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Abstract

The Psychological Novel and Science of the Brain:
Dostoevsky, Tolstoy, and the Narrative of Consciousness

by
Brian C Egdorf
Doctor of Philosophy in Slavic Languages and Literatures
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Irina Paperno, Chair

This dissertation situates the remarkable narrative discoveries of Fyodor Dostoevsky and Leo
Tolstoy in portraying the consciousness of characters within the intense discussion of the
emerging science of the brain in the 1860s and 1870s, in Russia and Western Europe. How do
Dostoevsky and Tolstoy respond to developments in neurophysiology, and what new techniques
arise from the close engagement between literature and science? I turn to two novels,
Dostoevsky’s The Idiot (1868) and Tolstoy Anna Karenina (1877) and demonstrate how,
responding to the contemporary debates surrounding the intervention of science into the
workings of the human mind, these literary writers created their own experimental models of the
psyche that are special to literature.

The dissertation first traces the discussion of the advances in neurophysiology in the 1860s and
1870s in the popular “thick journals” (which combined fiction, science, politics, and more) and
specialized professional publications. In the Russian press, popular journals published original
work by scientists in Russia and in Western Europe, and critics reviewed new scientific
discoveries for the general audience. What is more, scientists (such as Ivan Sechenov in his
groundbreaking Reflexes of the Brain) wrote for a popular audience and adopted a literary style.
In the journals, literary critics, philosophers, psychologists, theologians, and others debated
scientific ideas about the workings of the human brain. In these debates, the science of the brain
clashed with religious thinking: Could “reflexes of the brain” replace the idea of the human soul
and its immortality? The dissertation then turns to Dostoevsky’s The Idiot and Tolstoy’s Anna
Karenina, two novels that have long been celebrated for their visionary narrative techniques. In
the case of Dostoevsky’s The Idiot, the dissertation situates this novel’s narrative, especially the
emergence of style indirect libre in Chapter 5 of Part 2, in the context of the medical
understanding of epilepsy. An important parallel can be seen in the case of Gustave Flaubert,
who also had epilepsy and who is known for his innovative use of style indirect libre. Turning to
Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina, 1 study the novel’s narrative in the context of the clash between
science and religion, centered on the concept of the soul. I consider the correspondence between
Tolstoy and his close friend Nikolai Strakhov, especially their discussion of the concept of the
soul in relation to the discoveries in brain science. I then offer close readings of the key scenes
that, as I argue, offer Tolstoy’s own model for the workings of the human mind.



In the Western European context, scholars working on the intersection of science and literature
in the 19" century (Gillian Beer, George Levine, Vanessa Ryan, Nicholas Dames, Michael Finn)
have long argued that in England and France, novelists responded to scientists and, in their turn,
had an influence on the development of scientific ideas. Meanwhile, narratologists have explored
the special ways in which 19" century European novels developed new methods for constructing
narratives of human life and representing consciousness. This dissertation shows that the Russian
novelists Dostoevsky and Tolstoy competed with science to offer their own experimental models
of consciousness, ones that prefigured the narrative innovations of the modernist novel.
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Introduction

The problem of consciousness, and giving form to consciousness, is a central problem of
the 19" century. How can one access and describe the inner workings of the mind, and how do
such descriptions influence the ways in which the mind is conceptualized? How does one give
form to consciousness, or subjective experience, especially when such experience lies on the
margins of explicability?

Novels have long been engaged with representation of consciousness, and it would not be
an exaggeration to say that in the middle of the 19" century, across Europe, the psychological
novel became the dominant form of the genre. Dorrit Cohn, in her paradigm-making Transparent
Minds (1978), claimed that a central historical task of the modern Western novel was to
understand “how another mind thinks, another body feels.”! But in the process, as Cohn has
demonstrated, the novel’s claim to “realism” clashed with the mysteries of consciousness,
“whose verisimilitude is impossible to verify.” 2 Thus, it is the novel that responds to a need to
give form to complex psychological experiences that seem inaccessible to the naked eye. In the
mid-19" century novel across Europe, narrative seems to give form and shape to complex
thoughts, feelings, memories, and sensations that create an illusion of transparent minds. In the
representation of consciousness, as historians of the novel have convincingly argued, lies the
meaning of such narrative techniques as the seemingly omniscient third-person narrator, free-
indirect discourse (style indirect libre), stream-of-consciousness, and more.

Some scholars of the novel and narrative have claimed that, beginning in the late-18'
century (with Laurence Sterne) narrative in the novel focused on experimental ways of
representing character consciousness, or subjectivity (Erich Kahler called this the “inward turn of
narrative”).? Others maintain that attention to consciousness defines literature as such (such is
Kite Hamburger’s thesis in The Logic of Literature [1973]).* Narratologists, such as Gérard
Genette in his classic Narrative Discourse (1972), have approached the problem of the narrative
of consciousness from a linguistic perspective.’ One scholar, the linguist Ann Banfield, questions
the wisdom of conflating fiction with speech, arguing that novels suggest a “nonequivalence of
speaker and his subjectivity.”® Indeed, as Cohn reminds us, consciousness cannot be “quoted
directly or indirectly, it can only be narrated” (what is more, one of “the drawbacks of the
linguistic approach is that it tends to leave out of account the entire nonverbal realm of
consciousness.”)’” Cohn suggests that representation of consciousness in the novel is a literary
(and not simply linguistic) phenomenon.®

Scholars have provided insightful analysis of concrete techniques involved with
consciousness, and they focus on the overlap of the narrator and character in narrative. Novelists’

! Dorrit Cohn, Transparent Minds: Narrative Modes for Presenting Consciousness in Fiction
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978), 5.

2 Ibid., 6.

3 See Erich Kahler, The Inward Turn of Narrative (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1973).
4 See Kite Hamburger, The Logic of Literature (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1973).
5 Gerard Genette, Figures I1l: Discours du récit (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1972).

¢ See Ann Banfield, Unspeakable Sentences (Boston: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1982), 97.

" Dorrit Cohn, Transparent Minds, 11.

8 Brian McHale has written on the continued relevance of Cohn’s typology in the context of the
rise of cognitive narratology in the article, “Transparent Minds Revisited,” Narrative 20.1
(January 2012): 115-124.



ability to penetrate the workings of the character’s mind has long been understood through the
“omniscient” narrator who knows all and is able to offer insight into feelings, thoughts, and
emotions of the character, including both conscious and unconscious mental states. Audrey Jaffe
has described the “effect” of omniscience not as due to a specific narrator figure but rather as a
“tension” between “a voice that implies presence and the lack of any character to attach it to.”
Other methods describe the intersection of the narrator and the character, especially in relation to
the representation of the character’s inner mind. The technique of interior monologue, first
attributed by the Russian critic Nikolai Chernyshevsky to Tolstoy’s Childhood (Detstvo), seems
to imitate the working of the associative mind, whether the character’s mind or, as in the
modernist work of James Joyce and Virginia Woolf, the author’s mind.!° Free-indirect discourse,
or style indirect libre, fuses the style of the character with the narrator and author.!! Overall, it
could be argued that such narrative techniques arose when novelists turned to the complex task

? Over the years, narratologists have theorized the omniscient narrator through a more nuanced
understanding of narrative perspective. Such is Genette’s widely accepted concept of
focalization, which can be defined as ““selection or restriction of narrative information in relation
to the experience and knowledge of the narrator, the characters or other, more hypothetical
entities in the storyworld” (Niederhoff, Burkhard, “Focalization,” The Living Handbook of
Narratology, https://www.hamburg.de/lhn/index.php/Focalization, accessed July 30, 2021).
Genette proposes “focalization” as a replacement for the omniscience: “[B]y focalization I
certainly mean a restriction of ‘field’—actually, that is, a selection of narrative information with
respect to what was traditionally called omniscience” (Genette 74). Audrey Jaffe in Vanishing
Points: Dickens, Narrative, and the Subject of Omniscience (University of California Press,
1991) speaks of omniscience as an “effect” in the novels of Charles Dickens, which she calls a
“tension” between “a voice that implies presence and the lack of any character to attach it to” (4).
For Robert Scholes, in this type of narration, “multiple perceptions ... coalesce into a single
reality, a single truth” (273). However, this concept has come under critical debate in the past
few decades. Wallace Martin characterizes omniscience as a “dumping ground” for a “wide
range of distinct narrative techniques,” and Jonathan Culler calls it a “fantasy” that “oppresses at
the same time it obfuscates” (Recent Theories of Narrative 146; Culler, “Omniscience,” 32).

19 'While usually attributed to Modernist novels of the twentieth century, interior monologue was
first attributed to Tolstoy’s Detstvo (Childhood) by Nikolai Chernyshevsky (see Gleb Struve,
“Monologue Intérieur: The Origins of the Formula and the First Statement of Its Possibilities,”
PMLA 69 [1954]: 1101-1111). On Tolstoy and interior monologue, see also Liza Knapp, (“‘Tue-
la! Tue-le!’: Death Sentences, Words, and Inner Monologue in Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina and
‘Three More Deaths.” Tolstoy Studies Journal 11 [1999]: 1-19); Michel Aucouturier has also
provided a comprehensive study of Tolstoy’s use of the technique (“Langage Intérieur et analyse
psychologique chez Tolstoj,” Revue des études slaves 34.1 [1957], 7-14). Cohn defines this
technique as a “transformation of figural thought-language into the narrative language of third-
person fiction” (Transparent Minds, 100).

' The technique of free-indirect discourse has received considerable scholarly attention. Roy
Pascal speaks of free-indirect discourse as the moment that “fuses the two voices of the character
and the narrator” (26). See The Dual Voice: Free Indirect Speech and Its Functioning in the
Nineteenth Century European Novel (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1977). Banfield,
through an analysis based in generative linguistics, argues that such moments mark in free-
indirect discourse “the nonequivalence of speaker and his subjectivity,” undercutting the notion
that such sentences could be spoken by the narrator. Unspeakable Sentences, 17.



of representing the consciousness of characters, and they became especially prevalent in novels
in the 19" century. All three examples mark moments where the subjectivity of the character and
that of the narrator overlap in narrative form.

The problems of narrative and consciousness (and the unconscious) have been
approached through psychoanalytic perspectives, linking narrative structure to the structure of
the mind and the unconscious (Meredith Skura, Elizabeth Dalton, and Peter Brooks).!? Other
scholars, notably cognitive narratologists, have attempted to link the present-day scientific
knowledge about how actual minds work with narrative, including representations of
consciousness and emotions and the cognitive effect on the reader (David Herman, Alan Palmer,
Blakey Vermeule, and others).!?

In recent years, literary scholars have become aware that in the mid- to late-19™ century
in Europe, science also became increasingly interested in understanding the workings of
consciousness and the brain, from both a medical (pathological) point of view and a general
physiological and psychological perspective. Importantly, for science, accessing the “interior” of
the psyche, as well as the relationship between the body and mind, was a practical problem that
rested on new methods for exploring the workings of the brain. Scholars have shown that science
and literature often worked in tandem, getting inspiration and borrowing from each other. Gillian
Beer, in the groundbreaking study on evolutionary narrative in Darwin and the Victorian novel,
asserted that, between literature and science, “the traffic was two-way” and that in this period
“not only ideas but metaphors, myths, and narrative patterns could move rapidly and freely to
and fro between scientists and non-scientists.”'* In the case of the science of the brain, novelists
responded to the ideas of scientists and also to case studies of pathological conditions, and they
devised their own ideas about the workings of the mind, in part inspired by science. As scholars
of the Victorian novel (Vanessa Ryan, Nicholas Dames) and the French novel (Michael Finn)
have convincingly shown, in the 19" century, the increased interest in new techniques for the
representation of consciousness of the character coincided with the intense development in brain
science, marked by the cross-fertilization of ideas and models of consciousness between
scientists and novelists alike.

12 See Meredith Skura for the nexus between literary criticism and psychoanalysis in The
Literary Use of the Psychoanalytic Process (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1981). Peter
Brooks famously argues that narrative structure mimics the structure of the mind. See Reading
for the Plot (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1984). Elizabeth Dalton applies this
psychoanalytic approach in her reading of a single Russian novel, Dostoevsky’s The Idiot,
tracing the unconscious in literary structure, arguing that “[t]he structure and the internal
coherence of the literary work take shape out of this ‘proliferation in the dark’ of repressed
material.” Unconscious Structure in The Idiot (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979), 23.
13 David Herman has turned special attention to the way in which novels take on cognitive
structure, as informed by contemporary cognitive science. See Basic Elements of Narrative
(Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2009). Alan Palmer applies current cognitive science to ways in
which characters socially interact in novels in Social Minds in the Novel (Columbus: Ohio State
University Press, 2010). Recently, Blakey Vermeule has studied the effect of novels on the
consciousness of the reader through the lens of current-day theories of the mind. See Why Do We
Care About Literary Characters? (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2010).

14 Gillian Beer, Darwin’s Plots: Evolutionary Narrative in Darwin, George Eliot and
Nineteenth-Century Fiction (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 5.



In Russia, the situation in the 1860s-1870s demonstrated a similar intense interest in the
workings of the mind and brain in science and literature.!® Let us recall the famous scene from
the opening chapters of Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina (1877). An amicable character, Stiva
Oblonsky, has been caught in adultery:

“What is this? this?” she asked, pointing to the note. And, in recalling it, as it
often happens, Stepan Arkad’ich was tormented not so much by the event itself as
by the way he had responded to these words from his wife. What had happened to
him at that moment was what happens to people when they are unexpectedly
caught in something very shameful. He had not managed to prepare his face for
the position he found himself in with regard to his wife now that his guilt had
been revealed. Instead of being offended, of denying, justifying, asking
forgiveness, even remaining indifferent — any of which would have been better
than what he did! — his face quite involuntarily (‘reflexes of the brain’, thought
Stepan Arkad’ich, who liked physiology) smiled all at once its habitual, kind and
therefore stupid smile. He could not forgive himself for that stupid smile. Seeing
that smile, Dolly had winced as if from physical pain, burst with her typical
vehemence into a torrent of cruel words, and rushed from the room. Since then
she had refused to see her husband. “That stupid smile is to blame for it all,”
thought Stepan Arkad’ich. “But what to do, then? What to do?”” he kept saying
despairingly to himself, and could find no answer (2-3).1¢

15 Scholars of the Russian novel have drawn links between novelists and the development of
brain science in the 1860s and 1870s. Such is Michael Holquist’s seminal article on the
intersection of Ivan Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain and Ivan Turgenev’s Fathers and Children.
“Bazarov and Sechenov: The Role of Scientific Metaphor in Fathers and Sons,” Russian
Literature XVI (1984): 359-374. Diane Thompson and Anna Kaladiouk draw similar lines
between Dostoevsky’s literary works and the general questions around methodology in the
sciences. Valeria Sobol has shown how literary writers responded to scientific ideas about the
brain in the context of feelings, emotions, and especially love in “In Search of an Alternative
Love Plot: Tolstoy, Science, and Post-Romantic Love Narratives,” Tolstoy Studies Journal 19
(2007): 54-74; see also Febris Erotica: Lovesickness in the Russian Literary Imagination
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2009). Recently, Melissa Frazier has drawn important
connections between the novels of sensation of Wilkie Collins and the work of Dostoevsky. “The
Science of Sensation: Dostoevsky, Wilkie Collins and the Detective Novel,” Dostoevsky Studies
19 (2015): 7-28. Alexey Vdovin has written about the connections between Sechenov’s Reflexes
of the Brain and the genesis of Dostoevsky’s Notes from Underground (1864) in “Dostoevskii i
refleksy golovnogo mozga: ‘Zapiski iz podpol’ia’ v svete otkrytii I. M. Sechenova,” in Russkii
realism XIX veka: obshchestvo, znanie, povestvovanie, eds. FM. Vaisman, A. V. Vdovin, L.
Kliger and others (Moscow: Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, 2020), 431-451.

16 For Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina, I have used the translation by Richard Pevear and Larissa
Volokhonsky (New York: Penguin, 2000), 2-3. [— UTo0 3T0? 3T0? — cnpammBala oHa,
yKa3bIBasl Ha 3aMUCKy. M pu 3TOM BOCIIOMHHAHHH, KaK 3TO 4acTo ObIBaeT, Myyasio CremaHa
Apkaaprya He CTOJBKO CaMoe COOBITHE, CKOJIBKO TO, KK OH OTBETHII Ha ATH CJIOBA keHbl. C HUM
CIyYHJIOCH B 9TY MUHYTY TO, YTO CIIy4aeTcsl C JFOJIbMH, KOT/Ia OHH HEOXKUIAHHO YIHYCHBI B UEM-
HUOY/Ib CIMIIKOM MOCTBIIHOM. OH HE CyMeJI IPUTOTOBHUTH CBOE JIMIIO K TOMY TTOJIOKEHHIO, B
KOTOpPOE€ OH CTAaHOBHJICS IEpPeJ1 )KEHOM TOCIIe OTKPBITHS €ro BUHBI. BMecTo Toro 4ro0



Stiva initially assigns blame to his predicament to his reflexive smile. A contemporary reader of
Tolstoy’s novel may have recognized the key concept from a treatise in physiology, Ivan
Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain (Refleksy golovnogo mozga, 1863), whose influence extended
beyond the narrow circle of specialists. Moreover, Stiva’s smile may remind readers of science
of the reflexive smiles and laughs described by Sechenov in the first pages of his medical
treatise:

The infinite diversity of external manifestations of cerebral activity can be
reduced to a single phenomenon—muscular movement. Whether it’s the child
laughing at the sight of a toy, or Garibaldi smiling when persecuted for excessive
love for his native land, or a girl trembling at the first thought of love, or Newton
creating universal laws and inscribing them on paper—the ultimate fact in all
cases is muscular movement (3, my emphasis).!”

One could imagine another example added to this physiologist’s list: “Doesn’t Stiva smile when
confronted by Dolly about his affair in Anna Karenina?” This extrapolation is not as strange as it
may seem: it strikes the eye that, to introduce his argument, Dr. Sechenov (“Lekar’ Sechenov,”
as he was identified in his first published article) adopts the style and rhetoric of a novelist.'®
Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain, first published in 1863 in The Medical Herald (Meditsinskii

OCKOpPOUTHCS, OTPEKATHCSI, OTIPABIBIBATHCS, IPOCUTH MPOIICHHUS, OCTABATHCS JTAKE
PaBHOAYIIHBIM — Bce OBLJIO OBI JIyYIlle TOTO, YTO OH cjejal! — ero JUIO0 COBEPIICHHO
HEBOJIBHO («pedIIeKCHl TOJIOBHOTO MO3ray, noaymain Ctenan Apkaapud, KOTOPBINA JTHOOMIT
(U3HOJIOTHIO), COBEPIICHHO HEBOJIBHO BAPYT YJIBIOHYIOCH MPUBBIYHOO, JOOPOIO M TOTOMY
TIIYTIOI0 YJIBIOKOW. DTy IIIymylo yJIbIOKY OH HE MOT IPOCTHTH cebe. YBUIaB 3Ty ynbsIOKy, Jlommu
B3JIPOTHYJIA, KaK OT (PU3UUECKOM 00JIH, pa3pa3uiiack, CO CBOMCTBEHHOIO €l TOPSYHOCTHIO,
MOTOKOM KECTOKHX CJIOB U BbIOEXkaja n3 KoMHaThl. C TeX Mop OHa HE XOTela BUJIETh MyXKa.
«BceMy BHUHOI 3Ta ritynas ynsiokay, gyman Crenan Apkaasud. «Ho 4to ke nenars? uto
JeNath?» ¢ oT4assHueM ToBOpui oH cebe u He Haxoaun oTBeTa. (L. N. Tolstoi, Polnoe sobranie
sochinenii v 90 tomakh, akademicheskoe yubileinoe izdanie [ Gosudarstvennoe Izdatel’stvo
Khudozhestvennoi Literaturi, 1928-1958], 5)]

17 For translations of Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain, | have used S. Belsky’s Reflexes of the
Brain (Cambridge: The M. L. T. Press, 1965), 3. [Bce 6eckoneuHOE pazHOOOpa3re BHEITHUX
NPOSIBIICHUH MO3TOBOM JIESITEIBHOCTH CBOJUTCSI OKOHYATEIBHO K OJJHOMY JIUIIb SIBICHUI0 —
MBILIEYHOMY JBUKEHUI0. Ceemcsa M1 peOSHOK NIPU BUE UTPYLIKH, ViblOaemcs: T
[apubanbau, KOTAa ero TOHST 32 H3IUIITHIOK JI000Bb K POAWHE, APOXKUT JIH JICBYIIKA TIPH
NIepBOW MBICITH O JIFOOBH, co3/1aeT Jin HpI0TOH MEPOBBIE 3aKOHBI M ITUILIET UX Ha Oymare — Be3Jie
OKOHYATEeJIbHBIM (paKTOM sIBJIIeTCSI MblliedHOe ABmkenue. (Ivan Sechenov, Izbrannye
proizvedenniia: tom pervyi, ed. Kh. S. Koshtoyanets [Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, 1952],
9]

18 Sechenov has been the subject of a study that analyzed his adoption of literary forms,
especially metaphors, in his scientific work (especially in “Refleksy golovnovo mozga™). I am
grateful to Maya Koretzky for providing me with her senior thesis in which she explores this
idea: “Sensational Science: Ivan Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain and Revolutionary
Physiology, Literature and Politics of the Russian 1860s,” Undergraduate Thesis, Cornell
University, 2013.



Vestnik) (after he attempted, but failed, to secure its publication in a so-called “thick journal” The
Contemporary (Sovremennik), famous for introducing literary innovations of the time), had
significant repercussions through the 1860s and 1870s for the debate about the nature of
consciousness. This debate unfolded both in “thick journals such as The Russian Herald
(Russkii Vestnik) and The Herald of Europe, which combined fiction with politics and popular
science, and in professional medical editions proper, such as The Medical Herald.

As the example of Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina begins to suggest, the novels of Dostoevsky
and Tolstoy arose in a period during which the novel, with its “inward turn” in narrative, began
to converge with the tremendous interest in the science of the brain. Russian scientists became
centrally concerned with the physiology of the nervous system in relation to the workings of
consciousness, and some, like Sechenov, wrote in a popular style that borrowed ideas and forms
from other discourses, including philosophy, theology, and literature. Russian novelists, like their
Western European counterparts, were aware of the intense debate about the emerging science of
the brain. Focusing on the Russian case, and on the great discoveries associated with the Russian
psychological novel, I will explore different ways in which science and literature overlapped in
this period in Russia. I will focus not only on the two-way traffic between novelists and
scientists, but also on important disagreements and the heated debate between novelists and
scientists on the nature of inner life. In the end, I will argue that these close interactions,
especially the intense divergence between the two, lead to important new models of
consciousness in the novels of Dostoevsky and Tolstoy.

Literature and Science in the West: Recent Advances in Scholarship

In recent years, literary scholars have explored the engagement between science and
literature in the 19" century, from evolutionary science to the physiology of the brain and
nervous system. This trend is led by Beer, who argued that Charles Darwin’s evolutionary theory
as developed in On the Origin of Species (1859) has been “assimilated and resisted by novelists
who, within the subtle enregisterment of narrative, have assayed its powers.”!® Beer
demonstrates how Darwin and other scientists, who were avid readers, integrated literary models
into their own writings, mimicking narrative structures of writers such as George Eliot and
Charles Dickens. Likewise, Darwin’s science, especially the theory of evolution as developed in
On the Origin of Species [1859], in turn, profoundly influenced literature. For Beer, narrative
patterns act as a conduit between literature and science, as the medium through which the two
disciplines influence each other. Another scholar, George Levine (Darwin and the Novelists), has
shown that the impact of Darwin’s ideas on literature was palpable whether they agreed with
Darwin or not.?

