOM JIyde, BO BCEM 3TOM XOp€ Y4aCTHHUIIA:
MECTO 3HAET CBOE, JIIOOUT €ro M CYacTIINBay; KaK/1as-To TpaBKa pacrteT U cuactiusa! U y Bcero cBoii myTh, 1 BCE
3HAET CBOM ITyTh, C MECHBIO OTXOJUT M C IIECHBIO IPUXOANT; OJMH OH HUYEro HE 3HAaeT, HUYEro He IIOHNMAET, HU
JIO/Ie, HM 3BYKOB, BCEMY 4y KOH U BBIKHbII. O, OH, KOHEYHO, HE MOT TOBOPHUTH TOT/Ia STHMH CJIOBaMU H
BBICKa3aTh CBOM BOIIPOC; OH MYYMJICS TIIyX0 ¥ HEMO; HO Telleph eMy Ka3aJloCh, YTO OH BCE 3TO TOBOPHII M TOTJIa, BCE
9TH CaMbI€ CJIOBA, M YTO MPO 3Ty «MYIIKY» VIIIMONHT B35 Yy HETO CaMOTO, U3 €r0 TOTAANTHHUX CJIOB U cie3. OH OblT B
3TOM yBEpEH, H €ro cepAle OMIock MoUYeMy-TO OT 3TOi MBICIHH... (SS 6:425-426)

"B o3m06uTh YenoBeKa, Kak camozo ceds, O 30BN XPHCTOBOI, — HEBO3MOXKHO. 3aKOH JIHMYHOCTH Ha
3eMJIe CBs3bIBaeT. A npensaTcTByeT. OquH XpUCTOC MOT, HO XpHUCTOC OBIIT BEKOBEYHEIH OT BEKa M1, K KOTOPOMY
CTPEMUTCS U TI0 3aKOHY MPHUPOJBI TOJDKCH CTPEMHUTHCS YeI0BEK. MeX Iy TeM IOCIIe TIOSBICHU XpHCTa KaK udeaid
Yej06eKa 60 NIOMY CTANIO SICHO KaK JICHb, YTO BBICOYAHIIIee, MOCIIeIHEE PAa3BUTHE JIMTHOCTH UMEHHO U TOJDKHO
JIOMTH 110 TOTO (B CaMOM KOHIIE Pa3BUTHS, B CAMOM ITYHKTE JJOCTHKEHUsI LIEIN), YTOO YeIOBEK HallleJl, CO3HAT U
BCe CHIION CBOEH MpUpobl yOeIuiIcs, 4TO BhIco4aiilee ynoTpedieHue, KOTOPOe MOXKET CeIaTh YeJIOBEK U3 CBOCH
JIMYHOCTH, U3 TIOJTHOTHI Pa3BUTHUSI CBOETO 5, — ATO KaK Obl YHUUTOXHUTH 3TO 5, OTAATH €0 LEIHUKOM BCEM U
KaxaoMy 0e3paszenbHo u 0e33aBeTHO. 1 aTo Bennuaiimee cuactue. Takum 00Opa3om, 3aKOH s CIIMBACTCS C 3aKOHOM
IryMaHU3Ma, U B CJIUTHH, 003, U 5 U gce (0-BUIUMOMY, JIBE KpailHue MPOTHUBOIOI0KHOCTH), B3aUMHO
YHUYTOXCHHBIC APYT IUTS APYTa, B TO K€ CaMOE BpEMS TOCTUTAIOT M BBICIICH IS CBOETO HHANBHYaIbHOTO
Pa3BUTHS KaX bl 0c000.

3TO0-TO ¥ eCTh pait XpucToB. Best meTopust, Kak 4eoBeYecTBa, TaK OTIACTH U KaXKIOTO OT/IENIEHO, €CTh TOJIBKO
pasBuTHe, 00pb0a, CTpEeMIICHHE U TOCTI)KEHUE ATOH IEJH.

Ho ecnu 3Ta 11ens okOHYATEIbHAS YeJI0BEYECTBA (JOCTUTHYB KOTOPOI eMy He HaJo OyAeT pa3BUBATHCS, TO €CTh
JOCTHTaTh, OOPOTHCS, TIPO3PEBATh IIPH BCEX MAJCHUIX CBOUX MAEaT U BEYHO CTPEMHUTHCS K HEMY, — CTallo OBITh, HE
Hajio OyZeT )KUTh) — TO, CIEACTBEHHO, YETOBEK, IOCTUTas, OKAHIMBAET CBOE 36MHOE CYITIECTBOBAHNE.