Both these scholars have had a wide ranging impact on the study of science and literature,
especially the more recent turn to brain science and the psychological novel. Nicholas Dames
argues in Amnesiac Selves (2001) that the Victorian novel, while influenced by then-
contemporary scientists of the brain (Alexander Bain, Franz Josef Gall, and William Carpenter),

19 Gillian Beer. Darwin’s Plots, 2. Since Beer, scholarship on the relationship of Charles Darwin
to literature has taken many turns. George Levine (Darwin and the Novelists, Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1988) argues that the influence of Darwin reached far beyond those
who were directly exposed to his work and included novelists who were even opposed to his
ideas.

20 George Levine advances this argument in Darwin and the Novelists.



devised new models of the mind that looked ahead to discoveries in science and medicine yet to
come. In this work, Dames focuses on the issue of amnesia in the novel, demonstrating that
novelists in this period invented new forms of forgetting and nostalgia before the concept of
amnesia was understood by science.?! This leads to what he calls an “amnesiac self” that was
particular to literature alone. In another study, in The Physiology of the Novel (2007), Dames
suggests that the narrative of Victorian novels maps the structure of cognition itself.?? Thus, the
problem of consciousness, propelled by the advances of science, took an unexpected turn in the
confines of narrative form.

In the recent book Thinking Without Thinking in the Victorian Novel (2012), Vanessa
Ryan expands this line of inquiry by arguing that Victorian novels not only model consciousness,
but that they also attempt to “train” the minds of those who read them.?* Like Dames, Ryan reads
19" century psychology and brain science (William Carpenter, Thomas Laycock, Henry
Maudsley, and Alexander Bain) to demonstrate how “Victorian fiction writers went beyond the
question of what the mind is to explore the dynamic experience of how the mind functions.”?*
(1). Ryan demonstrates “how both the form of the Victorian novel and the experience of reading
novels played a central role in ongoing debates about the nature of consciousness.”” Ryan is
particularly interested in the emergence of “physiological psychology” and the focus on the
reflexive mind. Through this look at Victorian science of consciousness, Ryan argues that
novelists in the 19" century (Wilkie Collins, George Eliot, George Meredith, and Henry James)
“began to look seriously at nondeliberate thought, specifically at what they called ‘unconscious
cerebration,”” and the novelists offered their own ways of “schooling the reflexive mind.”2°

The situation in France in the 19" century developed similarly. Scholars of the French
novel of the 19" century have demonstrated a similar engagement between literature and the
brain science, especially the development of the idea of unconscious processes in the mind.
Michael Finn, in the recent Figures of the Pre-Freudian Unconscious from Flaubert to Proust
(2017), demonstrates links between science and literature in the understanding of the
“unconscious,” with Freud as a reference point.?” Importantly, he also deals with problems of the
mind and consciousness in relation to medical science before Freud in the 19" century, and he
shows “how medicalized human duality began to show up in the fiction and in the creative
theory of writers, particularly Flaubert, Maupassant and Proust.”?8

These scholars have demonstrated some of the complex interactions that occurred
between novelists and scientists in the 19" century, showing that the novelist had as much of a
role to play in the development of science as scientists did. Furthermore, Dames and Ryan have
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21 Nicholas Dames describes how novelists in the 19 century created new ways of nostalgia in
the novel that preceded the concept of amnesia as it is understood today. Amnesiac Selves:
Nostalgia, Forgetting, and British Fiction, 1810-1870 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010),
6.

22 Nicholas Dames, The Physiology of the Novel (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).

23 Vanessa Ryan, Thinking Without Thinking in the Victorian Novel (Baltimore: The Johns
Hopkins University Press, 2012).

24 Ibid., 1.

% Ibid., 2.

26 Ibid., 3.

27 Michael T. Finn, Figures of the Pre-Freudian Unconscious from Flaubert to Proust
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017).

28 Ibid., 2.



argued that novelists often came up with innovative ways of representing the psyche that
exceeded the models available to science of the brain at the time, and that they influenced
Western European science and psychology.

Science and Literature in 19" century Russian culture

And what about the situation in 19" century Russia? While the studies mentioned above
offer potential avenues for understanding the development of the psychological novel not only in
England and France, but also in Russia, it could be argued that the novels of Dostoevsky and
Tolstoy engage with science in ways that both coincide with and diverge from the Victorian and
French case.?’

In Russia, both the psychological novel and brain science arose in the period that
coincided with the Great Reforms of the 1860s, which not only led to great changes in Russian
society, but also saw the expansion of scientific and philosophical teaching and research in
universities, as well as more intense exchanges between Russian and European scientists.

Popular science entered culture through various institutions in Russia. Similar to some
journals in England and France, Russian “thick journals” regularly published science alongside
serialized literature and politics. Importantly, these “thick journals” (such as The Russian Herald
[Russkii Vestnik], Notes from the Fatherland [Otechestvennye Zapiski], The Contemporary, The
Herald of Europe [ Vestnik Evropy] and more) played a central role in the dissemination of
scientific ideas to popular audiences in Russia.

29 Besides those who have focused primarily on the science of the brain (Holquist, Frazier,
Vdovin), scholars of the Russian novel have brought attention to the broad engagement between
literature and science in Russia, with a special focus on the question of Darwin’s evolutionary
theory. In the case of Tolstoy, Donna Tussing Orwin has demonstrated the broad influence of
scientific ideas on his novels, especially developments in the physical sciences in Tolstoy’s Art
and Thought, 1847-1880 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993), especially Chapter 8,
“Science, Philosophy, and Synthesis in the 1870s,” 188-207. Hugh McLean considers Tolstoy’s
antagonism towards Darwin’s scientific ideas in “Claws on the Behind: Tolstoy and Darwin,”
Tolstoy Studies Journal 19 (2007): 15-32. Anna Berman has provided a comprehensive study of
Tolstoy’s complicated engagement with Darwin’s theories in the recent article, “Darwin in the
Novels: Tolstoy’s Evolving Literary Response,” The Russian Review 76 (April 2017): 331-51. In
the case of Dostoevsky, scholars have discussed the important role of Darwin in his novels
(Michael Katz, “Dostoevsky and Natural Science,” Dostoevsky Studies 9 [1988]: 63-76). Of
special note is Harriet Murav’s Holy Foolishness: Dostoevsky’s Novels and the Poetics of
Cultural Critique (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1992). In this work, Murav traces the
emergence of medical science in the 19" century and new scientific models of pathological
human behavior alongside the hagiography of the holy fool, especially in the context of
Dostoevsky’s characters. Melissa Frazier has recently brought attention to Dostoevsky’s special
understanding of scientific ideas, especially how he puts forward his own way of considering
science in a broader concept of man. “Minds and Bodies in the World, or: Learning to Love
Dostoevsky,” 19v: An Occasional Series on the 19th Century,” NYU Jordan Center for the
Advanced Study of Russia, December 11, 2020, https://jordanrussiacenter.org/news/19v/minds-
and-bodies-in-the-world-or-learning-to-love-dostoevsky/#.YQOLoy1h1-U, accessed July 29,
2021.




In Western Europe and in Russia, popularizers of science had as much authority in the
eyes of the general public as experimental scientists. Let us recall a charged moment in
Dostoevsky’s Crime and Punishment (1866), when a “new man,” Lebeziatnikov, gives Sonia
Marmeladova a copy of George Henry Lewes’s Physiology of Common Life (1859). The works
of Lewes (the life partner and collaborator of the novelist George Eliot) were read by the general
public in Russia and, as Gillian Beer argued in relation to the English case, such works “shared a
literary, non-mathematical discourse which was readily available to readers without a scientific
training.”? Moreover, even works of the “hard sciences” were read by general audiences. One
example is Claude Bernard’s Introduction to the Study of Experimental Medicine (Introduction a
[’étude de la médicine expérimentale, 1865). In France, Claude Bernard’s work had an enormous
influence on the creation of new methods of novel writing (in Emile Zola). Notably, Zola’s essay
“Le roman expérimental” appeared first in Russia, beating the French edition when it was
published in the September 1879 edition of The Russian Herald. Zola’s essay applies the
experimental method of physiology, quoting extensively from Claude Bernard’s Introduction to
the Study of Experimental Medicine, arguing that novels should perform experiments and
intervene in much the same way that a scientist performs scientific experiments. Even so,
Russian novelists had already come up with their own “experimental” novels even in the early
1860s.3!

Russia also had its own popularizers of science, who also worked as publicists in the
“thick journals,” which published science, politics, and serialized literature. One such literary
critic, Dmitri Pisarev (1840-1868), popularized Western science in the radical journal The
Russian Word, and it was through Pisarev’s reviews that Darwin’s ideas gained a large audience
for the first time in Russia.?? Maksim Antonovich (1835-1918), Pisarev’s rival who was trained
as a geologist, likewise popularized science in the 1860s, including an 1862 review of Lewes’s
The Physiology of Common Life in The Contemporary. Less explored by scholars, Nikolai
Ivanovich Solov’év (1831-1874), a doctor by training and literary critic, edited the journal The
Epoch (Epokha) with Dostoevsky and published articles on the relationship of brain science to
art and literature in Notes of the Fatherland.>® His articles were also found in more specialized

30 Gillian Beer. Darwin’s Plots, 4.

31 While the experimental novel has primarily been theorized in the West European context, Irina
Paperno, in her book on suicide in Dostoevsky’s Russia, argues that novelists such as
Dostoevsky took up their own “experiments” in novels long before Zola described his method in
1879. See Irina Paperno, Suicide as a Cultural Institution in Dostoevsky’s Russia (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1997), 125-131. See also, Irina Paperno, “La prose des années 1870—1890.”
Histoire de la littérature russe. Le temps du roman. Dir. par Efim Etkind. Paris, 2005. Most
recently, Riccardo Nicolosi argues that Zola’s ideas were hotly debated even before the
publication of “Le roman expérimental” in 1879. Through the analysis of the work «Privalovskie
milliony» (‘“Privalov’s Millions™) (1883) by D.N. Mamin-Sibiryak, Nicolosi shows that in
Russia, in the wake of Zola’s essay, there emerged a trend of anti-scientific novels which
challenged Zola’s experimental model of fiction. Riccardo Nicolosi, “Eksperimenty s
eksperimentami: Emil' Zolia i russkii naturalizm («Privalovskie milliony»). Novoe Literaturnoe
Obozrenie 134 (April 2014): 202-220.

32 Alexander Vucinich, Science in Russian Culture, Vol. 2 (Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1970).

33 Solov’év translated the lecture by Claude Bernard, “Etude sur la physiologie du cceur,”
delivered at the Sorbonne and published in the French journal Revue des deux mondes. In the



medical journals, such as The Medical Herald, and he was also an opponent of Pisarev’s
rationalist approach to science. Other authors had close personal and professional relationships
with Dostoevsky and Tolstoy. One example is Nikolai Nikolaievich Strakhov (1828-1896), who
worked both as a literary critic and popularizer of Western philosophical thought, and he shaped
the debate around Darwin’s theories throughout the 1860s and 1870s (in Strakhov’s case, both
Dostoevsky and Tolstoy).** Strakhov played a major role in articulating the confrontation
between the concepts of the soul and the brain, not only in the two treatises The World as Whole
(Mir kak tseloe, 1872) and On the Basic Concepts of Psychology (Ob osnovnykh poniatiiakh
psikhologii, 1878) but also in his private correspondence with Tolstoy in 1875-79.3 As in
Western Europe, such figures had close relationships with novelists and at the same time
disseminated and debated major scientific ideas of the time.

Amazingly, several specialized scientific and medical journals were also read by non-
specialists, and, in addition, they featured poems and discussed fiction writers. They also
documented emerging advances in physiology and brain science, including both pathological and
non-pathological cases, with special attention given to hallucinations, epilepsy, double thoughts,
and even criminal cases. The medical press published both emerging advances in physiology and
cases of illness. One remarkable case is the appearance of an article on Turgenev’s health in the
September 3, 1883, issue of The Medical Herald (the same journal that had two decades earlier
published Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain). The article documents Turgenev’s late-life illness,
citing the author’s own diaries, diagnostic observations of his body by the famous Parisian
physician Jean-Martin Charcot, and more. Remarkably, the editor of The Medical Herald, in a
footnote to the article, conveys Turgenev’s own diagnostic sense of his time:

Doctors from the beginning were considered to be some of the “keenest”
spokesmen of our sinful intelligentsia, and they always deeply appreciated
L. S. [Ivan Sergeevich Turgenev], the truly great diagnostician of our time.

essay, Bernard asserts in the opening pages that poets, novelists, and artists have long known the
important influence of the heart on the psyche. The essay was translated by Solov’év as “The
Physiology of the Heart and Its Connections to the Brain,” a more apt title for the burgeoning
Russian interest in brain science in the 1860s. See Solov’év’s translation, Fiziologiia serdtsa i
otnosheniia ego k golovnomu mozgu (St. Petersburg: Izdanie O. 1. Baksta, 1867). A version of
the essay had also appeared in Notes of the Fatherland in 1865 under the title “Serdtse.
Fiziologicheskii etiud Kloda Bernara,” Otechestvennye Zapiski (March 1865): 178-194. A
similar article by George Henry Lewes, presumably inspired by Bernard, was reviewed in Notes
of the Fatherland: “Serdtse i mozg, Dzhordzha L’iuisa,” Otechestvenny Zapiski (November

1865): Interesy literatury i nauki na zapade, 84-92.

34 For an important treatment of Strakhov’s intellectual engagement with Dostoevsky and
Tolstoy, including the various ways that both writers agreed and clashed with Strakhov, see
Donna Orwin, “Strakhov’s World as a Whole: A Missing Link Between Dostoevsky and
Tolstoy.” Poetics. Self. Place. Essays in Honor of Anna Lisa Crone (Bloomington: Slavica,
2007). Alexander Vucinich describes Strakhov’s role on the popularization of Darwin in Darwin
in Russian Thought (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988).

35 See Irina Paperno, Who, What Am I? Tolstoy Struggles to Narrate the Self (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 2014).
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Turgenev also loved doctors, a guarantee of which can be found in the
type of the model country doctor, Bazarov.>®

As the author of Fathers and Children (1862), a novel that featured the doctor Bazarov as the
main character, Turgenev gained prominence as a figure who bridged the gap between science
and literature in his time. The fact that his own body and illness becomes the subject of a medical
article seems only fitting.

Several distinct areas of scientific thought were popular with Russian audiences. In
Russia, like in Western Europe (especially Victorian England), Charles Darwin’s 1859 On the
Origin of Species, which appeared in Russian translation in 1864, was widely read in the early
1860s. The reception of Darwinism in Russia differed in significant ways from the one in
Western Europe.3” While Dostoevsky and Tolstoy were opposed to Darwin’s theories on moral
and religious grounds, it has been argued that they incorporated elements of his theory into their
novels.*® However, the sensational aura surrounding the publication of Darwin’s work was only
one part of the complex story of the emergence of interest in science in this period.

The new developments in physiology and neurophysiology captivated general attention in
this period. This was first evident in the immense interest in German “physiological materialism”
in the 1860s in Russia, introduced by the works of Ludwig Biichner, Jacob Moleschott, and Karl
Vogt. A reader of Turgenev’s novel Fathers and Children will remember that Bazarov spouts the
theories of Georg Biichner and carries with him a copy of Kraft und Stoff (which Turgenev and

36 Translations, unless noted, are my own. [Bpaun HCKOHHM CYMTAIUCH OJHUMH M3 CAMBIX
"qyTKuX" MpeacTaBUTENeH Halllelk MHOTOTPEITHON MHTEJUTUTeHIIMH 1 Beeraa riry0oko nerunu U.
C., 3TOro JCUCTBUTEIILHO BEJIUKOTO IMArHOCTa HAIIETO BpeMeHU. TypreHeB TakKe JII0OMIT
MEJIMKOB, TIOPYKOH B 9TOM CIIY>KUT CO3/IaHHBIH UM THUIT 00pa3LoBOT0 3eMcKkoeo épaya bazaposa.
(L. B. Bertenson, “Ivan Sergeevich Turgenev,” Meditsinskii Vestnik 36 [September 3, 1883],
581)]
37 Daniel Todes argues that the reception of Darwin in Russia was different. In Western Europe,
Darwin’s On the Origin (1859) was read with the backdrop of the political economic theory of
Thomas Malthus, which emphasized competition not only among species but in species
themselves. Todes argues that “Malthusianism reflected an atomistic and soulless ideology,
rooted in British political economy and culture, that violated Russians’ vision of a cohesive
society in which all of its members were valued parts of the whole” (29, quoted in Berman). See
Todes, Darwin Without Malthus: The Struggle for Existence in Russian Evolutionary Thought
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010).
3% In the context of the Russian novel, Darwin’s influence has been mostly studied in relation to
Leo Tolstoy. Hugh McLean argues that Tolstoy’s close relationship with Nikolai Strakhov
exposed the novelist to the emerging science of evolution in the early 1860s. McLean notably
shows that figures such as Sergei Rachinskii (a translator of Darwin and one of Darwin’s
popularizers in the Russian “thick journals”) were more aware of Tolstoy’s work than Tolstoy
was of their science. “Claws on the Behind: Tolstoy and Darwin,” Tolstoy Studies Journal 19
(2007): 15-32. Recently, following George Levine (Darwin and the Novelists), Anna Berman
shows that even though Tolstoy was opposed to Darwin’s theories, his novels suggest Darwin’s
influence in their plot structure, characters, and more. (“Darwin in the Novels: Tolstoy’s
Evolving Literary Response.”) In the case of Dostoevsky, Michael Katz has described the
novelist’s diverging attitudes towards Darwin in his fiction and personal documents.
(“Dostoevsky and Natural Science,” 63-76).
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his hero call Stoff und Kraft). While the historian of science David Joravsky characterizes public
interest in materialist theories of the mind as a “belated importation of controversy” from the
West and “dead artifacts of a bygone era,” physiological materialism, in its popular guise, left a
strong impression on the Russian reading public.’® Original scientific work, in particular Western
and Russian physiology and neurophysiology by Claude Bernard, Ivan Sechenov, and Carl
Ludwig, also appeared on the scene at this time. Physiology and neurophysiology (“hard
sciences”) were debated and discussed not only in scientific circles but also among the general
public, including novelists. Indeed, neurophysiology, characterized by Joravsky as the “royal
road to scientific understanding of the mind,” was thought to possibly lead to a “new morality,
and so to a reconstruction of society.”*® One could argue that, in Russia in the 1860s and 1870s,
neurophysiology had an equal, if not greater impact on public discussion of social, moral, and
scientific questions of the day than Darwin.

The science of the brain and nervous system articulated many of the same concerns that
would become central to the Russian psychological novel of Tolstoy and Dostoevsky: the
difference between body and mind, the problem of morality and psychology, the issue of free
will and determinism, and the question of the immortality of the soul. In the questions of the
soul, imported Western science clashed with the culture of Russian orthodoxy and religious
thought. As Alexander Vucinich notes, “In 1860-61 the conservative Russian Messenger [The
Russian Herald] had published a series of articles on the incompatibility of experimental
physiology with the precepts of Christian morality” (124).*! Works of literature, often appearing
side-by-side with such articles in the “thick journals,” likewise staged debates between
experimental science and moral or spiritual concerns. Literature, while not necessarily taking one
or the other side in such clashes, entered the great confrontation between science and religion.*?
Sechenov’s scientific ideas were interpreted through those who had read novels such as
Turgenev’s Fathers and Children.* Tt would not be an exaggeration to say that the Russian
novel played an enormous role in Russia in the framing of the debate about science from the
1860s to the 1870s and beyond.

Narrative and Science of the Brain in Dostoevsky and Tolstoy

39 David Joravsky, Russian Psychology: A Critical History (Cambridge: Blackwell Publishing,
1989), 55.
40 Ibid., 56.
41 Alexander Vucinich, Science in Russian Culture, Vol. 2, 124.
42 Scholars have noted the engagement of science and religion, and the role that literature played
in the clash of ideas in the 1860s and 1870s. Michael Holquist argues that such a clash of science
and religion occurs in Dostoevsky’s The Idiot (1868-9). He shows that Dostoevsky, through the
character Myshkin, reworks Christ’s coming as a “problem sustained at the level of individual
psychology rather than of systematic theology” (107). See Holquist, Dostoevsky and the Novel,
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1977). Harriet Murav has shown how Dostoevsky
responded to the clash between science and religion in Holy Foolishness: Dostoevsky’s Novels
and the Poetics of Cultural Critique.
43 Holquist offers a far-reaching interpretation of the complex relationship between science and
literature in Turgenev’s Fathers and Children in his article, “Bazarov and Sechenov: The Role of
Scientific Metaphor in Fathers and Sons.”
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In the coming chapters, I will explore various aspects in the relationship between
literature and science in the 1860s-70s in Russia, focusing predominantly on the science of the
brain. I will speak about cultural institutions (such as “thick journals”) and figures who mediated
between science and literature. I will also describe the two-way exchanges between science and
literature, through ideas, metaphors, and myths, as well as narrative structures. To this end, I will
carefully analyze Dostoevsky’s The Idiot (1868) and Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina (1877).

Narrative methods employed by Dostoevsky and Tolstoy have long been understood as a
continuation of narrative’s “inward turn,” and Russian novelists began experimenting with the
representation of consciousness well before the important scientific debates of the 1860s and
1870s. Nikolai Chernyshevsky, in his 1856 review of Tolstoy’s Childhood (Detstvo) and
Boyhood (Otrochestvo), famously argued that Tolstoy’s narrative techniques offered a radically
new way of representing “psychic processes” (it is in this review that Chernyshevsky coins the
term “interior monologue,” long before it would be used to describe Joyce’s modernist work):
“He is not limited to depicting the results of mental process: he is interested in the process itself,
and in the subtle phenomena of inner life, which give way to one another with an extraordinary
speed and inexhaustible variety.”** In light of Tolstoy’s innovative techniques developed in the
1850s, it would seem that literary models had already offered alternatives for understanding
inner life, even before the important debates that would come in the decades to follow. In the
Russian case, Tolstoy and Dostoevsky had already devised special techniques for giving shape to
consciousness informed in part by philosophical ideas, and in the 1860s and 1870s these
innovative methods would engage with the discussion and debate about brain science.*

Literary scholars who work with the Western European novel (Dames, Ryan, and Finn)
argue that novelists in the 19" century took an active part in the creation of an understanding of
states of consciousness. Like in Western European novels, Dostoevsky and Tolstoy demonstrated
a heightened interest in the problems of consciousness and suggested alternatives to brain
science, some of which were influenced by Western European philosophy.*® However, the

44 [OH He OrpaHNYMBAETCS U300PAKEHUEM PE3YIILTATOB ICUXUYECKOTO MPOIIECCA: €r0
HMHTEPECYET CaMbli ITPOLIECC, — U €/1Ba YIIOBUMBIE SIBJICHUS YTOW BHYTPEHHEHU KU3HH,
CMEHSIIOIUECS OJTHO IPYTUM C YPE3BBIUAIHOIO OBICTPOTOO M HEMCTOUIMMBIM Pa3HOO0pa3ueM.
(Nikolai Chernyshevskii, “Detstvo i otrochestvo. Voennye Rasskazy. Sochinenie Grafa L. N.
Tolstovo. Spb.” Sovremennik, November 1856, “Kritika,” 53-64)]
Chernyshevsky’s November 1856 review of Tolstoy appears a few months after an August 1856
review of Tolstoy in a French journal, the Revue des deux mondes. The French reviewer, Henri
Delaveau (who describes Tolstoy as “un jeune officier, M. Le comte Tolstoi”’), mentions Detstvo
and Otrochestvo but mainly focuses his attention on the Voennye Rasskazy, coming to a stark
conclusion about Tolstoy’s prose: “L’invention romanesque n’apparait guere, on le voit, chez M.
Tolstoi” [ “As we see, novelistic invention did not exist at all in Tolstoy’] (786, 789). It would
seem as though Chernyshvesky, if he indeed had read this review, would disagree with such an
assessment. See: Henri Delaveau, “La littérature et la vie militaire en Russie,” Revue des deux
mondes (August 15, 1856): 775-810.
45 Donna Orwin has argued that it was primarily Western philosophical ideas about the mind that
influenced the representation of the character’s mind in Turgenev, Dostoevsky, and Tolstoy.
Consequences of Consciousness.: Turgenev, Dostoevsky, Tolstoy (Stanford: Stanford University
Press, 2007).
46 Scholars have studied the connections between the Russian and Western European novel,
especially similarities between English and French literary works. In her recent book, Anna
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Russian case diverts from the Western European novel in important ways. As I have described,
in Russia in the 1860s and 1870s, scientific theories clashed with the religious ideas, and the
novels of Dostoevsky and Tolstoy, with their visionary forms of narrative, in part reacted to the
intense debates between scientific, materialistic physiology on the one hand, and the religious
understanding of “inner” life and the mysterious workings of the immortal soul on the other.
Even as these novelists evoked the language of science, as did their Western contemporaries,
they clearly aspired to model the inner workings of consciousness in ways that could not be
reduced to science. In their attempt to turn the narrative inward, penetrating the mysterious
workings of human consciousness, Russian novelists did not hesitate to actually use the word,
and the concept, “soul,” with its theological connotations. The Russian psychological novel
became a laboratory in which science clashed with religion. It would seem that in the case of
both Tolstoy and Dostoevsky (if not Turgenev), the authors sided with a religious point of view,
and yet these novelists offered models of the mind that are special to literature alone. It is my
goal in this dissertation to demonstrate how exactly Tolstoy and Dostoevsky, in their narrative
experiments, moved to turn the novel into a major instrument of penetration into the mysteries of
human consciousness, or soul, replacing science and theology alike.

Turning to specific narrative techniques, I pay special attention to the third- (rather than
first-) person narrative in Dostoevsky and Tolstoy. The third person, as I will argue, constituted a
central way that novelists modeled the workings of the human psyche, in particular the complex
relationship between internal life and the external world that could not be explained by scientific
observation. Importantly, the third-person narrative mitigates the tenuous line between the
“inside” and “outside” of a character, especially in the representation of different, shifting states
of mind in a single individual. Likewise, I will show how the third person represents multiple
perspectives in the novel and how multiple points of view, in turn, complicate the problem of
consciousness (or subjectivity) in the novel. While the third person has been traditionally
theorized through the guise of the single “omniscient” narrator who knows all and has access to
all of the characters’ perspectives, I will show how the Russian novel challenges this view,
especially in the way that the third person narrative reflects not a single voice, but rather
different subjectivities embedded in narrative form.*’

Needless to say, first-person accounts—internal speech (or “internal monologue’), dream
narratives, inserted diaries, other written documents, and more—were used by scientists and
novelists alike to access inner thought. Comparisons can be made between first-person accounts
of consciousness and what appears in the novel as the third person. The first person both in case
studies used by scientists (medical and other) and in literature emerges as an experimental
method for the discovery of new, innovative ways of rendering consciousness.

Beyond the techniques of first- and third-person narration, Russian novelists also
experimented with special situations of the pathological mind, such as double thoughts,
hallucinations, spiritualist phenomena, and, in the case of Dostoevsky, moments of epileptic
consciousness that famously appear in his novels. Novelists incorporated states of mind into
narrative that the characters themselves would have no way to describe, and in this they echo

Karenina and Others: Tolstoy’s Labyrinth of Plots (Madison: The University of Wisconsin
Press, 2016). Liza Knapp traces the complex links between Russian and Western European
novels.
471 have presented preliminary results of such analysis in “The Multiplicity of Narrative: The
Hidden Subjectivities of Anna Karenina.” Tolstoy Studies Journal 28, 2016, 29-40.
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similar struggles to model the workings of pathological consciousness in medicine and
psychology.

Finally, in some cases, narrative techniques in the novels of Dostoevsky and Tolstoy
speak of states of mind that are impossible to model elsewhere, ones that emerge from narrative
form itself. A vivid example is the narration of the mental experience of the dog Laska in
Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina, which, as I have argued, creates a special moment when animal and
human consciousness merge in narrative form.*® This growing understanding of both human and
non-human consciousness complicate the representation of the mind in novels.

While my approach has benefitted from much of the work of Beer, Dames, Ryan, and
Finn, my own goals are somewhat different. Thus, I ask the general questions about subjectivity
and narrative predominantly (but not exclusively) in relation to the historical context of the
Russian psychological novel of the 1860s and 1870s. Furthermore, the novels of Dostoevsky and
Tolstoy have long been celebrated for remarkable advances in modeling the workings of
consciousness and subjectivity in their complex narrative structure, which have prefigured and
prepared the developments that followed in the 20" century. It can, and has been argued, that
Modernist writers of the generations to follow were inspired by Dostoevsky and Tolstoy (Andrey
Bely in Russia and Virginia Woolf in England, as well as the psychologists William James and
Sigmund Freud).*’ In the end, this work seeks to reconcile the historical embeddedness of these
novels in the period of intense development of brain science with the innovations in narrative
that seem to belong more to the age yet to come.

kskosk

Having described the initial premises of this work, I will now briefly outline the content
of the specific chapters.

Chapter One investigates the writing and publication of science in Russian professional
and popular journals from the late 1850s to the 1880s. I survey the science of the brain and
physiology as it appeared in both “thick journals™ and in more specialized medical and natural
science publications in Russia and in Western Europe. How do scientists describe the problems
of consciousness, given the impossibility of observing the mind? What particular aspects of the
mind become central to the conceptual work of scientists at the time? Paying attention not only
to the conceptual concerns of scientists, but also to their use of narrative, I demonstrate the
importance of literary forms (such as first-person documentation and letters, elementary forms of
plot, and the use of metaphors) that can be found in the many publications of brain science in the
journals. Of central importance in the discussion of brain science were the competing ideas about

8 1 describe the merging of dog-human consciousness in the narrative form of Anna Karenina in
the article listed above.
49 Scholars have established the influence of Dostoevsky and Tolstoy on British modernism,
especially in the diaries and essays, most notably, Virginia Woolf’s diaries and her essay on
Dostoevsky, Tolstoy, and Chekhov, “The Russian Point of View.” The Essays of Virginia Woolf,
ed. Andrew McNeille, Vol. 4 (London: Hogarth, 1994), 181-189. Also see Galya Diment,
“Tolstoy and Bloomsbury,” Tolstoy Studies Journal 5 (1992): 39-54. Recently, Emily Dalgarno
has argued that Woolf was influenced by the Russian concept of the soul through Dostoevsky
and Tolstoy. “Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, and the Russian Soul,” in Virginia Woolf and the Migrations
of Language (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 69-96.
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the nature of the psyche in science and religion, and a central focus of the time was the question
of the immortal soul in relation to discoveries in neurophysiology.

Chapter Two is devoted to Dostoevsky’s novel The Idiot. I investigate another element of
the development of science, the pathological condition of epilepsy, that not only had broad
implications for scientists generally in the period, but was central to Dostoevsky’s work, in
particular the novel The Idiot. The problem of epilepsy in the context of Dostoevsky has been
extensively studied by scholars, most prominently in the medical history of Dostoevsky’s
epilepsy written by James Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art (1988). This study of
Dostoevsky’s epilepsy brings together personal documents, scientific works, and a broad
conceptualization of the different materials that the writer had at his disposal throughout his life.

I take a specific look at the British neurologist John Hughlings Jackson and his concept
of epileptic pathology through the use of case studies in dialogue with Dostoevsky’s fiction.
Jackson, known as the father of modern neurology, was interested in epilepsy not only as a
particular kind of disorder, but also as a way into the function of the brain in a non-pathological
sense. [ look at the case studies employed by Jackson as authoritative models for the complexity
of epileptic experience as understood at the time; along with these case studies in mind, I close
read Chapter 5 of Part 2 of Idiot. While I do not claim Dostoevsky’s direct knowledge of
Jackson’s work, I show a remarkable likeness in the narrative structure of Jackson’s medical case
studies and Dostoevsky’s depictions of his character’s experience in his novel. I claim that, for
the medical case studies and, especially, for the novel, epilepsy served as material that helped to
develop special narrative techniques for representing the most elusive phenomena in human
consciousness. In this context, I analyze this narrative style in relation to another novelist,
Gustave Flaubert, who, like Dostoevsky, is known for his innovative use of style indirect libre in
his novels as well as his own epileptic condition.

In Chapter Three, I focus on Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina. 1 read the first chapters of Part 1
for their engagement with the famous debate between Ivan Sechenov and Konstantin Kavelin
about the nature of human psyche and the place of science and theology in investigating
consciousness, which took place in the early 1870s in the “thick journal” The Herald of Europe.
In particular, I will show how Tolstoy’s dialogue in letters with his friend Nikolai Strakhov
complicated his understanding of the nature of consciousness through the discussion of the
problem of the immortal soul.

In the second part of this chapter, I will demonstrate (through the reading of specific
scenes) how Tolstoy’s novel departs from this debate and engages in the development of his own
understanding of the mind, one that reflects the debate between scientists and religious thinkers
but gives rise to models of consciousness that are beyond those of both science and religion and
belong to literature. Importantly, I will show how the third-person narrative in Tolstoy’s novel
takes on the modeling of character’s subjectivity. With this in mind, I will provide close readings
of three scenes of the novel that embody an enormously complex situation of subjectivity in the
very narrative structure.

In this, I hope to show, lies the unique contribution of Dostoevsky and Tolstoy to the
central problem of the 19" century: How to give form to consciousness.
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Chapter One
Science of the Brain in Russian Journals

Under the Same Cover

In early 1867, the liberal “thick journal” Notes of the Fatherland published an article
under the curious title “A Psychological Note” (Psikhologicheskaia Zametka). This work was
comprised of the first-person account of mental illness of a well-known Russian journalist and
political activist, Vasilii Ivanovich Kel’siev (1835-1872), who had been living abroad. Unlike his
other political publications, the article detailed Kel’siev’s mental illness and vivid hallucinations
associated with alcohol, which he linked to his nervous system:

I laid on my back with my eyes closed, my nerves were trembling, my head was
spinning. And so before my eyes various images began to rush, like usually
happens in the case of a feverish state. I began to look around — there were heads,
but these heads quickly changed into ugly faces. They appeared and quickly
disappeared, maybe because I rubbed my eyes and rushed about, so in order not to
see this horrible sight. [...] And image after image, one more disgusting than the
next one and more terrible than the other, flashed before me. [...] For about
maybe five minutes, I fought with them—it is known that visions and dreams
occur extremely quickly: one can see a thousand images in a minute; finally, I
came to my senses. [...] In fact, what were for me ugly faces would be seen as a
devil to a commoner. I could understand that what I see exists only in my optic
nerves, I could follow and observe the visions that appear in me but are
independent—but the commoner takes everything that he sees at face value. And
not only a commoner: we all do not know how to accurately determine the
boundaries of the inner world with the outer ones; our body is so arranged that we
get confused at every step, where begins the not-I, and where the I ends.>°

SOT[5I] nexkan Ha CiMHE ¢ 3aKPHITHIMH TJ1a3aMH, HEPBBI JIPOKAIIH, TOJI0BA KPyKUiack. Y BOT
nepes rJ1a3aMyd MOMMHE CTaJId HOCUTBCS pa3Hble 00pa3bl, Kak 0OBIKHOBEHHO ObIBAeT B
JMXOPAJ0YHOM COCTOSIHUH. S cTai BCMaTpUBAThCs — 3TO OBUIM TOJIOBBI, HO TOJIOBBI ATH
M3MEHSUIUCH ObICTPO B Oe300pa3Heiimue poxu. OHU SABISUITMCH U UCYe3alu ObICTPO, MOXKET OBITh,
MIOTOMY, YTO 5 Tep cede I1a3a U MeTaycs: 4T00 He BUJETh ATOTO OTBPATUTENHHOTO 3PEIHILA.
[...] Y o6pa3 3a 0Opa3oM, OAMH raxke Ipyroro, OMH CTpalIHee JPyroro MelbKalu mepeio
MHOIO. [...] MHHYT 1ISITh, MOKET OBITH, OOpPOJICS sI ¢ HIMU—M3BECTHO, YTO BUJCHUS U CHBI
MIPOUCXOJIAT YPE3BBIYANHO OBICTPO: B MUHYTY MOKHO MEPEBUIATH THICAYY 00pa30B; HAKOHEI 5
ornoMHuJIC. [...] B camom nene, uto it MeHst ObUIH 6€300pa3Hble POKH—TO, IS
MIPOCTOJIOIMHA YePTH. I MOT MOHATH, YTO BUIUMOE MHOIO CYIIECTBYET TOJIBKO B MOUX IJIA3HBIX
HEPBax, s MOT CJIEIUTh U HAOII0AaTh SBJIAIONINECS BO MHE, HO HE3aBHCUMO OT MEHS BHJICHHSI—
HO MIPOCTOJIIOJIMH BCE, YTO BUIUT, IPUHUMAET 32 HAJMUYHBIE JIEHBIU. J{a 1 HE TOIBKO
IIPOCTOJIIOJINH, MBI BCE HE YMEEM OIPEIENIUTh C TOUHOCTBIO TPAHUIIBI BHYTPEHHETO MHpa C
BHEIIHUMHU; Halll OPTaHU3M TaK YCTPOEH, YTO MbI ITyTaeMCs Ha KaX/IOM IIary, IJie HAaYMHAeTCs
He s, u e konuaercs 5. (V. P. Ivanov-Zheludkov, “Psikhologicheskaia zametka,”
Otechestvennye Zapiski [January 1867]: 117-118)]
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This first-person description of a hallucinatory and dream state of mind was written in July 1866,
when Dostoevsky’s Crime and Punishment was being serialized in the journal The Russian
Herald (coincidentally the very month that published the episode of Raskolnikov’s delirious
dream). This work was not at all uncommon for journals at the time: Russian journalists for the
past several years had turned with increasing frequency to the question of brain science,
publishing first-hand accounts, diaries, and other reports of pathological conditions that offered a
subjective view into the phenomenon that was an object of scientific investigation. Kel’siev
described his experience in scientific terms: his visions were not the result of demons or other
such explanations, but they originated in the optic nerves and had a source in the pathology of
the nervous system. What is more, it appeared that for Kel’siev the physiology of the body was
the cause of a major philosophical dilemma: the separation of the “I” and the “non-1.”

Kel’siev’s diary speaks to the larger importance of brain science in the journals of the
day. In Russia, in the so-called “thick journals,” scientific treatises and essays, case studies, and
reviews of scientific works from abroad were published alongside politics, theology, philosophy,
and literature. Figures outside of science and medicine, as seen with the example of Kel’siev,
made contributions, including personal documents detailing the inner experience of pathological
conditions. As Sally Shuttleworth and Geoffrey Cantor recently argued in the case of Victorian
England, journals in this era were “by nature more open and multi-vocal than books,” and
readers of these journals, where “readers and journalist [came] together in the construction of
science,” played an important role in the development of scientific ideas.>! In such journals,
literary writers worked with scientists. In Victorian England, the novelist George Eliot handled
scientific publications as part of her work as assistant editor at Westminster Review.>> More
broadly, journals in Russia and Western Europe alike represented an exchange on the level of
language and ideas between scientists, philosophers, and others, and, as Gillian Beer argues in
her groundbreaking Darwin’s Plots, at the time, “scientists shared a literary, nonmathematical
discourse” and “drew openly upon literary, historical and philosophical material as part of their
arguments.” 3 In Russia, a similar situation emerged in both popular and professional journals,
and brain science was a major focus of exchanges between science, literature, and other
disciplines. Scientists, philosophers, and theologians wrote works for the general reader that
discussed the workings of the mind in the context of the new developments in the physiology of
the nervous system.

Works of science published in popular journals often described the physiological function
of the brain in detailed reports of experiments that were more appropriate for a medical
publication. In March 1872, the journal The Russian Herald, which serialized the novels of
Dostoevsky and Tolstoy, published an article by the French physiologist Claude Bernard under
the title “The Brain During Sleep [Mozg vo vremia sna],” detailing the observation of the live
brain in a dog and in a patient with epilepsy. The article is notable for its visceral details of the
functioning brain, which was visible directly to the clinician:

To observe the brain during natural sleep, in dogs, part of the bony membrane of
the skull was replaced through trepanation by a watch glass tightly fitted to

31 Geoffrey Cantor and Sally Shuttleworth, “Introduction,” in Science Serialized:
Representations of the Sciences in Nineteenth Century Periodicals, ed. Geoffrey Cantor and
Sally Shuttleworth (Cambridge: The M. I. T. Press, 2004), 7.
°2 Vanessa Ryan, Thinking Without Thinking in the Victorian Novel, 60-61.
33 Gillian Beer, Darwin’s Plots, 4.
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eliminate the irritating effect of the outside air. Animals can easily withstand this
operation; observing their brains through this window while awake and asleep, we
notice that when the dog sleeps, the brain is always paler, that a new rush of blood
is constantly detected upon awakening, when brain functions resume their
activity. Facts similar to those observed in animals have also been seen directly on
the human brain. One person, the victim of a terrible accident on the railroad,
presented a situation for such an observation. The brain was exposed on a space
three inches long and six inches wide. The wounded was subject to frequent and
severe seizures of epilepsy, during which the brain invariably rose. After these
seizures came sleep, and the medulla gradually decreased. When the patient woke

up, the brain would protrude again and come level with the outer surface of the
skull.>*

This case appeared alongside works of literature (this month included a translation of Wilkie
Collins’s novel, Poor Miss Finch, notable for being influenced by the contemporary discussion
of brain science; it included an epileptic character). Scientists, as seen in the example of
Bernard’s experiment on the dog and human, had attempted to devise ways to directly observe
the workings of the live brain, on the very same pages that novelists had worked to make
characters’ consciousness transparent to the reader.

Journals enabled figures from different disciplines to debate central topics concerning
consciousness. In Russia, ideas about the human mind shared by scientists, novelists,
theologians, and philosophers emerged out of a common intellectual tradition based in German
idealist philosophy and the tradition of Romantic Naturphilosophie.> This tradition played a
major role in the debates in the 1860s and 1870s around such issues as the relationship of the
body and the soul, the nature of the unconscious mind, altered or hallucinatory mental states, and
the status of the real and the non-real. The emergence of the science of the brain led scientists
and others to confront new ideas about the workings of the human mind. Novelists, in the first

>4 [ s HabIIIOIEHUS MO3Ta BO BPEMS €CTECTBEHHOTO CHA, ¥ COOAK MOCPENCTBOM
TPENaHWPOBAHMUS 3aMEHSUIN YacTh KOCTSIHOM 000JI0YKH Yeperia 4acOBBIM CTEKJIOM, TIOTHO
NPWIKEHHBIM, ISl YCTPAHSHHS Pa3/Ipakaroliero JeHCTBHS HapyKHOTO Bo3ayxa. JKMBOTHbIE
JIETKO BBIJCP)KUBAIOT ATY ONEPaLUIo; HAOII01ash X MO3T B 3TO OKOILEYKO BO BpeMsl OJICHHS U BO
BpeMsi CHa, 3aMeYaeM, 4To KOr/ia codaka CIUT, TO MO3T BCeraa OJieTHee, YTO HOBBIH MPHJIHB
KPOBH MOCTOSIHHO OOHAPY>KUBAETCS MPH MPOOYKIEHUH, KOTJ]a MO3TOBbIEe ()yHKIIMU
BO300OHOBIISIIOT CBOIO JIeATEIHHOCTh. DaKThl TOJOOHBIE TEM KOU HAOII0OAaeMbl ObLTH Ha
’KMBOTHBIX 3aMeYeHbI ObLIH U MPSIMO Ha YeJIOBEYeCKOM Mo3ry. Ha oHOM udernoBeke, )xepTBe
CTPALIHOTO HECYACTHs Ha JKEJIE3HON JI0pore, MPEICTaBUIICS CIydall K TAKOMY HAOJIIOICHHIO.
Mo3r oOHapyKHJICs Ha TPOCTPAHCTBE TPeX AIOMMOB B IJIMHY M IIECTH B IIUPUHY. PaHeHbIi
MOJIBEP>KEH OBLT YaCTHIM U CHIIBHBIM TPUITAJIKaM SITHJICTICHH, B TPOJIOJDKEHHE KOMX MO3T
HEM3MEHHO MogHuMaIcs. [lociie 3TuX MpuInaaKoB HACTyHall COH, U MO3TOBOE BEIIECTBO
MOCTETIEHHO MOHMXanoch. Koryia 00JIbHOM MPOCKINacs, MO3T BBICTYIIaJ CHOBA M IIPUXONIT B
YPOBEHB CO BHEIIIHEIO TOBEPXHOCTHIO uepena. (Anonymous, “IV. Mozg vo vremia sna,”
“Smes’,” Russkii Vestnik 98 [March 1872]: 347-348)]
3 V. V. Zen’kovsky describes the influence of German idealism in the secularization of Russian
thought, especially the Russian interest in Schelling’s Naturphilosophie and the impact of Hegel
in Istoriia Russkoi Filosofii, Vol. 1 (Paris: YMCA Press, 1948), 125-139; 245-276.
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place Dostoevsky and Tolstoy, offered their own approaches to these same questions in the
works of fiction.

In the “thick” popular journals and professional press, alongside the publication of
novels, scientific ideas were popularized through review articles and scientific treatises,
including translations of work by Western European scientists. Popularizers included literary
critics, with and without training in natural sciences, as well as philosophers and novelists.
Dostoevsky published reviews of brain science in the journals he edited, The Epoch (Epokha)
and Time (Vremia). Popularizers of science included figures close to Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, and
Turgenev, such as the literary critic and philosopher Nikolai Nikolaevich Strakhov; the radical
critics, Nikolai Alexandrovich Dobroliubov, Dmitrii Ivanovich Pisarev, Nikolai Chernyshevsky,
and Nikolai Vasil’evich Shelgunov; and, in the liberal press, the literary critics Evgeny
Nikolaevich Edel’son and the philosopher Mikhail Ivanovich Vladislavlev; the trained doctors
Pavel Matveevich Ol’khin and Nikolai Ivanovich Solov’iev. Popularizers also translated and
reviewed works on science published in West European journals, such as the French popular
journal Revue des deux mondes and the Victorian periodicals The Fortnightly Review and
Westminster Review.