" BeccriopHo, 1S HEro COCTABIISIIO YiKe BEpX 6IaKEHCTBA OIHO TO, YTO OH OILSITH Oy/IeT GECIPENSTCTBEHHO
MPUXOJUTH K ATJlae, 4TO €My HO3BOJIST C HEHO TOBOPHTh, C HEIO CU/IETh, C HEIO I'YJISTh, U, KTO 3HAET, MOXKET ObITb,
STUM OJTHUM OH OCTajics Obl TOBOJIEH Ha BCIO CBOIO XU3HB! (BOT 3TOro-10 10BOJILCTBA, KaXkKeTCs, U O0sIach
JIuzareta [IpokodbeBHa PO ceds; OHA yraabiBajia ero; MHOIOro oHa 00sjIach Ipo cedsl, 4ero 1 BEITOBOPHUTH CaMa
He ymena). (SS 6:517)

W __IToromy riyGouaifiree yBaxKeHHe, — IPOLOIDKAIA TAK JKE CEPhE3HO U BaXKHO Aryias B OTBET [IOYTH Ha
3100HBIN BOMPOC MaTepH, — MOTOMY, 9TO B CTUXAX ITHX MPSMO U300paKeH YeJI0BEK, CIIOCOOHBII UMETh Heal, BO-
BTOPBIX, Pa3 IMOCTABUB ceOe hjeal, MOBEPUTH €My, a TOBEPUB, CIICTIO OTJIATh MY BCIO CBOIO XKH3HB. JTO HE BCEra B
HAaIIleM BeKe ciayvaercs. Tam, B CTHXax 3THX, He CKa3aHO, B 4eM, COOCTBEHHO, COCTOsUT uean [250] «puiuaps
0e/IHOTrOY», HO BUITHO, YTO 3TO OBLT KAKOW-TO CBETIbIIT 00pa3, «00pa3 uucToil kpacoTsl» (SS, 6:250-251)

V S cHauana He IOHMMANa U CMESIIACK, A TEIEph JTIOOIIO «PHILAPS GEIHOTOY, A IIIABHOE, YBAXKAIO €r0 TOIBUTH.
(SS 6:251)

M __ Jla kax xe Gl 5 HapucoBaya, koro? [1o cioxeTy BEIXOIUT, YTO 3TOT ‘peINaps Oexnbril’ “C numa cTaabHON
pemretku/Hu mipen kem He moabiMai.” Kakoe e TyT jiniio Morio BeiiiTi? Yto HapucoBaTh: pemeTky? Anoaum? (SS
6:249).
MI__ Jlist gero BEI 9TO 371€Ch roBopute? — BAPYT BCKpHUana Ariast, — I 9eT0 BbI 3TO UM roBopute? Vm!
Nwm!

Kazanock, ona Oblia B mocietHel cTeTeH! HeTOJ0BaHuMs: 1J1a3a ee MeTalld UCKphl. KHA3b cTosI npes Hel
HEMOM M Oe3rIIacHbIi U BAPYT MOOJICAHEII.

— 371ech HU OJTHOTO HET, KOTOPBIi OBl CTOMJI TAaKMX CJIOB! — pa3pa3uiachk Arias, — 371eCh BCE, BCE HE CTOST
BaIllero MU3MHIIA, HU yMa, HH cep/lia Bamero! Brl uecTHee Bcex, OiaroposiHee Beex, JIydlle Beex, Jlo0pee Beex,
yMHee Bcex! 37ech ecTh HeIOCTOMHbBIE HATHYTHCS U IIOAHATD IUIATOK, KOTOPBIHM BEI ceidyac ypoHwIH... s uero xe
BbI ce0sl YHIDKAETE M CTABUTE HIDKE Bcex? 3aueM BbI BCE B ceOe MCKOBEPKAIIH, 3a4eM B Bac ropaoctu Het? (SS,
6:343)