It was not uncommon for novelists to directly refer to science in their novels. One
important moment can be found in Dostoevsky’s The Brothers Karamazov. Late in the novel, in
Chapter 4 of Book 11, the character Mitia Karamazov, as readers may recall, is accused of
murder—a crime, lawyers argue, he committed because of his mental illness. But Mitia laments
that the physiology of the brain has replaced the idea of God and the immortal soul:

“Imagine: inside, in the nerves, in the head—that is, these nerves are there in the
brain.... (damn them!) there are sort of little tails, the little tails of those nerves,
and as soon as they begin quivering...that is, you see, I look at something with
my eyes and then they begin quivering, those little tails...and when they quiver,
then an image appears...it doesn’t appear at once, but an instant, a second,
passes... and then something like a moment appears; that is, not a moment—devil
take the moment!—but an image; that is, an object, or an action, damn it! That’s
why I see and then think, because of those tails, not at all because I’ve got a soul,
and that I am some sort of image and likeness. All that is nonsense! Mikhail
explained it all to me yesterday, brother, and it simply bowled me over. It’s
magnificent, Alyosha, this science! A new man’s arising—that I understand....
And yet I am sorry to lose God! [...] ‘But what will become of men,’ I asked
[Rakitin], ‘without God and immortal life?”” (557-558).%¢

36 For English translations of The Brothers Karamazov, 1 have used Constance Garnett, The
Brothers Karamazov, ed. Ralph E. Matlaw (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1976), 557-
558. [“Boo6pa3u cebe: 3TO TaM B HEpBax, B FOJIOBE, TO €CTh TaM B MO3TY 3TH HEPBHI (HY YepT UX
B03BMI/I!) ... €CTb TaKHUC 3TAKUC XBOCTUKH, Y HCPBOB 3TUX XBOCTHUKH, HY, U KaK TOJIbLKO OHH TaM
3aApOXKaT ... TO €CTh BUAUIID, 1 TIOCMOTPIO HA ‘ITO-HI/IGYI[B Tjla3aMu, BOT TakK, U OHU 3aJpOxKar,
XBOCTHKH-TO... & KaK 3aJ[pOKaT, TO U SBJIIETCS 00pa3, U He celvac ABJISIETCS, a TaM KaKoe-TO
MT'HOBEHHE, CEKYHa TaKasi IPOU/IET, U SABIISETCS TaKOi OyaTO ObI MOMEHT, TO €CTh HE
MOMEHT,— 4epT €ro AepH MOMEHT,— a 00pa3, TO €CTh MPEAMET aJI1 MPOHUCLIECTBUE, HY TaM
YCPT ACPU — BOT MMOYCMY A U CO3CPpLAL0, 4 IOTOM MBICIIO...IIOTOMY YTO XBOCTHUKH, 4 BOBCC HC
MOTOMY, YTO Y MEHSI IyIlla ¥ 4TO s TaM KaKoW-TO 00pa3 u 1mogooue, BCE 3TO TIyNmoCTH. D10, Opart,
MHe Muxaun emne Buepa 0ObsICHsII, 1 MEHS TOYHO 000krio0. Benukonenna, Anemia, 3ta Hayka!
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Mitia’s description of the “quivering little tails” of nerves was quite similar to depictions of the
nervous system at the time: one may only look at a work translated and published a couple of
years earlier in the same journal by George Henry Lewes, who had described similar “trembling”
groups of nervous tissue, suggesting that this movement led to what is known as the soul.’’
Mitia’s fear that such quivering tails could replace God reflected a larger debate between science
and religion: for many among Dostoevsky’s contemporaries, scientists such as Claude Bernard
or Ivan Sechenov had attempted to replace the idea of the immortal soul with the function of the
brain and nervous system.

In this chapter, I will speak to how the “thick journals” and professional scientific press
popularized new scientific discoveries. Many figures took part in the popularization and debate
about scientific discoveries concerning the brain and the nervous system, and they shared a
common language accessible to readers. In some cases, scientists wrote in a popular style, as
seen in Sechenov’s treatise, Reflexes of the Brain. The discussions about science turned to shared
concerns about the basic parameters of the human condition, the nature of the body in relation to
the soul, the unconscious mind, hallucinations, dreams, spiritualism, and more. The period was
unique for the convergence—on the level of language, genre, metaphor, and concepts—between
literature, science, philosophy, and other disciplines, enabled by journals.

Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain

In May of 1863, the “father of Russian physiology,” Ivan Mikhailovich Sechenov (1829-
1905), began writing an essay about the workings of reflex action in relation to the human brain,
which was later published under the title Reflexes of the Brain in the medical journal The
Medical Herald (Meditsinskii Vestnik). In the words of the historian of science Daniel Todes,
Sechenov’s treatise made the radical claim that “psychology could be established as a science by
ridding it of metaphysical concepts such as the soul and free will...by investigating psychic

HoBbIii yemoBek moueT, 3T0-To s MIOHUMA0. .. A Bce-Taku Oora xanko! [...] «Tolbko Kak ke,
CIpalInBalo, OCJe TOro YenoBek-1o? bes 6ora-to u 6e3 Oymymeii xu3uu?’” (F. M. Dostoevskii,
Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v tridtsati tomakh [Leningrad: 1zdatel’stvo “Nauka,” 1976, Vol. 15],
28-29)]
37 The review begins by directly quoting Lewes: “‘The great task of psychology, as a department
of biologys, is to bring all mental phenomena out of one basic process in one vital tissue. The
tissue is nervous; the process consists in the grouping of nerve units. The nervous unit is
trembling.” So the question of the spirit is resolved. Spirit or soul, as an agent, as a special
principle or substrate of psychic phenomena, does not exist. This is an inappropriate realization
of logical division, the embodiment of pure abstraction.” [“Benukas 3agaua ncuxooruu, Kak
otjesa OUOJIOTHH, 3aKTF0YAETCSI B TOM YTOOBI BBIBECTh 6C¢ ICUXUYCCKHE SBJICHUS U3 OJTHOTO
OCHOBHOTO TPOIIECCa B OJTHOM KU3HCHHOM TKaHHU. TKaH 3Ta—HEpBHAsI; MPOIECC 3aKIII0YaeTCs B
rpYyNIUPOBKE HEPBHBIX eauHMIl. HepBHas equHmIa ecTh ApoxkaHue.” Mrak, Bompoc o ayxe
peteH. Jlyx wid AyIia, Kak JAesTelb, Kak 0c000¢ Hayaao WK CyOCTpaT MCUXUICCKUX SIBICHHIHA,
HE CYIIECTBYET. DTO—HEYMECTHAs pealin3alusl IOTHUECKOTO JCJICHUS, OJIUIICTBOPEHUE YUCTOM
adcrpakuuu. (“Filosofskoe uchenie Dzhordzha Genri Luisa [Voprosy o zhizni i Dukh. Problems
of Life and Mind], Russkii Vestnik [October 1876]: 863-864)]
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phenomena as determined, physiological processes.”® The intended audience was not a
scientific audience but the general reader. Sechenov had tried, and failed, to publish the work in
the leading radical journal of the day, The Contemporary, and even when published in a medical
journal, the work was read widely and sparked a large debate about the role of the brain and the
nervous system in psychic life. In the words of the contemporary V. A. Mikhnevich, Reflexes of
the Brain became “something like a gospel for our precocious materialists [who] drew from it
courageous resolutions of complicated questions such as the author himself never dreamed!”>

In the years leading up to the publication of Reflexes of the Brain, brain physiology had
been discussed in radical journals in the context of philosophical materialism. Radical critics
introduced works of the Western popularizers of materialist science Ludwig Biichner, Jacob
Moleschott, and Karl Vogt, advocating for a physical and chemical basis of psychic activity. One
can recall Moleschott’s famous phrases, often repeated at the time: “there is no thought without
phosphorus”; “the brain secretes thought like the liver secretes bile.” As the historian Alexander
Vucinich argued in his classic study on Russian science, these popular materialist treatises were
not true science but they nevertheless “provided the ideas necessary to challenge official
ideology, orthodox religious thought, and idealistic metaphysics.”® As serious science began to
offer proof for these materialist ideas through the work of Western European physiologists, such
as Hermann Helmholtz and Karl Ludwig, the Russian state, which had adopted philosophical
idealism as an official doctrine, began “to entrust the teaching of physiology to men who fully
endorsed the doctrine of a completely separate ‘matter’ and ‘spirit,” and who opposed all efforts
to tie psychology to physiology.”®! In this way, “philosophical dualism became the cornerstone
of the official ideology, which viewed spiritual life as a direct emanation from divine power.”®?

As a student in Moscow in the 1850s, Sechenov was interested in questions of science as
well as the philosophical debates of the day. As Sechenov remembered, “[I] was plunged up to
my ears in philosophical questions.”®* Sechenov trained in the late 1850s and early 1860s with
major Western European scientists, Helmholtz, Ludwig, and Bernard, giving the young scientist
a scientific training that radical thinkers such as Chernyshevsky and Dobroliubov did not have
access to. As Vucinich has noted, “Sechenov was a generation ahead of Dobroliubov and
Chernyshevsky; he did share their philosophical views, but his strength was in experimental
science.”®* Sechenov combined the philosophical concerns of materialism and the “true science”
of experimental physiology of Helmholtz and Ludwig. Todes notes that in Reflexes of the Brain
we can see Sechenov’s “dual roles” of “ideologist” and “scientist”: “This work was both an
argument for a physiological, determinist approach to psychology and a speculative attempt to
explain psychic phenomena on the basis of physiological processes.”®

Michael Holquist has demonstrated in his path-breaking essay, “Bazarov and Sechenov:

>8 Daniel Todes, “From Radicalism to Scientific Convention: Biological Psychology in Russia
from Sechenov to Pavlov,” Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 1981, 265.
39 Ibid., 2309.
%0 Alexander Vucinich, Science in Russian Culture, Vol. 2, 122.
o1 Ibid.
62 Ibid.
63 Daniel Todes, “From Radicalism to Scientific Convention: Biological Psychology in Russia
from Sechenov to Pavlov,” 242.
64 Alexander Vucinich, Science in Russian Culture, Vol. 2, 123.
% Daniel Todes, “From Radicalism to Scientific Convention: Biological Psychology in Russia
from Sechenov to Pavlov,” 250.
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The Role of Scientific Metaphor in Fathers and Sons,” that literature was a major frame for
Sechenov’s scientific discoveries and for their popularization in the 1860s:

In March of 1860, at the very time Turgenev was at work on Fathers and Sons,
Sechenov began a series of lectures at the St. Petersburg Medico-Surgical
Academy. These lectures produced a sensation among not only the students, but
all Petersburg. As the historian M. N. Shaternikov puts it: “Both the form and the
content of Sechenov’s lectures produced an immense impression, not only on the
academic world, but also on intellectual society in general. [His] manner of
speaking was simple and convincing; his method of exposition was absolutely
new. With youthful enthusiasm and deep faith in the all-conquering power of
Science and Reason [...] he spoke not only of what had already been achieved,
also of what was yet to be done.”%®

These lectures, attended by Turgenev, inspired several scientist characters, Bazarov in Fathers
and Sons (1862) and Kirsanov in Chernyshevsky’s What is to Be Done (1863), who (like
Sechenov) studied with Claude Bernard. Turgenev’s Bazarov, a medical student who espouses
materialist ideas and dissects frogs, was partially modelled on Sechenov. More importantly,
Holquist demonstrated how science had emerged in this period “as a language, as a discursive
practice claiming a unique relation to truth that Turgenev will test in his fiction.”®

Sechenov’s “Reflexes of the Brain,” which appeared the year after Turgenev’s Fathers
and Children and in the same year as Chernyshevsky’s What is to be Done?, is notable for its
combination of ideological and scientific issues and its use of literary devices. As Maya
Koretzky argues, “Reflexes of the Brain is not only a scientific work, but also a literary one—
echoing the metaphors, language, and analogies of contemporary fiction to engage in a literary
way with a wide audience.”® This scientific treatise echoes the style of What is to be Done?
(published in The Contemporary): both were written in an accessible language and made direct
appeals to the reader. Sechenov met Chernyshevsky as early as 1859, and their personal
relationship may have sparked the scientist’s turn to a more popular style later seen in Reflexes of
the Brain.®®

The essay’s similarity to literature is seen in the first page of the treatise, when Sechenov
makes a direct appeal to the reader (echoing Chernyshevsky) and turns to debates in the journals
concerning body and soul:

I take it that my readers have had a chance to be present at debates concerning the
substance of the soul and its dependence on the body. As a rule the debaters are a
young man and an old man, if they are both naturalists, or two young men, if one

66 Michael Holquist, “Bazarov and Sechenov: The Role of Scientific Metaphor in Fathers and
Sons,” 366-367.
7 Ibid., 367.
8 Maya Koretzky, “Sensational Science,” 3.
8 According to Kh. S. Koshtoyants, it was through Peter Ivanovich Bokov (himself a physician
“prototype of Lopukhov in Chernyshevsky’s What Is to be Done?”’) that Sechenov met
Chernyshevsky in 1859-1860. See Koshtoyants, Essays on the History of Physiology in Russia,
trans. and ed., Donald B. Lindsley (Washington, D. C.: American Institute of Biological
Sciences, 1964).

23



of them is more preoccupied with problems of matter and the other with problems
of the soul. The argument becomes really heated when the debaters are to some
degree dilettantes on the subject. In this case one is usually an expert at
generalizing about things which are not susceptible of generalization at all (this
being a feature of the dilettante), and the audience is treated to a performance
which resembles carnival fireworks on the Petersburg Islands. Bombastic phrases,
broad views and bright ideas crackle and cascade like rockets. During the debate
some people in the audience—young and timid enthusiasts—feel a cold shiver
now and then pass down their spines, some sit with bated breath, while others are
covered with sweat. But at last the performance comes to an end. Columns of fire
go up into the air, burst with a sparkle and die out, leaving in the mind only dim
memories of lucid phantoms. Such is the usual fate of all private debates between
dilettantes. They stir the imagination of the listeners for a time, but fail to
convince. We get a different picture, however, when the taste for dialectical
gymnastics spreads in society. In this case the debater with a reputation of a kind
easily becomes an idol. His opinions become dogmas and imperceptibly creep
into literature. Anyone who has followed the intellectual development in Russia in
the last decade has undoubtedly witnessed such spectacles and has observed that
our society is extremely fickle in these matters (1-2, Translation adjusted).”

Sechenov acknowledges an important change: scientific ideas had “crept into literature” and
debates regularly borrowed from scientific language in answering decidedly non-scientific
concerns related to the philosophical and theological understanding of the soul. As Sechenov
correctly characterizes these debates, they involved participants who were not specialists in
science—journalists, philosophers, theologians, and novelists. Nevertheless, Sechenov carved
the place of authority for himself as a scientist, and he would propose solutions to the
philosophical question of the soul.

At several points, Sechenov makes appeals to ideological concerns that had been
discussed in previous years in his own lectures and were of great interest to many of his readers.
He mentions “philosophers” discussing the soul:

Let us [...] enter the world of phenomena engendered by the functioning of the

701, M. Sechenov, Reflexes of the Brain, trans. S. Belsky, 1-2. [BaM, KOHEYHO, CIIy4ajoch,
TMO0E3HBIN YUTATEIh, MPUCYTCTBOBATH MPU CIIOPAX O CYIIHOCTH AYIIH U €€ 3aBUCUMOCTHU OT
tena. CopsT OOBIKHOBEHHO HMJTM MOJIOJION YEJIOBEK CO CTAPUKOM, €CITH 00a HATypaTHCThI, TN
FOHOCTh C FOHOCTBIO, €CITH OJIMH 3aHUMAaeTCs OoJblie MaTepuei, Ipyroi — ayxom. [...] K HeOy
JIETST CTPAIIHBIE CTOJIOBI OTHS, JIONAIOTCS, TACHYT... W HA JAYIIE OCTACTCS JIHIIb CMyTHOE
BOCIIOMHHAHHUE O CBETJIBIX MpU3paKax. TakoBa OOBIKHOBEHHO CYJh0a BCEX YaCTHBIX CIIOPOB
Mexay aunetantamu. OHU BOJHYIOT Ha BpeMsl BOOOpaXeHHE CyIaTeNeid, HO HUKOTO He
yboexmaroT. [leno npyroro pona, €ciid BKYC K 3TON AUATEKTUIECKOM THMHACTHUKE
pacnpocTpaHsieTcst B oomiectBe. Tam 00el] ¢ HEKOTOPBIM aBTOPUTETOM JIETKO JIEJIAeTCsl KyMHPOM.
Ero MHeHwUs BO3BOISATCS B AOTMY, M, CMOTPHIITb, OHU YK€ MPOCKOJIB3HYIIH B TUTEPATYPY.
Besikuit, cnepsiiuii ietT AecSITOK 32 yMCTBEHHBIM JABIKeHHEM B Poccum, ObIBa, KOHEYHO,
CBUJICTENIEM TaKUX MIPUMEPOB, U BCIKHUI 3aMETHII, 6€3 COMHEHHUS, YTO B JIeJIaX 3TOTO POJia HaIlle
00IIecTBO OTIUYaeTCs OOJIBINOI0 OABIKHOCTEIO. (Ivan Sechenov, Izbrannye proizvedeniia,
Vol. 1, 7)]

24



brain. It is generally said that this world embraces the entire psychical life; few
people can be found now who would not accept this idea with greater or lesser
reservations. The difference in the views of the various schools consists merely in
the fact that some regard the brain as the organ of the soul, thus divorcing the
latter from the former, while others declare that the soul is the product of the
functioning of the brain. Not being philosophers, we shall not discuss these
differences here. We, physiologists, are satisfied that the brain is an organ of the
soul, i.e., a mechanism which, if brought into action by a certain cause, ultimately
produces a series of external phenomena which are expressions of psychical
activity (2-3).”!

In another turn, Sechenov describes reflexes in relation to the question of free will, suggesting
that morals have a physiological basis:

[W]e are able, for example, to stop at will our respiratory movements in any phase
of their development even after expiration when the respiratory muscles are
relaxed; man can also suppress screams and any other movements caused by pain,
fright, etc. It is remarkable that in the latter cases, which presuppose the presence
of considerable moral power in the given person, the effort of will aimed at
suppressing involuntary movements externally find little or no expression at all in
accessory movements; the person who remains absolutely calm and motionless in
these conditions is regarded as possessing strong will power. In the face of these
facts contemporary physiologists could not but admit the existence in the human
body—namely, in the brain through which man’s will acts—of mechanisms
which inhibit reflex movement (14).72

"I [Boiinemre ke, TOOE3HBIN UUTATEND, B TOT MUD SIBJICHUH, KOTOPBIA POIUTCS U3 JEATENHLHOCTH
TOJIOBHOTO MO3ra. [ '0BOPAT OOBIKHOBEHHO, YTO 3TOT MUP OXBATHIBAET COOOIO BCIO MCUXUYECKYIO
KH3Hb, U BPAJ JIU €CTh YXKE TENeph JIIO1, KOTOPbIE ¢ OONBIIMMH WX MEHBITUMH OTOBOPKaMHU
HE IPUHUMAIH OBl 3TOM MBICIH 32 UCTHHY. Pa3HuIa B BO33pEHHSIX IKOJI HA MPEeIMET JUIIb Ta,
YTO OJHHU, MPUHUMAs MO3T 32 OpPraH Iy, OTIENAIOT IO CYITHOCTH MOCIEIHIO OT IIEPBOTo;
JpYyTHUE e TOBOPST, YTO JYIIa IO CBOCH CYITHOCTH €CTh MPOAYKT AEATEIbHOCTH Mo3ra. MBI He
¢bmocodsl U B KPUTUKY ITHX pa3IUuuil BXOAUTH He OyaeM. J[ist Hac, kKak i (pU3HO0IIOroB,
JOCTaTOYHO U TOTO, YTO MO3T €CTh OpPTaH AYyIH, T. €. TAKOW MEXaHH3M, KOTOPBIH, Oy 1y4n
MIPUBE/JICH KAKMM HU Ha €CTh IPUYMHAMU B IBUKECHHUE, TACT B OKOHYATEIILHOM pPe3yJIbTaTe TOT
PS/1 BHEIIHUX SIBJICHUN, KOTOPBIMU XapaKTEPU3yeTCs MCUXUUecKas esTenbHoCTh. (Ivan
Sechenov, Izbrannye proizvedeniia, Vol. 1, 9)]
72 [[M]bI MO€EM OCTaHOBHTH TIPOU3BOJILHO JIbIXATENBHbIE IBUKEHHS BO BCE (has3bl U3 Pa3sBUTHS,
Ja’ke TOCJIe BBIBIXaHHUS, KOT/Ia BCE JIBIXaTeIbHBIE MBIIIIBI HAXOIATCS B pacciaaOIeHHOM
COCTOSIHUH; BOJISI MOKET IO/IaBUTh, Jlajiee, KPUK U BCSIKOE IPYroe JABWKEHHE, BBITEKAIOIIEe U3
BOJIM, UcIyTa U 1p. M 3amMevarenbHO, YTO BO BCEX MOCIETHUX ClIydasiX, BCeraa
MPEIOIaraoIiuX CO CTOPOHBI YeNIOBEeKa 3HAYUTEIBHYIO 103y HPABCTBEHHOW CHIIBL, YCUIIHE
BOJIU K TIOSIBJICHUIO HEBOJIBHBIX JBMKEHUI Mo MITH JTa)kKe BOBCE HE BBIPAXKACTCS N3BHE KAaKUMHU-
HUOY/1b TOOOYHBIMH JIBM)KCHUSIMH; YEJIOBEK, OCTAIOIIUICS TPU ATUX YCIOBHUIX COBEPIICHHO
MOKOWHBIM M HEMOJBM)KHBIM, CUUTAETCs O0Jiee CHIIbHBIM. 3Hast Bce 3TU (haKThl, MOTJIU JIX
COBpPEMEHHBIE (PU3MOJIOTH HE PUHSATH CYIIECTBOBAHUS B YEIOBEUECKOM Telle — M UMEHHO B
TOJIOBHOM MO3Ty, TOTOMY UYTO BOJISI IGHCTBYET TOJIBKO MPH IMOCPEACTBE 3TOTO OpraHa,—
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Todes argues that these direct appeals to moral behavior link physiology to ideological questions
in a new way: “Reflexes of the Brain did not merely demonstrate to psychologists that ‘it is
impossible to apply physiological knowledge to the phenomena of psychic life;’ it advanced an
argument for rejecting the concept of free will.”>” Such appeals capture the physiological
treatise’s complex origins in the ideological discussions of the 1860s: through language
borrowed from these debates, Sechenov had given science a new voice in questions that
extended far beyond the laboratory.