Mil 'ToGexan 1 KHsI3b, HO Ha IIOPOre OOXBATHIIM ero pykaMmu. Y6uToe, HCKaxeHHoe 1uno Hacrachu
OUINIIITOBHEI TIIAIENI0 HA HETO B YIIOP, M IOCHHEBIITNE I'yOBI IIEBEIIINACH, CIIPAIITIBASL:
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— 3a ueil? 3a ueii?.. (SS 6:572)

"™ 1mo, aT0 GBI OH MOT C/ETATh M MPEINPHHSATH, TO Bce yMepno ¢ HuM. Ho rie moabko on HE npukocuynca —
BE3JIe OH OCTaBWIJI Herccienumyto uepty. (PSS 9:242)

" Bce, uto BepaGoTanocs 6s1 B Kusize, yracio B Moruie. Y motomy, ykasas nocrenenHo va Kusss B neiicTaum,
Oyzet nosonbHO. (PSS 9:252)

™ 1m0, aT0 GBI OH MOT C/IEIATh U NPEANPHHSATH, TO BCe yMeplIo ¢ HuM. Ho IJie moabko o HA npukochyncs —
BE3Jle OH OCTaBHJI HernccneauMyto uepty. (PSS 9:242)

™1 'TeGenes, Kemnep, Tans, IITHIBIH ¥ MHOTHE APYTHE JTHIA HALIETO PACCKA3a KUBYT MO-IPEKHEMY,
M3MCHIINCH MaJIO, U HaM IIOYTH HEYeTo O HUX mepenats. (SS 6:613)

il “Bep ecth untatenn «IHOTaY, TO OHH, MOXKET OBITh, GYIYT HECKONBKO H3YMIICHBI HEOXKHIAHHOCTHIO
OKOHYAHWs; HO, IIOPA3MBICITUB, KOHCUHO COTTIACSITCS, 9TO TaK U CIemoBano KOHIuTs” (SS 15:388)

MV Bce BaIIM MBICITH, BCe GPOIICHHBIC BAMH CEMEHA, MOXKET OBITh yiKe 3a0bIThIC BAMH, BOILIOTSTCS 1
BBIPACTYT; MOYYHBIINI OT Bac mepenact Apyromy. M modemy BbI 3HaeTe, KaKoe y4acTHe Bl OyJeTe UMETh B
Oynyuiem paspeiieHuu cyned denoedectna? (SS 6:406-407)

" (KHs13b TONBKO npuKockyacs K ux xusan. Ho mo, 4o GbI OH MOT CIENaTh U PEANPHHATE, TO BCE YMEPIIO C
HUM. Poccus deticmgosana na ne2o nocmenernno. Ipospenus e2o. Ho Te moavko o HU RPUKOCHYICS — BE3le OH
0CTaBUII Hernccaequmyto uepty. (PSS 9:242)
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Conclusion:
Scripting the Self in Dostoevsky and James

Responding to the question about the relationship between art and reality in “Mr. —bov”
and “The Art of Fiction,” Dostoevsky and James present art as antidote for the raw chaos of life.
Together with other writings, these essays draw a distinction between two concepts of reality: the
external, objective reality—the raw material of life, infinitely rich and abundant, but ultimately
meaningless in its indiscriminate inclusiveness; and what James calls the “transmuted real,” the
imprint of the external world on individual consciousness which causes it to respond, to vibrate,
to seek meaning and value, in short, causing it to live. Dostoevsky’s and James’s shared
conception of human reality as a meeting between the internal and the external results in what
one might call perspectival realism which foregrounds what is at once our limitation and our
asset: our essential positionality vis-a-vis the world, which precludes individual access to
objective reality, but which also results in the rich diversity and complexity of human
experience. It is the “transmuted real” expressed in art—the artist’s selection and shaping of
insensible, all-inclusive reality—that makes it possible to experience the same phenomenon
anew and fight the deadening effects of habitual perception.

When it comes to the inner reality of the self, one finds in the fiction of Dostoevsky and
James the same distinction between the “raw” material of interior reality, the indeterminate and
elusive “I for myself,” and the “I for another,” the social identity forged from this material
through a similar process of selection and shaping. It is through “surrender and sacrifice” of the
self’s essential potentiality that a distinct, meaningful identity is formed. The transition from
potentiality to actuality is therefore an artistic, creative endeavor, and is often presented by

Dostoevsky and James in the form of life-writing. In this respect, it is life that mirrors art, and
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not vice versa; and the same principles that Dostoevsky and James see at the heart of the art of
fiction also underlie the life-writing efforts of their heroes and heroines.