Sechenov employs several metaphors that are repeated throughout the text. He compares
the brain to a machine and emphasizes the mechanical origin of the highest forms of psychic
activity; furthermore, he argues that artistic thinking, spiritual experience, and emotions can be
understood using mathematical formulas:

[T]he reader will readily grasp that absolutely all the properties of the external
manifestations of brain activity described as animation, passion, mockery, sorrow,
joy, etc., are merely results of a greater or lesser contraction of definite groups of
muscles, which, as everyone knows, is a purely mechanical act. Even the
confirmed spiritualist cannot but agree with this. Indeed, how can it be otherwise,
when we know that in the hands of the musician a soulless instrument produces
sounds full of life and passion, that stone becomes animated under the hand of a
sculptor? The life-giving hands of musician and sculptor perform purely
mechanical movements, which, strictly speaking, can be subjected to
mathematical analysis and expressed by formulas. How, then, could they express
passion in sounds and images, unless the expression were a purely mechanical
act? (4)™

Sechenov suggests that science—specifically the physiological explanations of the brain—model
the basic categories of understanding the mind in an entirely new way, lending credibility to the
materialist approach to psychic life and artistic creation. There was no psychic experience that

MEXaHU3MOB, 33JIepKUBAIOIIUX oTpakeHHbIe BMkeHus? (Ivan Sechenov, Izbrannye
proizvedeniia, Vol. 1,20-21)]
73 Daniel Todes, “From Radicalism to Scientific Convention: Biological Psychology in Russia
from Sechenov to Pavlov,” 261.
4 [[Y]uTaTemno CTAaHOBUTCS PAa30M MOHATHO, YTO BCE 0€3 UCKIIOYEHHS KAY€CTBA BHEIIHMX
MIPOSIBIICHUI MO3TOBOM IEATETLHOCTH, KOTOPbIE MBI XapaKTEpU3yeM, HallpuMep, CJIOBAMHU:
OJyLIEeBIEHHOCTh, CTPACTHOCTh, HACMEIIKA, I1e4ajib, Pal0CTh U Ip., CYTh HE YTO MHOE, KaK
Pe3yabTaThl OOJBILIET0 I MEHBIIET0 YKOPOUECHUS KaKOM-HUOYAb TPYTIITBI MBIIII] — aKTa, KaK
BCEM M3BECTHO, YHCTO MEXaHN4eCKOTo. C 3TUM HE MOXKET HE COTJIACUTBCS JaKe CaMblii
3aKJIATBHINA CIIUPUTYANTUCT. J[a ¥ MOXKET Jin ObITh B CAMOM JIeJIe MHaue, €CIM MBI 3HAeM, YTO
PYKOIO MY3bIKaHTa BBIPHIBAIOTCS U3 0€3IyIIHOT0 HHCTPYMEHTA 3BYKH, ITOJIHBIC )KU3HU U
CTpacTH, a MOJ PyKOIO CKYJIBIITOpa 0)KMBAET KaMeHb. Beib U y My3bIKaHTa U Y CKyJBITOPA pyKa,
TBOpSIIAs KHU3Hb, CIOCOOHA JIENIaTh JIUIIb YUCTO MEXaHUYECKUE IBUKEHUS, KOTOPbIE, CTPOTO
TOBOPSI, MOTYT OBITh J1a)K€ MOJIBEPTHYTHl MAaTEMAaTHUECKOMY aHAJIH3Y U BBIPAKEHBI (POPMYIIOH.
Kaxk >xe Morsu ObI OHU MU ITUX YCIOBHSX BKIAABIBATH B 3BYKH U 00pa3bl BRIpAXKEHUE CTPACTH,
ecnu ObI 3TO BeIpaskeHHe He Obl1o akToM yrcto Mexannueckum? (Ivan Sechenov, Izbrannye
proizvedeniia, Vol. 1, 10-11)]
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was too complex for the physiologist.

The treatise alludes to several fictional cases, such as the “nervous lady,” the “tipsy
horseman,” the “somnambulist who climbs roofs.” But the essay’s “true hero” (in Koretzky’s
words) became a frog. Sechenov described several experiments in which frogs were decapitated,
electrocuted, and treated with acid, such as the following:”>

G. Berezin, assistant in the physiological laboratory of the Petersburg Academy,
has found that if a frog is kept in room temperature (i.e., at 17-18°) for several
hours and if its hind legs are then immersed in ice-cold water, it will immediately
withdraw them. The frog feels the cold which gives an unpleasant sensation and
makes a definite movement in order to get away from it. It should be pointed out
that the movement is always a pronounced one—as if the frog were frightened.
But if the immersion in ice-cold water is repeated after the hemispheres have been
removed, the frog remains absolutely quiet. [...] Another experiment proving the
existence in the frog’s brain of mechanisms which intensify involuntary
movements was carried out by Pashutin, a student. He found that the movements
of a frog in response to a touch to its skin are greatly intensified when its mid-
brain is stimulated by electric current. In this case, the frog acts in exactly the
same way as a man who is touched unexpectedly: it starts, bringing its muscles
into play (21).76

In these two cases, Sechenov extrapolates to the hypothetical workings of the human brain what
was gained in experiments on frogs. In the process, he turns to metaphor as the basis of his major
claims about reflexes in the brain of humans. In the years to come, journalists would use the frog
in philosophical discussions concerning the soul (to be shown later in this chapter). What
originated in a scientific experiment was transformed into an emblematic image signaling the
philosophical rejection of the Christian concepts of the soul and free will.

In this light, Sechenov’s description of the “nervous lady” would appear to parallel his
rendition of the frog’s reflex action, recasting the human mind as functioning just like the

75 Koretzky describes the similarities between Sechenov’s essay and Chernyshevsky’s novel,
including the various characters and experiments on frogs, in “Sensational Science,” 19-20 and
23-24.
76 [T'. Bepe3un, acCUCTEHT NPy (HU3HOJIOTHIECKOI Tab0OPAaTOPHH 3IEUIHEN aKaJIeMUM, HALIE, YTO
€CJIM MPOAEPKATh JIATYILIKY MPU KOMHATHOM Temneparype (T. €. mpu 17-18°C) HecKoJIbKO 4acoB
1 3aTeM OITyCTHTH €€ 3aJJHUE JIAIIKK B BOJAY CO JIBJIOM, TO OHA OYEHb CKOPO BBIJEPTUBAET HX
ortyna. JIaryiika, 3HaYUTh, YyBCTBYET XOJIOJ, OH €I HEMPHUITEH, U OHA JABUTACTCS C IEIBI0
n30exKaTh HEMPUATHOTO OIYIICHHUS; U HY)KHO 3aMETHUTb, YTO JIBIDKEHHUE 3TO OBIBAET BCETIa
OUYEeHb CHIILHO — JIATYIIKA KaK Obl myraetcs. Eciu e el OTHSITh MoyHIapusi ¥ OBTOPUTH
OTIepaIfio OTPYKEHHS JIATIOK, TO )KUBOTHOE OCTAETCsl aDCOFOTHO OKOUHBIM. [...] Jdpyroi
OTIBIT, TOKA3bIBAIOIINI MPUCYTCTBUE B TOJIOBHOM MO3TY JIATYIIKA MEXaHU3MOB, YCHUIINBAIOIINX
HEBOJIbHBIC IBIKEHUS, PUHAIICHKHUT T. CTyA. [lauymuny. OH HAIIEN, YTO JTBUKCHHUS JIATYIIKA
OT MIPUKOCHOBEHUS K €€ KOKE 3HAYUTEIILHO YCHUIIHBAIOTCS, €CITU Pa3IpakaTh € dJEeKTPHUECKUM
TOKOM CpPEIHHE YacTH FOJIOBHOTO Mo3ra. [Ipu 3ToM Ha Hell MOBTOPSIETCS ¢ BUAY COBEPIIICHHO TO
&KE caMoe, YTO Ha YEJIOBEKE, 10 KOTOPOTro HEOKUAAHHO JTOTPArUBAIOTCS: JISITYIIKA B3paruBacT
oT npuKocHOBeHus BceM TenoM. (Ivan Sechenov, Izbrannye proizvedeniia, Vol. 1, 27-28)]
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decerebrated frog:

You are in the company, say, of a nervous lady. You warn her that you are going
to bang the table, and then proceed to do so. In this case the sound acts on the
auditory nerve of the lady not suddenly or unexpectedly; nevertheless, the lady
starts. From this fact you can easily draw the conclusion that sudden stimulation
of the sensory nerve is not an indispensable condition for the emergence of an
involuntary movement, or that a nervous woman is an abnormal pathological
person in whom phenomena develop reversely. However, refrain for a moment
from drawing conclusions and go on with your experiment. With the lady’s
permission you continue to knock on the table with the same force, bringing the
number of knocks to several per minute. Ultimately a stage will be reached when
the knocks no longer affect the lady: she will not start any more. [...] When the
lady has got used to knocks of a certain strength, you add to the strength warning
the lady beforehand. She will start again. When knocks of the same strength are
repeated, the reflex movements disappear again (9).”’

Sechenov’s “nervous lady” appears similar to the frog: she reacts to sudden stimuli by “starting”
in a way that may recall the frog’s jerking legs when exposed to acid. As will be seen in
examples given later in this chapter, the decerebrated frog would become a popular symbol,
translating an experiment in physiology into a philosophical approach to the nature of the will
applicable to living people.

The publication of the treatise in 1863 caused an immediate sensation. As mentioned
earlier, Sechenov originally intended to publish the essay under the title “An Attempt to
Establish the Physiological Foundations of Psychic Processes” in The Contemporary, a popular
journal that had long supported materialist philosophy. It is no surprise that the censor banned
the essay’s publication, instead requiring it to appear in the medical journal The Medical Herald,
under a different name, Reflexes of the Brain.”® As Koretzky has noted, while the censor

7 [Jlana HepBHas 1ama. Bel ee ipeaynpexkaaete, uTo ceiiyac CTyKHETE PyKOM 10 CTONIY U
cTyuuTe. 3BYK MajaeT B TAKOM CIllyyae Ha CIIyXOBOH HEPB JlaMbl HE BHE3AITHO, HE HEOXKUIaHHO;
TEeM HE MEeHee OHa B3AparuBaeT. [Ipu Buge Takoro ¢akra BaM MOXKET MPUUTH B TOJIOBY, YTO
HEOXHUJIaH-HOCTb Pa3/Ipa’keHHs YyBCTBYIOIETO HEPBA HE €CTh ellle abCOMOTHOE YCIOBUE
HEBOJILHOCTH JIBIKEHUS WIIM YTO HEPBHAS KEHINUHA €CTh CYIIECTBO HEHOPMAIILHOE,
MaTOJIOTUYECKOE, B KOTOPOM SIBJICHUS IIPOUCXOSAT HAU3BOPOT. Y IEPKUTECH TIOKA OT ATUX
3aKJIFOUEHUH, TI00E3HBIN YuTaTelb, U MPOI0JDKaiTe OonbIT. CTydaHbe MO CTOY MPOIOJIKAETCS C
pa3pelIeHus JaMbl ¢ TIPEXKHEI0 CUIIO0, U TETIEPh yKe BBI JIeJIaeTe HECKOIBKO yIapOB B MUHYTY.
[Tpuxoaut, HaKOHEN, BpeMsl, KOTJa CTYK IepecTaeT JeicTBOBaTh Ha HEPBHI: 1aMa He
B3/paruBaet Oonee. Korma nama npuBbIKiIa K CTYKY H3BECTHOW CHIIBI, YCUIIBTE €TO,
NpeaypeauBIId €€, 4TO CTyK ycuuuTcs. Jlama cHoBa B3aparuBaeT. [Ipy moBTOpPEHHBIX yaapax
MoCJIeTHEH CUITBI OTpakKeHHBIE ABIKEHHs CHOBa ucuesatot. (Ivan Sechenov, Izbrannye
proizvedeniia, Vol. 1, 15)]

78 For the publication history of Reflexes of the Brain, see Kh. S. Koshtoyants, Essays on the
History of Physiology in Russia, 148-149. Holquist describes how Turgenev’s novel through his
depiction of Bazarov influenced the censor’s decision to force the publication of Reflexes of the
Brain in the lesser known Meditsinskii Vesntik and led to the sale of the 1866 version of the

treatise to be temporarily banned: “Bazarov and Sechenov,” 372-373.
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attempted to hide Sechenov’s work in a medical journal, the essay was an instant success and the
“censorial decision had the opposite effect—instead of damning Reflexes of the Brain to
obscurity, its publication in The Medical Herald catapulted this relatively unknown periodical
into almost immediate popularity. [...] These two issues sold out, and then were sold amongst
the intelligentsia for increasingly large sums.”” In her study of Chernyshevsky, Irina Paperno
provides an example of how, even in provincial Russia, in popular speech, the phrase “reflexes
of the brain” became a replacement for the word “soul.” As a radical activist Leonid Panteleev
reported in his memoir, “In Eniseisk a merchant’s wife loved to repeat: ‘Our learned professor
Sechenov says that there is no soul but there are reflexes.””8?

Reflexes of the Brain would continue to find its way into popular debates in the years to
come. In the early 1870s, on the eve of the publication of Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina, Sechenov
would find himself yet again involved in a philosophical debate with the philosopher and
historian Konstantin Kavelin which (as I will discuss in Chapter Three) found its way into
Tolstoy’s novel. Penetrating journals and novels, Sechenov’s ideas and images took on a life of
their own far beyond the doors of the physiologist’s laboratory.

The Body and the Soul

At the beginning of Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain, the scientist references a debate
about the nature of body and soul that had become central in the journals in the 1860s and 1870s.
Could science offer a replacement for the soul through the physiology of the body? For him, the
answer was simple: “the brain is the organ of the soul.” Not all agreed. While some scientists
argued that physiology brought an end to philosophical dualism, on closer examination of
science a more complex picture emerges. The historians Raymond Martin and John Barresi have
argued that in this period scientists offered new models of psychic life, which were part of what
they call the “naturalizing of the soul” and a departure from the philosophical dualism of German
idealist philosophers, such as Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, and Schopenhauer.®! In Russia, the
concept of the soul [dusha] as separate from the body had origins both in German idealist
philosophy and Orthodox theology, and science clashed not only with idealist philosophy, but
also with theology, religion and the church.?? As this dissertation will show, Dostoevsky and
Tolstoy, who were keenly aware of these debates, developed their own way of dealing with the
inner life of characters in their novels in the context of such clashes: for them, the issue of human
consciousness and its representation was a religious issue as well as a scientific one.

Beginning in the late 1850s, the radical critics in the journal The Contemporary, Nikolai
Chernyshevsky, Nikolai Dobroliubov, and Maksim Antonovich, used German materialist

7 Maya Koretzky, “Sensational Science,” 16-17.
80 Irina Paperno, Chernyshevsky and the Age of Realism (Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1988), 66.
81 Raymond Martin and John Barresi, The Rise and Fall of Soul and Self (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2006), 201.
82 David Joravsky argues that in the 1860s in Russia, the questions of science overlapped with
ideological concerns in an exceptional way, and that “neurophysiology [led] to a new morality,
and so to a reconstruction of society,” and that “neurophysiology seemed inherently radical, for it
implied the reduction of the soul to functions of the nervous system, and thus subverted the
ideology that sustained the established church, autocratic state, and exploiting classes.” David
Joravsky, Russian Psychology: A Critical History, 56.
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philosophy and popular physiology to refute the duality of the soul and the body. Russian radical
critics believed in physiological basis for the workings of the mind, with thoughts, desires,
passions, and the will explained through the science of the brain and chemical reactions in the
nervous system.®* This rejection of the duality of the body and soul attacked the traditional
philosophical foundation of the study of psychology, known in Russian as the “science of the
soul [nauka o dushe],” with its basis in the dualism of German idealism.?* Dobroliubov, in his
1859 essay in The Contemporary, “The Organic Development of Man and the Connections with
his Mental and Moral Development” (Organicheskoe razvitie cheloveka v sviazi s ego
umstvennoi i nravstvennoi deiatel 'nostiu), directly confronted philosophical dualism by
paraphrasing Moleschott’s Der Kreislauf des Lebens, asserting that “only modern science
[noveishaia nauka] has rejected the scholastic bifurcation of man and began to consider him in
his full, inextricable composition, bodily and spiritual [telesnom i dukhovnom], not trying to
separate [razobshchat’] them,” and seeing “in the soul [v dushe] precisely that force which
penetrates by its own means [pronikaet soboiu] and animates [odushevliaet] the entire bodily
composition of man.”®> As a result, argues Dobroliubov, “science [nauka] no longer considers
bodily activities separately from spiritual ones, and vice versa [...] the soul does not connect
with the body through an external connection, is not accidentally placed in it, it does not occupy
a corner in it, but merges with it [slivaetsia s nim]” and without this it is “impossible to imagine a
living human organism.”8¢

With the growing focus on the brain and the nervous system as the seat of the soul, others
offered a different perspective. The theologian Pamfil Iurkevich addressed the issue in his 1860
work, “The Heart and Its Connection to the Spiritual Life of Man” (Serdtse i ego znachenie v
dukhovnoi zhizni cheloveka). In the opening page, he described the heart (rather than the brain)
as “an essential organ and the nearest seat of all forces, functions, movements, desires, feelings
and thoughts of a person with all their directions and shades.”®” For him, one should follow the

8 Victoria Frede describes the adoption of materialism by Russian radical critics in “Materialism
and the Radical Intelligentsia: the 1860s,” A History of Russian Philosophy 1830-1930: Faith,
Reason and the Defense of Human Dignity”, eds. G. M. Hamburg and Randall A. Poole
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 69-89. David Joravsky describes the influence
of materialist ideas about the workings of the brain on the development of radical ideas in this
period in Russian Psychology, 56-61. Daniel Todes provides a comprehensive history of
materialist philosophy in journalism in this period in “From Radicalism to Scientific Convention:
Biological Psychology in Russia from Sechenov to Pavlov,” 17-67.
84 Raymond Martin and John Barresi describe the importance of the notion of the “soul” in
German metaphysical thought in The Rise and Fall of Soul and Self, 171-203. Joravsky,
discusses German empirical psychology in the Russian context in Russian Psychology, 69-82.
85 Nikolai Dobroliubov, “Organicheskoe razvitie cheloveka v sviazi s ego umstvennoi i
nravstvennoi deiatel’nost’iu,” in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 6 vols, Leningrad: GIKHL, 1934-
1941, Vol. 3, 95. These ideas were taken from Moleschott’s Der Kreislauf des Lebens. Victoria
Frede, “Materialism and the Radical Intelligentsia: the 1860s,” 73. For a discussion of
Dobroliubov’s essay, see Todes, “From Radicalism to Scientific Convention: Biological
Psychology in Russia from Sechenov to Pavlov,” 28-31.
8 Ibid., 95-96.
87 P. D. Iurkevich, Filosofskie proizvedeniia (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo “Pravda,” 1990), 69.
[[Clepare uenoBedecKkoe paccMaTpUBAETCS KaK CPEIOTOUME BCEH TEECHOM U TyXOBHOU KU3HU
YeJIoBeKa, KaK CyIIeCTBEeHHEHINI opraH u OrpKaiiiiee cejanuiie BcexX CHl, OTIpaBICHU,

30



words of the “sacred writers” and “compare this biblical teaching with the views on this subject
that dominate in our modern science.”®® Importantly, Turkevich approached the “heart™ as the site
of the divine secrets that guide the soul, “inaccessible” to observation (including the scientist’s
perspective): as he insisted, the sacred writers understand that “in the human soul [...] there are
sides that are inaccessible to the limited means of our knowledge, [and] only the divine mind
knows the secrets.”®”

The debate continued. An important statement came from Chernyshevsky’s April 1860
article in The Contemporary, “The Anthropological Principle in Philosophy” (Antropologicheskii
printsip v filosofii). In this article, he rejected the use of German idealist philosophy, including
dualism, in depicting human life. Instead, Chernyshevsky proposed that philosophy follow the
lead of scientific observation in understanding human affairs:

The principle of the philosophical view on human life with all its phenomena is
the idea developed by the natural sciences about the unity of the human organism
[organizma]; observations by physiologists, zoologists, and physicians [medikov]
have removed any thought of dualism of man. Philosophy only sees in it that
which medicine, physiology, and chemistry sees; these sciences show that there is
no dualism visible in man, and philosophy adds that if a person had, other than his

JBH>KCHUH, KEJTAHUW, YyBCTBOBAHHUI U MBICJIEN YEJIOBEKA CO BCEMU UX HANPABICHUAMU U
OTTEHKaMH. |
8 Ibid. To quote in full, “First of all, we will collect some passages from Scripture, from which it
will be seen that this view of the sacred writers on the essence and significance of the human
heart in all areas of human life is distinguished by certainty, clarity, and all signs of conscious
conviction, and then we will compare this biblical teaching with the views on this subject, which
dominate in our modern science.” [IIpexae Bcero, Mbl cCOOEpEM HEKOTOPHIE MECTa U3
CBSIIEHHOTO MTUCAHUS, U3 KOTOPBIX OyIET BUIAHO, YTO 3TO BO33PCHHUE CBAIICHHBIX MHCATeIeH Ha
CYIIECTBO U 3HAUEHHUE YEIIOBEUECKOT0 Cep/Iia BO BCEX 00JIACTSIX YeI0BEUECKOM KU3HU
OTJINYACTCS ONPEACAEHHOCTHIO, SICHOCTUIO M BCEMU MPH3HAKaMU CO3HATEILHOTO YOSKICHUS, a
MIOTOM COTIOCTaBUM 3TO OMOIeiickoe ydeHre C BO33PEHUsIMU Ha 3TOT MPEAMET, KOTOphIE
TOCHOJICTBYIOT B COBPEMEHHON HaM Hayke. |
8 Ibid., 76. To quote in full, “So, for the first time, we can see here at least a tendency towards
such an explanation of phenomena, in which the essence of a larger and more significant content
is not given in comparison with its phenomena available to our observation; and who, on the
contrary, thinks that in the human soul, as in every creation of God, there are sides that are
inaccessible to the limited means of knowledge, and he can already see the meaningfulness of
biblical teaching with a deep heart, of which only the divine knows the secrets.” [MTak, Ha
NEPBBIA pa3 Mbl MOXKEM BUJIETh 3/I€Ch IO MEHBIIIEH Mepe HAKJIOHHOCTh K TAKOMY H3bsICHEHUIO
SBJICHHI, B KOTOPOM HE JTaETCs CYITHOCTH OOJIBILETro M 3HAYUTEIbHENIIIET0 COJePKAHUS B
CpaBHEHUH C €€ SBJICHUSMH, JOCTYITHBIMU HalIeMy HaOJIOJICHUIO; M KTO, HAIPOTUB, TyMaeT, 4TO
B YEJIOBEUYECKOH JyIIe, KaK U BO BCSIKOM CO31aHUM boKueM, €CTh CTOPOHBI, HEOCTYITHBIE IS
OTpaHMYCHHBIX CPEJICTB HAIIIEr0 3HAHUS, TOT HANEPE YK€ MOKET BUICTh
MHOTO3HAYUTEIHLHOCTh OMOIEHCKOT0 YUeHHsI O TITyOOKOM cep/lie, KOTOPOro TaltHbI 3HAET
TOJIEKO yM OoskecTBeHHBIN. | Valeria Sobol notes that Turkevich, in this essay demonstrates that
the “heart [...] remains the moral and spiritual source of the soul’s action” in Febris Erotica:
Lovesickness in the Russian Literary Imagination (Seattle: University of Washington Press,
2009), 125.
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real nature, a different nature, then that other nature would certainly be revealed
in something, and because it is not found in anything, and because everything that
happens and manifests in a person happens according to his one real nature, then
there is no other nature in him. (This proof has complete certainty.)”

For Chernyshevsky, ridding philosophy of the dualism of the “body and the soul” would allow
scientists—the physiologist, zoologist, physician—to take a central role in human affairs by
discarding categories that had no basis in the “real nature” of man.

Chernyshevsky’s rejection of dualism came at the same time that physiologists and
psychologists in Russia and Western Europe alike were challenged with the difficult task of
visualizing the complex nature of the human mind. The task proved daunting. The novelists soon
entered the debate, showing that man could not live by science alone.