“Life is an art in itself,” Dostoevsky writes, and just as the artist works, in James’s words,
“in face of the constant force that makes for muddlement,” so the characters discussed in this
study confront persistent forces, from within and from without, that make the task of self-
scripting so difficult to accomplish. The theme of the first pair of works discussed in this study,
Dostoevsky’s White Nights and James’s The Beast in the Jungle, is wasted life, or life as a non-
story. Concerned as they are with the inner workings of the psyche, Dostoevsky and James
nevertheless stress that these workings can qualify as an adventure—as experience, as a story, as
life—only when they are interactive in nature. Dostoevsky and James endow the protagonists of
these novellas, The Dreamer and John Marcher, with active imaginations and artistic
sensibilities, but what initially may appear as an exciting adventure of the imaginative mind is
invalidated because these adventures leave no mark outside of the insulated consciousnesses of
the protagonists, no relation to the external world. Just as the value and “authenticity” of a work
of fiction, according to Dostoevsky and James, is ultimately determined by the amount of life the
readers feel in it, so the various vibrations of consciousness qualify as genuine life, or life-story,
only when they resonate with others. A living consciousness for Dostoevsky and James is always
consciousness of something external to itself, particularly, consciousness of another
consciousness. It is when the Dreamer and John Marcher consciously look in the face of another,
actual person for reflection of their being in the world that they acknowledge their lives as non-
stories.

Notes from the Underground and Daisy Miller represent a different kind of failure at life-

writing. The Underground Man and Daisy Miller embody the rich complexity, elusiveness, and
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contrariety of human nature, which recognizes only one law, one authority—its own capricious
will. Writing at the time when the influence of determinism pervaded not only the scientific and
the philosophical, but also social and cultural spheres of life, Dostoevsky and James insist that
individual life cannot be reduced to neat categories or explained by predefined universal laws,
because the chief law of life, the essence of human nature, is its freedom—the same “freedom of
inspiration and creation” which Dostoevsky and James posit as the chief law of art. This
freedom entails the capacity to outgrow and resist all categories and challenge even the most
reasonable laws, which is precisely what the Underground Man and Daisy Miller do: they
exercise this freedom not through self-definition, not by choosing or creating an identity for
themselves, but by refusing the choice itself, thus upholding their inner indeterminacy as their
only defining characteristic. In this respect, the Underground Man and Daisy Miller represent the
triumph of the self over the artificial, narrow restraints superimposed on it by science and
established conventions. But, paradoxically, this triumph also presents a setback to the
characters’ efforts at self-actualization, at living what the Underground Man calls the “living
life,” for while the concept of a stable and definable identity is artificial, the illusion of stability
is essential to forging and sustaining meaningful relationships with others. While the self in
Dostoevsky and James is characterized by indeterminacy and “unfinalizability,” that is, it
encompasses of a range of possible identities, an array of potential choices, some of which will
never be actualized but will continue to exist as potentiality, finding a plot for oneself demands
that some of these possibilities be sacrificed for the sake of actualizing others.>® One must, to use

James’s metaphor, draw artificial circles in order to make a work of art of oneself. This is where