In Russia, psychology increasingly employed advanced methods of German
psychologists who were influenced by philosophical idealism, such as Friedrich Eduard Beneke
(1798-1854), Johann Friedrich Herbart (1776-1841), Ernst Heinrich Weber (1795-1878), and
Karl Fortlage (1806-1881). As an academic discipline, psychology in Russia was housed in the
department of philosophy, where until 1863 it was one of the few fields of philosophy allowed in
educational institutions of the conservative Russian state, with its adherence to Orthodox
Christianity.”! But with the rise of scientific approaches to the workings of the nervous system
and the brain, some authors began to reconsider psychology in the context of physiological
explanations. In 1860 the populist critic Petr Lavrov, writing in the journal Notes of the
Fatherland, examined the contemporary state of psychology as a “science of the soul” in the
context of these scientific discoveries. He argued that physiology, while offering promise, had
yet to advance a viable replacement for the methods of psychology:

First of all, it is necessary to clear the subject of psychology of all metaphysical
speculation and then clearly raise questions: what are they, how are they different
from one another, how are they transferred from one another, and how are psychic
phenomena modified? how do they transform into material phenomena, how are
they dependent on life processes and what influence do they have on them? which
methods can serve to study these phenomena? When these questions are roughly
answered by physiologists or non-physiologists, then it shows whether it is

%0 [MpunmnoM Gpuaocodhckoro BO33peHust Ha YEITOBEYECKYIO KU3Hb CO BCEMU €€ (PeHOMEHAMHU
CITy’KUT BBIpa0OTaHHAsI €CTECTBEHHBIMU HAyKaMH UEs O €JUHCTBE YEJIOBEYECKOT0 OpraHu3Ma;
HaOII0ACHUAME (PU3HOJIOTOB, 300JI0TOB U MEIMKOB OTCTPAHEHA BCSAKAsk MBICIIb O Tyalu3Me
yenoBeka. Punocodust BUIUT B HEM TO, YTO BUIAT MEIUIIMHA, (PU3HOIOTHS, XUMUS; T HAYKH
JI0Ka3bIBAIOT, YTO HUKAKOIO JAyaJIi3Ma B UeJIOBEKEe HE BUIHO, a (puinocodust NpudaBIsLeT, 4To
ecnu Obl 4YeTTOBEK UMeJI, KpOME peallbHOW CBOEH HATyphl, APYTYIO HATYpY, TO Ta Ipyras HaTypa
HETMPEMEHHO OOHapyKHBajlach Obl B YeM-HUOY/Ib M TaK KaKk OHa He 0OHApy>KUBAETCs HU B UEM,
TaK KaK BCE MPOUCXOSIIEE U MPOSIBIIAIONIEECS B YETIOBEKE MPOMCXOIUT O OJHOM peasbHOM ero
HaType, TO IPYroi HaTyphl B HEM HeT. (DTO J0Ka3aTeIbCTBO UMEET COBEPIIEHHYIO
HecomHeHHOCTH.) (Nikolai Chernyshevskii, “Antropologicheskii printsip v filosofii,” Polnoe
Sobranie Sochinenii, Vol. 7 [Moscow: GIKhL], 238)]
! David Joravsky, Russian Psychology, 92.
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possible to make psychology one of the divisions of physiology, drawing the first
from the physiology of nerves, or one must constitute a special equal science.”?

For Lavrov, the questions at the center of psychology—the inner workings of the human mind—
could not be merely answered by physiology. Science had yet to prove itself as an alternative.
While he believed that it was necessary “to clear the subject of psychology of all metaphysical
speculation,” if scientific observation (by the hard sciences such as physiology) were to replace
psychology, science would not only need to model the workings of the nervous system, but also
offer real physiological models of the will, emotions, fantasies, and more. This had yet to be
accomplished.

The role of psychology in the context of the science of the brain was addressed from a
theological perspective yet again by Iurkevich, in the treatise “Of the Science of the Human
Soul” (Iz nauki o chelovecheskom dukhe), which directly responded to Chernyshevsky’s “The
Anthropological Principle in Philosophy.” (A review of the whole work appeared in 1861 in The
Russian Herald.)®* In this treatise, Iurkevich turned to the question of the soul in the context of
natural science, including the science of the nervous system: at this point, it was impossible to
ignore the rising popularity of these ideas. To offer a contrast, he stated that a natural scientist
[estestvoispytatel’] concentrates on “that which can be seen with one’s eyes, held with one’s
hands,” and that “here science [nauka] only cares about defining predicates [ob opredelenii
predikatov], and the subject [sub ‘ekt] is given to it directly before research [dan ei
neposredstvenno i prezhde issledovaniia].”®* On the contrary, with psychology, “when the
psychologist asks, what is the soul [chto takoe dushal], here the same subject does not present

92 [J10/DKHO TPeXk /e BCETO OUUCTUTh MPEIMET IICUXOJIOTMHU OT BCEX METa(pU3NIECKUX
MPE/OI0KEHUH 1 TOTOM SICHO MTOCTABUTh BOIPOCHI: B UEM COCTOST, YEM OJTHO OT JAPYTOro
pa3nyarTCs, Kak OJJHO B JIPYToe MEePEXOIAT M KaK BUIOU3MEHSIOTCS TyIIEBHBIC SIBICHUS? KaK
OHH TIEPEXOJIAT B BEIIECTBCHHBIC SBJICHUS, KaK 3aBUCST OT XXHU3HCHHBIX MPOIIECCOB U KAaKOEe
OKa3bIBAIOT HA HUX BJIMSHUE? KAKUE METOJIbI MOTYT CITY>KUTh ISl UCCIICAOBAHUS STUX SBJICHUMN?
Korna st Bonpocs! OyayT NpUOIU3UTENBHO pelieHbl (U3NO0JI0raMy WK He(PU3HO0I0raMu, TOTaa
CaMo-CO00I0 OKAXKETCS, MOXHO JIM Oy/I€T ClIeNIaTh U3 IICUXOJIOTUU OJMH U3 (U3HUOJIOTHH, CIIUB
nepByIo ¢ GpuU3nosIoTHeii HEPBOB, I OHA JIOJKHA COCTABUTh 0COOYIO paBHONpaBHYIO HayKy. (P.
L. Lavrov, “Sovremennoe sostoianie psikhologii,” Otechestvennye Zapiski 129 [April 1860]:
52)]
93 Pamfil Turkevich, Iz nauki o chelovecheskom dukhe (Kiev: Trudi Kievskoi Dukhovnoi
Akademii, 1860). This essay was reprinted with commentary in Russkii Vestnik in 1861.
Anonymous, “Iz nauki o chelovecheskom dukhe,” Russkii Vestnik 32 (April 1861): Literaturnoe
obozrenie i zametki, 79-105; Russkii Vestnik 33 (May 1861): Literaturnoe obozrenie i zametki,
26-59. Frede discusses this point in “Materialism and the Radical Intelligentsia: the 1860s,” 77.
V. Sobol describes Turkevich’s claims against materialism in Febris Erotica, 124-129. The
perspective of Orthodox theology in response to the soul was also seen later in the 1860s with
the publication of several articles in the conservative journal, Russkaia Beseda. See Ignatii
(Brianchaninov D. A.), “Slovo o smerti,” Sochineniia episkopa Ignatiia Brianchaninova
[Reprintnoe izdanie], Moscow: P. S., 1991. Ilya Vintsky’s makes an account of this debate in the
context of the popularization of spiritualism in Russia in the 1860s in Ghostly Paradoxes:
Modern Spiritualism and Russian Culture in the Age of Realism (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 2009), 15-16.
% Pamfil lurkevich, Iz nauki o chelovecheskom dukhe, 367-368.

33



itself as a thing [kak veshch’], at which you can point to, and the soul does not open itself to
observation in a ready and motionless image of a thing [obraz veshchi].”®> While Turkevich
recognized the importance of science, he stressed that metaphysical psychology’s focus on the
soul [dushal—which by nature could not be observed through empirical means—was part of the
foundation of the theological understanding of human life as a “science of the spirit” [nauka o
dukhe].”® This theological perspective—and the rejection of empirical methods for penetrating
the human psyche, conceived as the soul [dushal—emerged as a central rebuttal to the
materialist interpretation of mental activity as originating in the body. The rebuttal would be also
offered by novelists who grappled with the new science, including Tolstoy and Dostoevsky.?’

The debate took a new turn with the 1861 translation of Lewes’s Physiology of Common
Life (1859). This work inspired several different readings, some in direct opposition with each
other. For the radical critic Antonovich, writing in The Contemporary in 1862, Lewes had
insisted that psychology was dependent on physiology of the nervous system and brain:
“Between physiology and psychology, according to Lewes, there should be the same relationship
that is between chemistry and physiology.””® For Antonovich, Lewes had refuted the theological
basis of the soul, a claim Lewes may have himself rejected: “Lewes does not say, like Mr.
Iurkevich, that the body of a human being consists of organic substances [organicheskikh
veshchestv] subordinate to some higher powers [podchinennykh kakim-to vysshim silam].”®® In
another article in The Contemporary, Chernyshevsky claimed that Lewes’s Physiology of
Common Life welcomed the materialist approach espoused in this journal, noting that he was “in
complete agreement with Lewes,” and that Lewes had proved that the nature of the soul could be
unveiled by physiology.!®

Iurkevich reviewed Lewes’s Physiology of Common Life in The Russian Herald in the
same year. In his interpretation (which was at odds with those of Chernyshevsky and
Antonovich), he repeated Lewes’s assertion about the soul, refuting the interpretation offered in
The Contemporary: “That we shall ever penetrate the mystery of the Soul, is improbable.”!°!
Coming from a theological perspective, Iurkevich then challenged Lewes’s physiological
approach to the workings of the mind: Lewes had ignored the “intentions of the soul” seen in
“our reason [soobrazhenie], our whim [kapriz], our arbitrariness [proizvol].”!°? These two

% Ibid., 368.

% Ibid., 375-376.

97 Zen’kovskii argues that what differentiated Iurkevich’s “anthropology” from other thinkers at

the time was that thought itself was only part of man’s spiritual existence, and that the heart is

the “focus of spiritual life” and this organ “is directed both toward man’s center and his

periphery” and “guarantees his whole as well as his individuality and uniqueness, which is

expressed in thought but in feelings and reactions” (Zen’kovskii, A History of Russian

Philosophy, 314). For a description of Iurkevich’s Orthodox theological perspective on the

debate, see also Frede, “Materialism and the Radical Intelligentsia: the 1860s,” 77-82.

%8 Maksim Antonovich, “Sovremennaia fiziologiia i filosofiia,” Sovremennik 91 (February 1862):

Otdel II: Sovremennoe obozrenie, 235.

% Ibid.

190 Nikolai Chernyshevsky, Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii v piatnadtsati tomakh, Vol. 7, 766-767.

Todes discusses the reception of Lewes by radical critics in “From Radicalism to Scientific

Convention: Biological Psychology in Russia from Sechenov to Pavlov,” 34-39.

101 Pamfil Turkevich, “Tazyk fiziologov i psikhologov,” Russkii Vestnik 38 (April 1862): 923.

102 Pamfil Turkevich, “Tazyk fiziologov i psikhologov,” Russkii Vestnik 40 (August 1862): 636.
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radically diverging views of Lewes’s Physiology of Common Life were emblematic of the
reception of science at the time: a single work could receive multiple, often opposing,
interpretations from different disciplines and ideological camps.

As I have already described in the previous section, it was at this time that Sechenov’s
Reflexes of the Brain responded directly to the debate in the journals, asserting that the “brain is
the organ of the soul.” (His scientific treatise would have directly followed the exchange
between the radical critics and Iurkevich had it appeared as originally intended in The
Contemporary.) In Reflexes of the Brain, Sechenov had taken a sharper stance that aligned him
with Antonovich, Chernyshevsky, and Dobroliubov, placing a physiologist in a philosophical
debate about the nature of the soul: this scientist did not hesitate to take a side in a confrontation
between science and religion.

In the coming years the debate about the soul took a new turn as Russian authors began to
consider the work of the empirical psychologists in Germany, Wilhelm Wundt, Gustav Fechner,
and Hermann Helmholtz, who appeared to be able to better demonstrate the inner workings of
the mind by experimental means. In July of 1863, months before Sechenov would publish
Reflexes of the Brain, a critic reviewing Wundt in the popular journal The Library for Reading
(Biblioteka dlia chteniia), wrote that these new psychologists had at last offered a “way out of
the pointless debates about the soul.”!% Others were more skeptical of empirical psychology. An
anonymous reviewer in the bibliography section of the radical journal The Russian Word
(Russkoe Slovo) questioned both Wundt and the materialists, hiding his position behind irony:

Obviously, Wundt never really heard of psychological experiments, and on this
basis, he completely denies their existence, that is, he does exactly what the
fantastic idiot-materialist does, with whom he embarks on a debate within his
book. Psychological experiments are a terrible and difficult matter: in them the
subject risks his reason, that is, his greatest good; it is understood that there are
few hunters for such experiments. They are usually done on oneself, because one
should never do them in anima nobili—you will fall into the nihilists, like
Falloppio in the old days, Ricord, Leray, Skoda in the current day; concerning
Skoda, the accusation of nihilism (nihilismus, even this word was used) was
expressed in print. Such are the famous relatives of Bazarov!!%4

103 M. Tarkhov, “O metodakh v psikhologii (Po Vundtu),” Biblioteka dlia chteniia (July 1863):
9-10.
104 [O melicTBUTENBHO NCHXOJIOTMYECKHUX OIBITAX BYHT, O4EBUIHO, HUKOT/IA HE CIIBIXUBAJ, M Ha
3TOM OCHOBAaHUU COBEPIIICHHO OTPHUIIAET UX CYIIECTBOBAHUE, T. €. NMEHHO IMOCTYIAET TaK, KaK
noctynaeT paHTacTUIeCKUil HINOT-MAaTEPUATUCT, C KOTOPBIM OH ITyCKAETCs B MPEHUS B CBOCH
kHHTe. [ICHXOMOTHYECKUE OMBITHI—IEINIO CTPAIIHOE U TPYJHOE: B HUX CYOBEKT PUCKYET
paccyikoMm, T. €. BEJIMYAUIITUM CBOMM 0JIaroM; MOHSITHO, YTO HAa TAKUE OIBITHI HAXOIUTCS
HEMHOT'O OXOTHHKOB. M3 e1aroT 0OBIKHOBEHHO HaJl COOOH, MOTOMY YTO JIeJIaTh UX in anima
nobili HeNb3s,--MoMa IelIh B HUTHIIMCTHI, Kak nonanu Danmonwii B crapuny, Pukop, Jlepe,
[[Ixoma—a HOBeiimee Bpemsi; oTHocuTeabHO LIIkoaer oOBrHEHNE B HUTHIN3M (nihilismus, gaxe
CJIOBO 3TO OBLITO yroTpebsieHo) OBLIIO BEICKA3aHO MeYaTHO. BOT Kakasi 3SHAMEHUTAs POIHS Y
bazapoga! (Ia., P., no title [Review of the translation of Wilhelm Wundt’s Vorlesungen ueber die
Menschen- und Thierseele], Russkoe Slovo [October 1865]: Bibliograficheskii listok, 84)]
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In this colorful retort, a bewildered Russian critic found solace in referring to a literary image:
the nihilist Bazarov.

The philosopher Mikhail Ivanovich Vladislavlev (1840-1890), a friend of Dostoevsky
who married his niece, wrote several articles on the recent experimental psychology.
Vladislavlev argued that any experimental method in psychology was in contradiction with the
Christian idea of the soul. In Dostoevsky’s journal Epokha, Vladislavlev reviewed Wundt’s
Vorlesungen ueber die Menschen- und Thierseele, translated into Russian as Dusha cheloveka i
zhivotnykh (The Soul of Man and Animals).'” He rejected the authority of experimental
psychology in spiritual matters, arguing that “psychology should abandon discussions on such
questions as the nature of the soul and its connection with the body [0 nature dushi i sviazi ee s
telom].'°® Moreover, he maintained, the “solution [reshenie]” of the question of the soul “is
fruitless or impossible,” and such work by science can “only train the mind in gymnastics” and is
“more likely in the realm of fantasy [v oblast’ fantazii].”'" In another article, Vladislavlev
described consciousness modeled by the empirical approach as a fragmented set of impressions,
which was incompatible with the Christian notion of the soul, asking whether we even have “the
right to think™ [imeem li my pravo dumat’] that it may be possible to restore the whole on the
basis of the parts (“vozmozhno[li] polnoe vosstanovlenie narushennogo vpechatleniiami
ravnovesiia chastei ”?].1% For Vladislavlev, the sin of experimental psychologists was in that
science had fatally fragmented the soul into parts.

At this time, the work of British associationist psychologists, J. S. Mill, Alexander Bain,
and others, also came under scrutiny in Russian journals. These psychologists, who had a major
influence on Victorian novelists (Wilkie Collins, George Eliot, and others), presented a vision of
the mind as open and accessible to external observation.'” Some Russian reviewers were
supportive of the British psychologists. One critic in Notes of the Fatherland argued that, with
his approach, Bain attempted to unveil the “countless elementary abilities” [beschislennoe
mnozhestvo pervonachal ‘nykh sposobnostei] of the soul.!'® Another critic, M. M. Troitskii, wrote
in The Russian Herald that the British inductive method offered a replacement for outdated

195 Joravsky notes that the censor suppressed the publication of Wundt’s book in Russian
precisely because it included the word “soul” in the title. Joravsky, Russian Psychology, 93.
196 Mikhail Vladislavlev, “Reformatorskiia popytki v psikhologii,” Epokha (September 1864):
30.
197 1bid., 31.
198 Mikhail Vladislavlev, “Vliianie estestvennykh nauk na psikhologiiu,” Otechestvennye Zapiski
(January 1866): 252-253. He had described these ideas also in an earlier article on the same
topic: “Materialisticheskaia psikhologiia,” Otechestvennye Zapiski (December 1865): 484-508.
199 Raymond Martin and John Barresi describe the British associationist school in relation to the
question of self and soul in The Rise and Fall of Soul and Self, 212-217. Todes describes the
Russian reception of Bain, especially the censorship his work Body and Mind in Russia in “From
Radicalism to Scientific Convention: Biological Psychology in Russia from Sechenov to
Pavlov,” 110-113. David Joravsky also describes British associationism in the Russian context in
Russian Psychology: A Critical History, 94.
110 Upon the translation of Bain’s 1861 The Study of Character into Russian in 1866, one critic in
the journal Delo pointed to his focus on the “main forces of the soul [osnovnykh sil dushi]” as
observable through close analysis of psychic phenomena. Anonymous, no title [Review of the
translation of Alexander Bain’s On the Study of Character], Delo (August 1867): Novye knigi,
65.

36



German metaphysics because it relied on the analysis of evidence instead of philosophical
ideas.!!! Others offered a more critical view. Nikolai Strakhov argued that the English
associationist model of psychological observation was antithetical to the concept of the Christian
soul, adding that the “formation of the soul and all of its phenomena is a wonder [chudo], taking
place now before our eyes, and is not a long-standing fact gradually revealing
[obnaruzhivaiushchii] its existence.”!''? In essence, for Strakhov—an interlocuter of Dostoevsky
and Tolstoy—such “experimental” methods for observing the human mind (including the British
associationists), could not penetrate the Christian soul.'!3 In the end, the reception of British
empirical psychologists offered no way to bridge the divides emerging in the Russian press.

The question of the independent nature of the soul in relation to the body reached an apex
in the early 1870s with the previously mentioned debate between Sechenov and Kavelin on the
pages of the liberal journal The Herald of Europe, which made it into Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina
(to be discussed in Chapter Three). I will argue that, in the end, it was the novelists, Dostoevsky
and Tolstoy, who attempted to bridge the gap between science and religion and provide an
answer to the mysteries of human consciousness.

The Unconscious Mind

States of mind inaccessible to the individual posed a special problem for science,
philosophy, and psychology: how could one understand processes of the psyche that lie outside
of ordinary awareness? This concern had a complex history, one rooted in literature, science,
philosophy, and theology. The discussion of the unconscious mind, which emerged in the late-
18™ century as part of Romantic Naturphilosophie through the work of literary writers and
philosophers alike—the “twin traditions” of psychology in the late-18" century—took a different
turn with the rising interest in the automatic function of the brain and nervous system in the mid-
19" century.'

The complex genealogy of the unconscious in Western European thought is well known.
Lancelot Whyte in The Unconscious Before Freud (1960) traced the origins of the unconscious
from German idealist philosophy to the science of the brain in the 19" century and beyond.'!'
Henri Ellenberger in his classic The Discovery of the Unconscious (1970) provided the most
comprehensive history of the unconscious in the context of science, literature, and philosophy

HIM. M. Troitskii, “Uspekhi psikhologicheskoi metody v Anglii so vremen Bekona i Lokka,”
Russkii Vestnik 67 (February 1867): 812. David Joravsky makes an account of Troitskii’s
rejection of the German metaphysical tradition in favor of English psychology of J. S. Mill and
others in Russian Psychology, 94.
"2 Nikolai Strakhov, Filosofskie ocherki, Kiev: Izdanie 1. P. Matchenko, 1906: 192.
'3 Donna Orwin, “Strakhov’s World as a Whole: A Missing Link between Dostoevsky and
Tolstoy.” As Irina Paperno has claimed, Tolstoy’s understanding of the soul was informed
throughout the 1860s and 1870s through his personal friendship with the philosopher Nikolai
Strakhov, and Strakhov’s work on the immortal soul influenced Tolstoy as seen in his diaries.
Irina Paperno, Who, What Am I? Tolstoy Struggles to Narrate the Self, 51.
14 Matthew Bell describes the “twin traditions™ of philosophy and literature in German
psychology in The German Tradition of Psychology in Literature and Thought, 1700-1840
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 224-228.
5 Lancelot Law Whyte, The Unconscious Before Freud (New York: Basic Books, 1960).
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leading up to Freud and the 20™ century.!'® It is safe to assume that in Russia, the discussion of
the unconscious mind emerged in the 1830s through the Naturphilosophie of Hegel, Schelling,
Fichte, and Schiller. In the 1860s and 1870s, writers in the journals popularized the new
scientific ideas of the unconscious mind derived from the study of the automatic actions of the
nervous system, which clashed with the philosophical understanding of the unconscious mind. It
still remains to show how Tolstoy and Dostoevsky, who were aware of these discussions,
responded to the diverging concepts of the unconscious mind by offering their own models in the
representation of the character’s psyche, models that in many ways looked forward to the
understanding of the unconscious in the 20" century.

Since the history of the unconscious in the Russian context is relatively unexplored, I will
begin my discussion of it by providing a more detailed survey of the Western European concept
of the unconscious, which influenced Russian writers. In the late-18" and early-19'" century,
philosophy turned to the ways in which the mind worked by unseen means, and how, in contrast
to the empirical philosophical understanding of the mind of Locke and Descartes, the mind could
be understood as working unconsciously.!!” The term “unconscious” first appeared as a noun in
the work of Ernst Platner, Philosophical Aphorisms (1776), which was influenced by Leibniz’s
critique of Locke’s rationality and focus on perception. It was following Platner that German
Romantic natural philosophy/science (Naturphilosophie) came to use the term “unconscious,”
including the novelist Jean-Paul Richter, who was Platner’s student. At this time, the
understanding of the unconscious became a central aspect of Romantic Naturphilosophie.!'® In
Schelling’s 1797 On the Philosophy of Nature and his 1798 On the Soul of the World, he
described the “collective soul of the world” through the unity of the natural and the human
world, and he located the “primordial Will” which is “obscure, unconscious of itself,
independent of time and of any logical relations.”'!” In The World as Will and Representation
(1819), Schopenhauer, who would have a major influence on Tolstoy’s understanding of the
unconscious mind, expanded Schelling’s understanding of the unconscious as present beneath all
of life.!2°

16 Henri Ellenberger, The Discovery of the Unconscious (New York: Basic Books, 1970).

17 1eibniz suggested that the soul could not be totally accessed and known, and he argued that

that at the center of the mind one can find “small perceptions” (petites perceptions) that underlie

mental experience. Nicholas Rand, “The Hidden Soul: The Growth of the Unconscious, 1750-

1900,” American Imago 61.3 (Fall 2004): 260.