*® As Armstrong aptly notes, “the unlived life always haunts the life we have lived as the ghost embodying the
possibilities we have not selected,” but “these ‘other chances’ will remain empty possibilities until some of them are
actually engaged” (Armstrong 107).
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the Underground Man and Daisy Miller deliberately fail: they refuse to “surrender and sacrifice,”
the task Dostoevsky and James associate with the work of an artist. By choosing indeterminacy
and potentiality, they sever their connection with “the human scene,” which, in the worlds of
Dostoevsky and James, is tantamount to death or non-life. Hence, their triumph is undermined by
the ways the two novellas are framed. Ironically, while the Underground Man and Daisy Miller
sacrifice their lives for their “unfinalizability,” (their right to invalidate any definition of them by
others), the final words about them are not their own: the fictional editor of Notes from the
Underground decides when to end the Underground Man’s notes based on what seems to him a
logical conclusion to the ongoing contradictory narrative; and Daisy is no longer present to
challenge or confirm Winterbourne’s allegedly “final” verdict about her innocence. Moreover,
the original title of the novella, Daisy Miller: A Study in Two Parts, conveys the very sense of
definitiveness which Daisy sought to escape. This suggests that by refusing to script our selves in
a way that realizes our potential for being, we risk becoming the raw material of life from which
others will create their versions of our stories without any regard for our sense of selfhood.
Taken together, Dostoevsky’s White Nights and Notes from the Underground and
James’s The Beast in the Jungle and Daisy Miller establish the foundation for what becomes a
central problem in The Idiot and The Wings of the Dove: the problem of the self-other
relationship in the face of the intractable conflict between one’s sense of inner freedom and
indeterminacy and the demands of social relations which constitute the only form of genuine,
“living” life. The saintly protagonists of The Idiot and The Wings of the Dove, Prince Myshkin
and Milly Theale, step down from their Romantic isolation to the arena of busy social life—
Petersburg and London—in order to take risks to see and live the life with which they were thus

far acquainted largely through books. Yet life itself in these novels is presented as a contention
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of plots: narrating, plotting, and scripting become the very basis of interaction between
characters competing for authorship over the plots of their lives, resisting images imposed on
them by others while simultaneously trying to make others act in accordance with their scripts.
Myshkin’s and Milly’s precarious health condition and lack of experience add a sense of urgency
to their self-scripting efforts, but these efforts are at once enriched and hindered by their moral
imagination—their ability to “live-into” other characters and see the world—and themselves—
from multiple subjective perspectives. On the one hand, this results in a richer, fuller, more
profound experience of life—what James calls “experience concentrated”—Dbut the resulting
“surplus of vision” is predicated on their position as outsiders and on the distance and
uninvolvement from the human scene which at ones beckons and terrifies them. Myshkin and
Milly are aware that by joining the cast of actors in this scene, they will be limited by their
assigned roles and will miss parts of the drama of life which absorbs them. This is particularly
important because they sense that their acting career cannot be a long one, and the curtains of
death can close on them at any moment. At the same time, they are not content with “mere
spectatorship” of life: conscious as they are of mortality, they want to leave a lasting impression
with the audience, to add their story to the great book of life.

As Myshkin and Milly struggle to realize their capacity for both being and seeing, they
resort to what Sarah Young calls “a strategy of ‘saintly scripting” which is aimed not at self-
assertion, but at allowing the other to attain selfhood” (Young 93-94). The chief goal of this
strategy, however, is not self-effacement, as Young suggests, but self-actualization and self-
discovery which underlie Myshkin’s and Milly decision to be with the people in the first place.
By allowing others to script them or “work” them, Myshkin and Milly seek to get a sense of

what they are good for, for these scripts present a view of them from the outside, a view a person
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can never have of oneself. What they discover is that they are not good for action, for the acts
dictated by the narrow, egocentric scripts of other characters clash with their self-integrity. But
as they become aware of the limitations of others, they begin to see their field of action. Since
they are good at seeing, and since being amounts to leaving one’s mark on the world and
affecting the being of others, their act, their imprint upon the consciousnesses of others is their
vision, which erases the stamp of normality from relationships based on profit and egoism and
reverses the ossifying effects of established conventions which all the characters accept.”® Kate’s
final words in The Wings of the Dove, “We shall never be again as we were,” encapsulate
Myshkin’s and Milly’s achievement: while they do not succeed as heroes in transforming the
world into a better place, while they allow others to make disastrous mistakes, they nonetheless
make it impossible for those who make them to feel innocent and avoid moral responsibility for
their actions. Dostoevsky states that “Talent is given to a writer for the purpose of producing an
impression. One can know a fact, one can see it a hundred times oneself and still not get such an
impression as when someone else, a person of special talent, stands beside you and points out the
very same fact to you, but from his point of view, explains it to you in his own words and makes
you look at it through his eyes (OW 118; translation emended). While Myshkin and Milly fail to
create meaningful plots for themselves—fail, that is, in action—they nevertheless succeed in
realizing their artistic potential, embodying art’s capacity for reconciling the vital impulses for

being and for seeing, and therefore for meeting both aesthetic and ethical demands of life.

% For discussion of Myshkin as a destroyer of stagnation, see Orwin, 410.
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