"8 V. V. Zen’kovsky, Istoriia Russkoi Filosofii, Vol. 1, 125-139.

Rand describes the question of the unconscious mind in Naturphilosophie in “The Hidden Soul:

The Growth of the Unconscious, 1750-1900,” 260-263.

9 Henri Ellenberger, “The Unconscious Before Freud,” Bulletin of the Menninger Clinic 1.1

(January 1957): 5-6.

120 Ibid., 6. Christopher Janaway discusses Schopenhauer’s idea of the “will” and the issue of

conscious and unconscious notions of the mind, including his influence on Freud in “The Real

Essence of Human Beings: Schopenhauer and the Unconscious Will,” Thinking the Unconscious,

142-143; 145-154. Sigrid McLaughlin has outlined the influence of Schopenhauer’s philosophy

on Tolstoy’s thinking (“Some Aspects of Tolstoy’s Intellectual Development: Tolstoy and

Schopenhauer,” California Slavic Studies, Vol. 5, ed. by Nicholas V. Riasanovsky and Gleb

Struve (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1970). Donna Orwin describes the influence of

Schopenhauer on Tolstoy’s thinking in the 1870s as causing a shift in the novelist’s thinking in

Tolstoy’s Art and Thought, 150-170. Henry W. Pickford considers the influence of Schopenhauer
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The notion of the unconscious “will” of Schopenhauer and Schelling had considerable
influence on the physiologist C. G. Carus, whose 1840 Psyche “was the first attempt to give a
really complete and objective theory of unconscious psychological life.”!?! Carus, who exercised
a major influence on Dostoevsky, was a source for Eduard von Hartmann in his classic study of
the unconscious, The Philosophy of the Unconscious.'?? In his 1869 treatise, expanded and
reprinted in several subsequent editions (up to 1904), Hartmann created a popularizing
compendium of diverse sources on the unconscious. In the words of one scholar, “Hartmann
provided a gratifying synoptic overview and integration of natural and human sciences.”!?* He
was widely known in Russia at the end of the 19 century.

Novelists and poets in the early 19" century in Western Europe and Russia offered their
own understanding of the unconscious workings of the mind. Goethe, Samuel Taylor Coleridge,
E. T. A. Hoffman, J. P. F. Richter, William Wordsworth, Heinrich von Kleist, and in Russia in
the 1830s and 1840s, Gogol and Dostoevsky are named in this regard. Goethe was said to have
written Sorrows of Young Werther “unconsciously” and “like a sleepwalker.”!?* Schiller, in his
correspondence with Goethe, had placed special emphasis on the experience of the poet, who
saw the “unconscious at the heart of his conception.”!?* In Russia, the link between the
unconscious mind and the poet had a special influence on the Russian adoption of the term. As
far as I can tell, in 1835, the critic Vissarion Belinsky was one of the first to use the term
“unconsciously” (bessoznatel 'no), and it was in reference to the creative mind of Nikolai Gogol
in the essay “About the Russian Story and the Stories of Mr. Gogol (‘Arabesques’ and
‘Mirgorod’)” (O russkoi povesti i povestiakh g. Gogolia (‘Arabeski’ i ‘Mirgorod’), describing the

on Tolstoy’s thinking in this period in the context of his later works, “What is Art?” and The
Kreutzer Sonata in his book, Thinking with Tolstoy and Wittgenstein: Expression, Emotion, and
Art (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 2016). Irina Paperno highlights the special
role of Schopenhauer’s philosophy in the context of Tolstoy’s letters to Strakhov in ‘Who, What
Am 1?7’
121 Henry Ellenberger, “The Unconscious Before Freud,” 6.
122 George Gibian discusses the influence of Carus’s Psyche on Dostoevsky’s work in “C. G.
Carus’ Psyche and Dostoevsky,” The American Slavic and East European Review, 14.3 (October
1955): 371-382.
123 Sebastian Gardner, “Eduard von Hartmann’s philosophy of the unconscious,” in: Thinking the
Unconscious, ed. Angus Nicholls and Martin Liebscher (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2010), 175.
124 Lancelot Whyte, The Unconscious Before Freud, 133-135; 145. Paul Bishop discusses
Goethe’s important role in the understanding of the unconscious workings of the creative mind.
He also demonstrates that Schiller, alongside Goethe, was instrumental in the discussion of the
unconscious mind of the creative artist, which countered Schelling’s idea of the emergence of the
creative activity of the poet as occurring first consciously and then unconsciously. “The
Unconscious from Storm and Stress to Weimar classicism: the dialectic of time and pleasure.”
Thinking the Unconscious, ed. Angus Nicholls and Martin Liebscher (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2010), 28; 37.
125 Paul Bishop, “The Unconscious from Storm and Stress to Weimar classicism: the dialectic of
time and pleasure,” 37.
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writer during the creative process as being not controlled by his will, stating that his “action
[deistvie] is aimless [bestsel 'no] and unconscious [bessoznatel 'no]”.'*°

The discussion of the unconscious mind was not limited to philosophy and literature: in
the late-18" and early-19'" century, alongside the discussion of the unconscious in German
idealist philosophy and literature, scientific and pseudoscientific attempts, such as mesmerism,
animal magnetism, and hypnotism, emerged as methods to provide miracle cures for nervous
illness by uncovering the unseen workings of the mind.!?’ These techniques were popularized by
Father Johann Joseph Gassner (1727-1779), Franz Anton Mesmer (1734-1815), A. M. J.
Chastenet de Puységur (1751-1825), and Justinus Kerner (1786-1862), among others.
Philosophers interested in the workings of the unconscious, including Schopenhauer and Carus,
participated in mesmerist and hypnotist séances.!?® Hypnotism would continue to be debated and,
in some cases, practiced by scientists later in the 19" century, including the French clinician Dr.
Jean-Martin Charcot, who used hypnotist techniques in his treatment of hysteria.'?” While these
scientific and pseudoscientific attempts were rudimentary in contrast to what was to come in
science, figures such as Mesmer nevertheless demonstrated that the workings of the unconscious
could be unveiled through experimental techniques on the body. These experiments were
discussed in the decades to come, and the practice of hypnotism, mesmerism, and magnetism
created situations that scientists could not explain through physiology alone.

In the 1830s, experimental scientists in Western Europe began to offer new models to
explain the workings of the nervous system and the brain, specifically new discoveries in the
physiology of reflexes. With these developments in science comes a new—physiological—
understanding of the unconscious. Marcel Gauchet, in his study L ‘inconscient cerebral (1992),
traces the emergence of the physiological origins of the unconscious mind, which became a
central aspect of brain science in the mid-19'" century and a part of a major shift in thinking from
the earlier idealist psychology of the unconscious.!?? In the 1830s, scientists Marshall Hall
(1790-1857) and Johannes Miiller (1801-1858) questioned the existence of the free will and
suggested that the nervous system was completely mechanical.!*! The British scientist Thomas
Laycock (1812-1876) expanded upon the findings of Hall to relate them to the idea of
unconscious action, arguing that the mechanical model of reflexes could be extended to include
the brain. His essay “On the Reflex Function of the Brain” (1845), which linked spinal reflexes
with the brain, was based in part on the scientific analysis of altered states of mind, including
mesmerist experiments and hypnotism.!3? Other scientists turned to pathological cases to suggest

126 Vissarion Belinskii, Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii, Vol. 1 (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo Akademii
Nauk SSSR, 1953), 288.
127 Ellenberger provides a comprehensive history of the use of magnetism by Mesmer and others,
especially the influence of such methods in the mid to late 19" century in France in The
Discovery of the Unconscious, 53-1009.
128 Henri Ellenberger, “The Unconscious Before Freud,” 9.
129 Ibid., 12.
130 Marcel Gauchet, L ‘inconscient cerebral (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1992), 23.
131 Gauchet describes the difference of opinion between Hall and Miiller in L ‘inconscient
Cerebral, 41-42.
132 Gauchet speaks of Laycock’s observation of hypnotism and mersmerism in L inconscient
cerebral, 46-47. The rediscovery of hypnotism and mesmerism was not limited to Laycock.
Michael Finn shows how in 1843, a Scottish doctor, James Braid, published a work on hypnosis
that applied the science of the involuntary workings of the brain that, as Gauchet argues, was
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the unconscious workings of the mind through the observation of epilepsy: the German scientist
and clinician Wilhelm Greisinger demonstrated that lesions on the brain of patients suffering
from epilepsy were responsible for disturbances of the mind outside of conscious control,
offering further clinical evidence for the brain’s automatic or unconscious activity.!3?

These scientific ideas—the physiological understanding of the unconscious—were readily
adopted by British Victorian scientists, novelists, psychologists, and philosophers who were
keenly interested in unconscious action. In 1853, William Carpenter, in his Principles of Human
Physiology, termed such phenomena the result of “unconscious cerebration,” a concept that
largely followed Laycock’s model of the brain’s reflexes; it was adopted by novelists and
psychologists alike.!3* The English psychologists Herbert Spencer, Alexander Bain, and George
Henry Lewes depicted the reflexive workings of the brain in their work. The idea of
“unconscious cerebration” was readily absorbed into literature by novelists such as George Eliot,
who depicted states of mind on the peripheral awareness (or total unawareness) in her novels.!3?

From my survey of the journals, I have concluded that the situation in Russia was
somewhat different. The work of German and English scientists was largely absent from the
Russian journals before the 1860s. Russian readers first encountered the mechanical, automatic
understanding of the brain’s unconscious activity in the 1860s not through the “hard” sciences
but in the popularization of materialist philosophy of Biichner, Moleschott, and Vogt in the pages
of the radical journal The Contemporary.'3¢ (I described these developments above and will now
briefly relate them to the idea of unconscious action.) Chernyshevsky, in his 1860 article in The
Contemporary, “The Anthropological Principle in Philosophy,” proposed a physiological origin
of the workings of the mind, comparing human thought to the reflexes of a frightened dog who
“runs by instinct, mechanically [mashinal 'no], and not by reason [a ne po rassuzhdeniyu], not
consciously [ne soznatel 'no].'>” For Chernyshevsky, this phenomenon was also not limited to
dogs: in people, he argued, one can observe “unconscious habit or unconscious movement” [est’

instrumental in having “rescued hypnotism” from being declared “charlatanism.” Michael Finn,
Figures of Pre-Freudian Unconscious from Flaubert to Proust, 23.
133 Gauchet describes Griesinger’s pivotal understanding of lesions on the brain in epileptic cases
in L ’inconscient cerebral, 49-53.
134 Ibid., 47.
135 Sally Shuttleworth argued that Lewes’s model of “unconscious cerebration” can be found in
the representation of the character’s mind. George Eliot and Nineteenth-Century Science
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 84-91. Vanessa Ryan discusses the
incorporation of “unconscious cerebration” broadly in 19" century fiction in Thinking Without
Thinking in the Victorian Novel.
136 1t is especially in the context of Karl Vogt’s Letters on Physiology [Physiologische Briefe]
(1845-1846) which discusses the nature of “unconscious” as synonymous for reflex action. He
describes the workings of “will” as the result of the “unconscious” reflexes of the nervous
system. Karl Vogt, Lettres Physiologiques [ Physiologische Briefe, 1845-1846] (Paris: Bailliere,
1875), 472. Jakob Moleschott takes a similar point of view in the depiction of the child’s early
brain as working “almost unconsciously”: “L’enfant vit presque inconscient pendant les premiers
mois sans se rappeler les états qu’il traverse et les choses qui agissent sur lui. Il n’y a pas dans la
conscience des bétes et celle de I’homme une differénce de d’espéce, mais une différence de
degré.” Jakob Moleschott, La circulation de la vie [ Der Kreislauf des Lebens, 1852], trans. Dr.
E. Cazelles (Paris: Germer Baillic¢re, 1866), 184.
137 Nikolai Chernyshevskii, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v piatnadtsati tomakh, Vol. 7, 278.
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storona bessoznatel 'noi privychki i bessoznatel ’'nogo dvizheniia], separate from what is known
as conscious thought.!3® In 1861, Dmitrii Pisarev reviewed Vogt’s Letters on Physiology in
Russkoe Slovo and, inspired by the materialist point of view regarding emotions, argued that
feelings such as sadness, happiness, and shame could be understood as having emerged from the
“excitement of the cerebral nerves [razdrazhenie mozgovykh nervov].”'* In this sense, the
“reflexive” model, as the origin of psychic experience, including the unconscious, was adopted
by materialist thinkers as critique of the philosophical and theological concerns of the soul.

The translation and publication of Lewes’s The Physiology of Common Life (as was the
case with the debate about the soul, discussed above) proved an important moment in the
Russian discussion of the cerebral nature of the unconscious mind. In 1862, in the journal The
Contemporary, the radical critic Maksim Antonovich wrote a review of The Physiology of
Common Life, in which he made the exaggerated claim that Lewes had stressed a wholly
mechanical explanation of the will:

Lewes [...] asserts that animals that do not have a brain are capable of the
processes of sensation and the will; that higher animals, when their brains are
taken out, act voluntarily and display a marked adaptability towards a goal; that,
therefore, it is difficult to distinguish actions that are voluntary from involuntary,
and that in essence they are the same and all depend on known causes, and that
there is nothing absolutely arbitrary in them. !

Following his own interpretation of Lewes, Antonovich argued that such experiments revealed
that the difference between voluntary and involuntary workings of the brain—conscious and
unconscious workings of the nervous system—to be arbitrary. Whether or not Lewes would
agree with such a radical statement, his name was used to advance a particular ideological view
of the human mind.

The theologian and philosopher Pamfil Iurkevich, who, as we have seen, was a central
figure in the debate about the nature of the body and the soul, responded yet again to the
materialist criticism and to the recent publication of Lewes’s Physiology of Common Life in an
article published in The Russian Herald, “The Language of Physiologists and Psychologists”
(lazyk Fiziologov i Psikhologov), in which he approached the issue of the unconscious. In this
article, he criticized the materialist interpretation of Lewes as found in 7he Contemporary, using
the colorful image of the dog and the stick (originally, from Chernyshevsky’s “The

138 Ibid., 279. Such an image reappeared in literature. It caught my eye that in Tolstoy’s War and
Peace, the novelist described the workings of the unconscious mind in the comparison of the
dog’s reflexes to describe the violent killing of soldiers by Cossacks and muzhiks “who beat
these people as unconsciously [bessoznatel 'no] as dogs unconsciously [bessoznatel 'no] bite to
death a rabid stray dog.” Leo Tolstoi, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, Vol. 12, 123.
139 Dmitrii Pisarev, “Protess zhizni: Fiziologicheskie pis’ma Karla Fokhta,” Russkoe Slovo
(September 1861): Inostrannaia literatura, 14-15.
140 [JIpronc e yTBEpHKIAET, HAPOTUB, YTO M KMBOTHBIE, HE MMEIOIIKE TOJOBHOTO MO3Ia,
CIIOCOOHBI K TPOLIECCaM OIYIICHUS M BOJIH; YTO BBICIINE )KUBOTHBIE, KOT/Ia TOJIOBHOW MO3T UX
BBIPE3aH, JICHCTBYIOT MPOU3BOJIBHO H OOHAPYKUBAIOT 3aMETHYIO MIPUCTIOCOOUTEILHOCTD K IICTIH;
4TO, TIOATOMY, TPYIHO Pa3IMYHUTh ICHCTBUS IPOU3BOJIBHBIC OT HEPOU3BOJILHBIX, UTO B
CYILIECTBE OHU OJIMHAKOBBI U BCE 3aBHUCAT OT U3BECTHBIX MPHYHH, a a0COJIFOTHOTO IIPOU3BOJIA B
Hux HeT. (Maksim Antonovich, “Sovremennaia fiziologiia i filosofiia,” 254-255)]
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Anthropological Principle in Philosophy”): “Antonovich showed that the dog, for example, runs
from the sight of a raised stick due to completely abstract, constructed considerations in a formal
syllogism.”'*! For Turkevich, the critics of The Contemporary, by interpreting Lewes in a
materialist framework, had taken an extreme position in the substitution of the unconscious
nature of the human soul with the reflexive action of the dog. He also criticized Lewes, arguing
that the unconscious workings of the soul were simply inaccessible to scientific observation.!'4?

The publication in the next year of Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain (discussed in detail
above) appeared to align him with the materialists also on the issue of unconscious action. For
Sechenov, the brain could be understood in strictly mechanical terms that were not under the
control of will or conscious control, calling this organ “the most fantastical of machine in the
world” [samaia prichudlivaia mashina v mire]. “Under certain conditions [...] the brain can act
like a machine [kak mashina],” and as a machine, “no matter how tricky it may be [kak by khitra
ona ni byla], can always be subject to research.”!** In Sechenov’s model, thoughts emerged not
out of conscious acts of the mind but were instead the result of an “illusion” created by the
unconscious working of reflexes and the mechanical function of the brain.!** The decerebrated
frog [obezglavlennaia liagushka]l—which became a metaphor for the workings of the brain—
also emerged as a central image of the unconscious action understood as a physiological
phenomenon.

These ideas came under scrutiny in the next few years. In the journal Otechestvennye
Zapiski, Evgeny Nikolaievich Edel’son, a literary critic, wrote a response to Sechenov’s
“mechanical” model of the brain, “Is Man a Simple or Sentient Automaton® (Chelovek—prostoi-
li chuvstvushchii avtomat), arguing that Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain created a model of the
workings of the mind that amounted to “automaticity [avtomatichnost’] and aimlessness
[bestsel 'nost]” and did not take into account the “inner conviction of man [vrutrennee
ubezhdenie cheloveka] and “free will.”!* In one article by Mikhail Vladislavlev, “The
Connection of Natural Science to Psychology” (Vliianie estestvennykh nauk na psikhologiiu) in
the journal Otechestvennye Zapiski, he discussed Helmholtz’s recently published theory of
“unconscious interference” and argued that what Helmholtz called “unconscious sensations”
could not be understood as sensations at all, because “unconscious sensations [bessoznatel 'nye
oshchushcheniia] are the same as non-sensed sensations [neoshchushchennye oshchushcheniia] —

141 [[AnTOoHOBHMY] OKa3al, 4TO cObaKa, HaIpUMep, YOEraeT IpU BUJIE TIOAHATON MaJIKHU

BCJICJICTBUE COBEPLICHHO OTBJICYEHHBIX, IOCTPOCHHBIX B ()OPMAIBHON CHILIOTH3M
coobpaxenwuii. (Pamfil lurkevich, “lazyk fiziologov 1 psikhologov,” Russkii Vestnik 38 [April
1862]: 923)]
142 Pamfil Turkevich, “Iazyk fiziologov i psikhologov,” Russkii Vestnik 40 (August 1862): 669-
670.
143 Tvan Sechenov, Izbrannye proizvedeniia, Vol. 1, 1952, 14. Throughout Reflexes of the Brain,
Sechenov describes the brain as a “machine” and the involuntary workings of the brain as
mechanistic in nature. Translation from Sechenov, Reflexes of the Brain, trans. S. Belsky, 8.
144 Gauchet describes Sechenov’s “illusion” of conscious thought in L ‘inconscient cerebral, 107-
108.
145 [Ho aBTOMaTUYHOCTH ¥ OECLENBHOCTD, CAMO COOOI0 Pa3syMEETCs, OJHO M TO XK€, UIH 110
KpaliHei-Mepe HUKaK Helb3sl Ha3BaTh COBEPIICHHO aBTOMAaTHYHBIM TO, YTO OYEBUIHO JCHCTBYET
C BEIOOPOM, a HE IO CJIETIOMY 3aKOHY YHCTO-MeXaHu4yeckux aencTBuil. (E---n, E. “Chelovek—
prostoi-li chustvuyushchii avtomat?” Otechestvennye Zapiski [ April 1866]: 515)]
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they are nothing [nichto].”'® In another article, Konstantin Ushinskii argued that the
“unconscious” phenomena studied by science to uncover the workings of the mind by figures
such as Helmholtz and Fechner—the mechanical function of reflexes, the chemical nature of the
brain, and the electrical impulses measured by experimental psychologists—generated a model
of conscious that “we would not recognize as consciousness,” and “we would see in them only
the shell form™ and “not consciousness itself [ne samoe soznanie].”'*’ As scientists turned to the
unseen processes in the nerves as a foundation of psychic experience, some of their Russian
critics argued that such models were antithetical to the “unconscious” nature of the soul, which
was inaccessible to scientific observation.

A shift occurred around this time: attention now turned to pathological cases of
unconscious or automatic behavior. Importantly, such case studies suggested that the division
between conscious and unconscious states of mind was no longer reliable. In Russia, medical
journals, The Medical Herald (Meditsinskii Vestnik), The Archive of Forensic Medicine and
Public Hygiene (Arkhiv Sudebnoi Meditsiny i Obshchestvennoi Gigieny), The Moscow Medical
Newspaper (Moskovskaia Meditsinskaia Gazeta) and others, turned to cases of patients
exhibiting various levels of unconscious or automatic behavior in the context of pathological
illness. Clinicians and scientists, including the psychiatrist Jean-Martin Charcot (1825-1893), the
neurologist and epileptologist Dr. John Hughlings Jackson (1835-1911), the psychiatrist Henry
Maudsley (1835-1918), and the physiologist William Carpenter (1813-1885), all published
reports that appeared to offer a more complex understanding of the unconscious mind.

In this context journals discussed violent behavior and criminal activity (murder, suicide,
and other violence) committed unconsciously and apart from the will of the patient. In one self-
reported case, a man identified as “Official B” described how, upon waking up in the hospital
after a suicide attempt, he “did not remember anything about how it had happened,” concluding
that he must have committed the act unconsciously.!*® One case described the mental condition
of the Swiss woman Marie Genre, who was reported to have poisoned nine people in 1867 in
Geneva; the case was copied from a French clinician, who and in the report describing the
murder and her testimony, she is described her as a “murder machine”:

“This is a murder machine and nothing else,” adds Dr. Chatelain. The fact that
Genre almost always predicted the illness and death of her victims, and,
apparently, did not try to distract suspicion from herself, but also seemed to
provoke it, Dr. Chatelain sees ‘an expression of an irresistible and somewhat
unconscious (?) attraction.” The defendant does not hide, but acts openly, risking

146 Mikhail Vladislavlev, “Vliianie estestvennykh nauk na psikhologiiu,” Otechestvennye Zapiski
(January 1866): 263. In an article by Vladislavlev, who was closely linked to Dostoevsky and
who contributed articles to his journal Epokha. One article focused on the experimental
psychology and the question of the soul in relation to the workings of the unconscious mind,
which largely echoed his article in Otechestvennye Zapiski described here. Mikhail Vladislavlev,
“Reformatorskie popytki v psikhologii.” Henry Ellenberger describes Helmholtz’s theory of
“unconscious interference” in “The Unconscious Before Freud,” 10.
147 K onstantin Ushinskii, “Vopros o dushe v ego sovrenmennom sostoianii: otryvok iz
pedagogicheskoi antropologii,” Otechestvennye Zapiski (November 1866): 75.
148 Anonymous, “Sluchai skoroprekhodiashchego umopomeshatel’stva ot p’ianstva (mania
transitoria a potu),” Arkhiv Sudebnoi Meditsiny i Obshchestvennoi Gigieny (June 1868):
Sudebnaia meditsina, 48.
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betraying herself; she loudly expresses her thought mechanically and
instinctively. It is also necessary to pay attention the exalted consciousness of her
self. She constantly accuses doctors that they are ignorant, that she knows more
than them, etc.”!'%’

In speaking of the consciousness of one’s “self”, this clinician combined the idea of the
mechanical nature of the psychic action with the traditional language of human individuality.
Despite the obvious evidence to the contrary (such as the patient’s refusal of help and mockery
of the doctors), the clinician nevertheless described her as without any sense of will or conscious
control over her actions.

The case of Marie Genre may remind readers of Dostoevsky’s character Mitia
Karamazov, who, at his trial in Chapter 3 of Book 11 of The Brothers Karamazov, was described
by a Moscow doctor as having committed the murder “almost involuntarily” and who showed
similar contempt for science:

The Moscow doctor, being questioned in his turn, definitely and emphatically
repeated that he considered the defendant’s mental condition abnormal in “the
highest degree.” He talked at length and with erudition of “aberration” and
“mania,” and argued that, from all the facts collected, the defendant had
undoubtedly been in a condition of aberration for several days before his arrest,
and, if the crime had been committed by him, it must, even if he were conscious
of it, have been almost involuntary, as he had not the power to control the morbid
impulse that possessed him. But apart from temporary aberration, the doctor
diagnosed mania, which promised, in his words, to lead to complete insanity in
the future. (It must be noted that I report this in my own words; the doctor made
use of very learned and professional language.) “All his actions are in
contravention of common sense and logic,” he continued. “Not to refer to what I
have not seen, that is, the crime itself and the whole catastrophe, the day before
yesterday, while he was talking to me, he had an unaccountably fixed look in his
eye. He laughed unexpectedly when there was nothing to laugh at. He showed
continual and inexplicable irritability, using strange words, ‘Bernard!” ‘Ethics!’
and others equally inappropriate” (638-639).!%°

199 [« Dmo—mawuna ona youticmea u 6onvuwe nuyezo» npubasiser [nokrop Ilatnen]. B ToM,

gT0 JXaHpe mouTH Bceraa mpecKasbiBaia 00JIe3Hb U CMEPTh CBOMX KEPTB U, 0 BUIUMOMY, HE
TOJIBKO HE CTapasiach OTBJIEYb OT ce0sl MOI03PEHHUE, HO elle Kak OyJTO BBI3bIBAJIA €T0, JOKTOP
[ITaTieH BUIUT «BBIPAKEHUE HETIPEOI0JIMMOTO U 10 HEKOTOPOIl CTENIEHN HECO3HATEIBHOIO (?)
BneueHus. [loncynumast He CKpBIBaeT, a IEHCTBYET OTKPHITO, PUCKYS BBIIATh Ce0s;
MAWUHATILHO, UHCIMUHKMUGEHO OHA TPOMKO BBICKA3bIBaeT CBOIO MbICTb. Hamo Takke oOpaTHTh
BHUMaHHE U Ha ee BHICOKOE MHEHHE U 0 ce0e 1 IK3aJIbTHPOBAHHOE CO3HAaHUE cBoero A. OHa
OecripecTaHHO OOBHHSET Bpayeil B TOM, YTO OHU HEBEXKbI, YTO OHA 3HAET TOpa3zio OOJIbIIE UX U
1.4.” (Anonymous, “Delo devitsy Marii Zhanre, obviniaemoi v deviati otravleniiakh,” Arkhiv
Sudebnoi Meditsiny i Obshchestvennoi Gigieny [June 1870]: Sudebnaia meditsina, 47)]
150 Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Brothers Karamazov, 638-639. [MOCKOBCKHI JOKTOP, CIIPOIIECHHBIH
B CBOIO OY€pEe/Ib, PE3KO U HACTOHUMBO MOITBEPINII, UTO CYUTAET YMCTBEHHOE COCTOSIHUE
MOJICYIUMOTO 32 HEHOPMAJIBHOE, «IaKe B BhICIIEH cTenieHn». OH MHOTO i YMHO TOBOPHII TIPO
«addekT» 1 «KMaHUI0» U BBIBOAWJI, YTO 110 BCEM COOPAHHBIM JaHHBIM TOJICYUMBIH MTPel CBOUM
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Several parallels could be seen between the case of Marie Genre and that of Mitia in
Dostoevsky’s novel. Depicting his characters as more complex than such language would allow,
Dostoevsky appeared to react to the clinical approaches propagated by science, especially in
consideration of one’s sense of moral responsibility.

Returning to the journals, some cases depicted religious and spiritual experience as
resulting from the unconscious function of the brain. In one review of Maudsley’s Physiology
and Pathology of Mind (1867), the reviewer related the story of a patient who exhibited
unconscious behavior accompanied by religious visions:

A young woman, 29 years old, had been suffering from melancholy already since
the age of 22; then her condition worsened, she became indecisive, passionate,
lost interest in her parents, whom she had previously loved. She complained of
terrible sensations in her body; felt ill; sometimes she wrapped herself in white
linen over which she put a dress. [...] In all her actions, she discovered an
amazing combination of clarity of thought and unaccountability of actions. She
also did not have any painful sensations. Impulsive actions did not arise from the
ordinary process of consciousness but were the result of irritation of the part of
the brain to which unconscious life is subordinated; her unconscious actions
overpowered conscious ones; therefore, her automatic actions seemed to her the
work of Satan.!>!

apecTOM 3a HECKOJIBKO eIlle THEH HaXOAMJICsl B HECOMHEHHOM OoJie3HeHHOM addexTe u eciu
COBEPIIHII IPECTYTICHUE, TO XOTSI U CO3HABAs €ro, HO TIOYTH HEBOJIBHO, COBCEM HE UMES CHII
00poThes ¢ O0JIe3HEHHBIM HPAaBCTBEHHBIM BJIeUeHHEM, UM oBiajeBiuM. Ho kpome apdexra
JOKTOP YCMaTPUBAJl M MAHUIO, YTO YK€ IPOPOUMIIO BIEPEIH, IO €T0 CIOBaM, MPSIMYIO TOPOTY K
COBEpIIICHHOMY Yke nomeniarenscTBy. (NB. S mepenaro cBonmu cioBaMu, JOKTOP kKe
U3BSCHSJICS OYSHb YUCHBIM U CIICIUAIBHBIM SI36IKOM). «Bce aeiicTBrs ero Hao00poT 3ApaBOMY
CMBICITY U JIOTHKE, — MPOJ0JIKAIl OH. — YK€ HE TOBOPIO O TOM, Yero He BUAAJ, TO €CTh O CAMOM
MPECTYIUICHUU U BCEH 3TOM KatacTpode, HO axke TPEThero JTHS, BO BpEMs pa3roBOpa CO MHOM, y
HeTo OBLI HEOOBSICHUMBIN HEMTOABMKHBINA B3I, HeoXKnmaHHBIA cMeX, KOTIa BOBCE €r0 HE
Has10. HenoHsATHOE MOCTOSIHHOE pa3pakeHue, CTpaHHbIe ClloBa: ,,bepHap, adpuka“ u npyrue,
koTopeix He Hagoy». (F. M. Dostoevskii, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v tridtsati tomakh, Vol. 15,
104-105)]
151 [Mononas sxenmuna, 29 jer, cTpajaia MEIaHXOIMEH HAaUMHAS yXkKe ¢ 22 JIET; IOTOM
COCTOSTHHE €€ yXY/AIIUIOCH, OHA C/IeTaIach HEPEIIUTEIbHOI0, CTPACTHOO, 0XJIa/IeNia K CBOUM
POIUTENSIM, KOTOPBIX OHA Tpeke Moomta. OHa jkajJoBajiach Ha CTPAIIIHbIC OIIYIICHHS B €€
TeJe; YyBCTBOBAJIA ceOsl TypHO; MHOT/Ia OHA 3aBEPTHIBAJIACH B O€TI0€ MOJIIOTHO, CBEPX KOTOPOTO
HajleBaJia TuiaTke. [...] Bo Bcex cBoMX MocTynkax oHa oOHapyXUBala yAUBUTEILHOE COUCTAHUE
SICHOCTH MBICJIeH U 0€30TYETHOCTH IEHCTBUI. Y Hee He OKa3bIBaJIOCh TaK)Ke M 00JIE3HEHHBIX
omrymeHui. My 1bCHBHBIE TIOCTYTIKH HE MPOUCTEKATN 3 OOBIKHOBEHHOTO TIpoIiecca
CO3HaHWsI, a OBUTH PE3yJIbTATOM pa3pa)KEHUS 4aCTH MO3Ta, KOTOPOU MO TIMHEHA
Oecco3HaTenbHAs JKU3Hb; O€CCO3HATENbHBIC ACHCTBHSI Y HEW OCHIINBAIIU CO3HATEILHBIC;
MO3TOMY aBTOMAaTHUYECKHE €€ TIOCTYIMKHU Ka3aluch e neom catanbl. (Anonymous, “Fiziologiia i
patalogiia dushi. Soch. Genrikha Maudsleia [The Physiologie and Pathologie of the mind (sic.)
by Henry Maudsley. London. 1867]. Chast’ II. [Okonchanie],” Arkhiv Sudebnoi Meditsiny i
Obshchestvennoi Gigeny [December 1869]: Izvestiia i smes’, 3.)]
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Henry Maudsley, on the basis of his analysis of pathological cases, had argued that the mind
works primarily unconsciously, and in this case, the acts that appeared to be the work of Satan
were instead the function of the brain. Maudsley had made a larger argument here: pathology had
shown the predominant role that unconscious mental processes played in everyday experience.!
Case studies, in this way, could be seen to offer a window into the psyche more generally: illness
offered a glimpse into how the mind may work wholly unconsciously.

Russian journalists, reviewing Maudsley’s work, took his claim—that unconscious mind
dominates psychic life—as a repudiation of the metaphysical understanding of the soul. In a
review of Maudsley’s later work, Body and Mind (1871) in the popular science journal
Knowledge, the critic argued that “[m]odern knowledge has the greatest honor [sovremennomu
znaniiu prinadlezhit velichaishaia chest’] of liberating the human spirit [osvobozhdeniia
chelovecheskogo dukha] from the tyranny of arbitrary views [ot tiranii proizvol 'nykh vozzrenii]
of metaphysics and its whimsical cabinet theories, before which mankind has had to willingly
bow.”!33 In response to Maudsley’s understanding of the unconscious mind, the reviewer argued
that, as with the “acts of the decerebrated frog [v deistviiakh obezglavlennoi liagushki],” with the
development and education of the motor centers over time, a person’s “cerebrospinal acts take on
a completely mechanical character, occurring independently of the will and consciousness,”
where even “in nerve cells” one finds the “ability of automatic movements.”!>* Here, Maudsley’s
theory of the workings of the unconscious mind became a proxy for the critic’s clash with the
metaphysical approach to the soul.

Scientists, on the other hand, began to suggest that the strict physiology of the brain could
not fully account for the unconscious workings of the mind in situations of altered or
pathological conditions. The physiologist William Carpenter, who had featured prominently
alongside Laycock in the understanding of “unconscious cerebration” in the 1850s, offered a new
take in his work, Principles of Mental Physiology in 1874. Analyzing cases of hypnotic
experience, mesmerism, and spiritualist phenomena, he argued that in addition to the automatic
workings of the brain, such phenomena suggested that there were other “unconscious” aspects of
the mind that could not be understood merely as physiological.!>> In May 1875, the popular
science journal Knowledge published a partial translation of this work under the title, “The
Physiological Explanation of a Few Spiritist Phenomena” (Fiziologicheskoe ob’iasnenie

152 Gauchet describes Maudlsey’s thesis about the unconscious mind in L ’inconscient cerebral,
96-97.
153 0., “Kritika. Vyvody fiziologicheskoi psikhologii. (Body and Mind: an inquiry into their
connection and mutual influence, specially in reference to mental disorders. By Henry
Maudsley. London 1870).” Znanie (July 1871): Kritika, 41.
154 Ibid., 43-44.
155 Gauchet explains Carpenter’s turn to the question of the unconscious and automatic nature of
the mind as separate in L inconscient cerebral, 57-58. In reaction to Carpenter’s
pronouncements, Laycock, who had been a major figure in the early science of reflexes in the
1840s, argued that Carpenter had become “a slave to the old metaphysics.” Gauchet considers
Carpenter’s understanding of the unconscious in relation to Thomas Laycock’s criticism in
L’inconscient cerebral, 57.
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nekotorykh iavlenii spiritizma).'® (The title evoked the spiritualist movement, which had
emerged at this time and which is the focus of the next section in this chapter.) In the excerpt
published in Knowledge, Carpenter argued that in certain states of mind, including spiritual or
religious experience and states of mind in spiritualist séances, “the mind is ‘possessed’ [um
byvaet ‘pogloshchen’] by a succession of Ideas.”!>” This was illustrated through several
examples. In one, he included the case of the poet Coleridge, whose entire life, according to
Carpenter, “was little else than a waking dream, and whose usual talk has been shown to have
been the outpouring of his ‘dominant ideas.””!*® In another case, taken from Sir Walter Scott’s
Life of Napoleon Buonaparte (1825), Carpenter argued that this narrative offered a glimpse into
a similar phenomenon, describing Napoleon’s “double” trains of thought:

His thoughts flowed easily and felicitously, without any difficulty to lay hold of
them or to find appropriate language; which was evident by the absence of all
solicitude (miseria cogitandi) from his countenance. He sat in his chair, from
which he rose now and then, took a volume from the book-case, consulted it, and
restored it to the shelf,—all without intermission in the current of ideas, which
continued to be delivered with no less readiness than if his mind had been wholly
occupied with the words he was uttering. It soon became apparent to me,
however, that he was carrying on two distinct trains of thought, one of which was
already arranged, and in the act of being spoken, while at the same time he was in
advance, considering what was afterwards to be said. This I discovered by his
sometimes introducing a word which was wholly out of place—entertained
instead of denied, for example,—but which I presently found to belong to the next
sentence, perhaps, four or five lines further on which he had been preparing at the
very moment that he gave me the words of the one that preceded it.”!>

Carpenter argued that in these two individuals — Coleridge and Napoleon —the mind includes not
only the automatic or reflexive acts of the brain, but also wholly unconscious states that function
independently of the function of reflexes. This narrative representation of Napoleon’s mind—
communicated through a fiction writer, Sir Walter Scott—offered to Carpenter a penetrating

156 An anonymous critic in The Deed reviewed another work by Carpenter on spiritualism in
1878: “Mesmerizm, odelizm, stoloverchenie i spiritizm. S istoricheskoi i nauchnoi tochek zreniia.
Vil’iama Karpentera. SPb.,” Delo (April 1878): Novye knigi, 63-75.
157 William Carpenter, “Fiziologicheskoe ob’iasnenie nekotorykh iavkenii spiritizma,” trans. by
Anonymous, Znanie (May 1875): 27-28. For the original English, see William Carpenter,
Principles of Mental Physiology, Vol. 1, London: Henry S. King & Co, 1876, 279-280.
158 William Carpenter, “Fiziologicheskoe ob’iasnenie nekotorykh iavkenii spiritizma Uilliama
Karpentera,” Znanie (May 1875): 30. For the original English, see William Carpenter, Principles
of Mental Physiology, Vol. 1, London: Henry S. King & Co, 1876, 281-282.
159 Carpenter takes this quotation J. G. Lockhart’s Life of Walter Scott, Chapter Lxxiii. William
Carpenter, Principles of Mental Physiology, Vol. 1, 281. This excerpt was also translated and
published in the journal Znanie under the title “The physiological explanation of a few
phenomena of spiritualism.” This excerpt may have especially caught the eye on the first page,
because it speaks of spiritualist phenomena as emerging in part from the “reflektivnye deistviia
golovnogo mozga” (reflex acts of the brain). “Fiziologicheskoe ob’iasnenie nekotorykh iavlenii
spiritizma Uilliama Karpentera,” 27; 29-30.
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glance into the workings of the mind more broadly, one that could not be fully captured through
the model of reflexes and pointed not only to an independent “unconscious” mind but to the
ways that literature could model these states in narrative.

Such double states of mind were the concern of another clinician, Dr. Martin Charcot,
who had a major influence on Freud’s understanding of the unconscious.!®® Charcot’s lectures on
the use of hypnosis in the treatment of hysteria in the 1870s and 1880s had a major influence on
science and popular culture, as they suggested the existence of a second personality; in the words
of a scientist contemporary to Charcot, Dr. Jules Luys, “a human being [is] divided into two
independent and insubordinate sub-individuals.”!! This view is reflected in Charcot’s case
studies, such as the following:

The patient was seated in front of a strong light source: electric, drummond, etc.
And they asked her to fix her gaze at the lighted point. After a few minutes, even
sometimes seconds, the patient fell into a cataleptic state [...] The patient
remained with open eyes, saw and heard nothing: at least, she did not answer
questions, remained oblivious to what was happening. Interesting, however, is the
next feature: facial features changed according to the position given to the patient.
So, if the patient is given a tragic or threatening pose, then the physiognomy takes
on a correspondingly severe look. The cataleptic state lasts as long as the time the
light source continues to act on the retina. [...] If a patient in this state is called
loudly, then she gets up and goes, with closed or half-closed eyes, to the one
calling her. She can be made to sew, read, etc. She will do all this as if in reality
[kak na iavu].'%

160 Henri Ellenberger describes the influence of Charcot’s experiments with hypnotism on Freud
in The Discovery of the Unconscious, 480-489.
161 Michael Finn argues that the problem of the unconscious mind was largely absent from
French science until the 1870s and 1880s with Charcot’s depiction of hypnosis of hysterical
patients and the “doubled” states of mind in other patients. Finn notes that an early exploration of
the unconscious workings of the mind can be found in the work of Maine de Biran, who in the
1860s described “two modes of existence” of psychic experience, one unconscious and the other
conscious. Finn, Figures of Pre-Freudian Unconscious from Flaubert to Proust, 18-19.
162 [BonbHyr0 caxanu rnepes CUILHBIM HCTOYHUKOM CBETA: DJIEKTPUYECKUM, JPYMMOHIOBBIM U T.
n. U mpocuiy ee yCTpeMuTh HETIOABMYKHO B3TJISA HA CBETSIIIYIOCS TOUKY. Yepe3 HEeMHOTO
MUHYT, Ja)kKe MHOTJIa CeKyH/1, O0JIbHAs BIa/lana B kamanienmuieckoe COCTosiHuE |...| bonbHas
0CTaBaJach C OTKPHITHIMH TJIa3aMHU, HUYETO HE BUIUT U HE CIIBIILIUT: M0 KpaliHel Mepe—OHa He
OTBEYAET Ha BOMPOCHI, OCTACTCS YYXKIOK TOMY, YTO IPOUCXOIUT. IHTepecHa, 0THaKO ke,
clieyromas 0cCOOEHHOCTh: BhIPaKEHUE JIMIAa MEHSETCSl COOTBETCTBEHHO TPHUIaBAEMO OOJIbHOM
no3e. Tak, eciiu OONBHOI JJaHa Tparmyeckas WM yrpoKaromas mo3a, To ¥ Gu3noHoMust
NPUHUMAET COOTBETCTBEHHO CypOBBIii BU. Karanentuieckoe COCTOSHHUE MPOI0KACTCS CTONb
e JIOJITO, CKOJIbKO BPEMEHH MCTOYHHK CBETa MPOJI0JDKACT ICHCTBOBATh HA peThHy. |...] Eciu
HaXO/ISIYIOCS B 9TOM COCTOSIHUM OOJIBHYIO TI03BaTh TPOMKO, TO OHA BCTAET M HAIIPABIISETCS, C
3aKPBITHIMH WJTU MTOJTY-3aKPBITBIMU TJIa3aMH, K 30BYILEMY €. Ee MOKHO 3aCTaBUTh IINTh, YATAThH
u nip. Bee 310 oHa OyneT nenath kak Ha sBy. (Sprimon, “Charcot. — Catalepsie et
somnambulisme hysteriques provoqués. [Comte rendu par P. Richer|.—Istericheskaia
katalepsiia i somnambulism, vyzyvaemye iskusstvenno. [Progrés medical. 1878, Ne 51.],”
Meditsinskoe Obozrenie 11 [January 1879]: “Bolezni nervnoi systemy,” 2-3)]
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As seen above, Charcot’s experimental techniques—hypnotism and the use of lights to induce
somnambulism or cataleptic states—offered a glimpse into the complexity of mind, which
exhibited doubled and partial consciousness, mental automatisms, and the overlapping of
conscious and unconscious states of mind (which were under the direct control of the clinician).
Moreover, Dr. Charcot’s attempts to penetrate the consciousness of his patients unveiled the
hidden workings of the mind in a way that blurred the boundary between the conscious and
unconscious.

In the coming decades, psychologists and others would continue to debate whether there
were truly “unconscious” states of mind that acted independently of the will. At the time of
Charcot’s famous experiments on hysterical patients, the Swiss-Russian scientist, Alexandre
Herzen (whose father was the Russian publicist, philosopher. and revolutionary Alexander
Ivanovich Herzen), had turned to the question of the unconscious mind. In the work Le cerveau
et l’activité cerebrale (1887), he argued that the conscious and unconscious mind—the
difference between which had been a central topic for many decades—were wholly separate,
rejecting the idea that it would be necessary to choose one over the other, as Maudsley and
Lewes had done in their own work:

Selon moi, a ce que Lewes et Maudsley ont chacun exagéré ce qu'il y a de vrai
dans sa maniére de voir et négligé ce qu'il y a de vrai dans l'autre point de vue; en
consequence de quoi, chacun d'eux, apres s'étre approché tout pres de la verite,
s'en est de nouveau éloigne. La vérité est, je crois, dans la synthése des deux
opinions rivales ; elle nous enseigne, si je ne me trompe, que, quel que soit le
centre actif, le conscient et I'inconscient coexistent toujours et partout, mais qu’ils
prédominent tant6t I'un, conformément a un ensemble de conditions, a une loi.!?

A. A. Herzen—who was influenced by Sechenov and was aware of the debate about “reflexes of
the brain” in the Russian journals—argued here that the unconscious and conscious mind
“coexist,” a statement that would be later echoed by Freud.'®* One may wonder about the
influences on A. A. Herzen in his conception of the mind: had he read Dostoevsky and Tolstoy,
the Russian novelists whose work engaged with the complex boundaries of the unconscious and
conscious mind? Whether or not such an influence could be made certain, the debate ran its
course in philosophy, psychology, and science.

Arguably, it was novelists, especially Dostoevsky and Tolstoy, who were able to chart a
different course, one that looked forward to the discussion of the unconscious mind yet to come
in the 20" century.

Spiritualism
Beginning in the 1850s, a curious debate had begun in Russian journals. Phenomena

associated with spiritualist séances, including talking and rapping tables, automatic or
unconscious behavior under the influence of mediums, visions, hallucinations and more,

163 Alexandre Herzen, Le cerveau et [’activité cérébrale (Paris: Librairie J. B. Bailliére et fils,

1887), 213-214.
164 Gauchet discusses Herzen in relation to Lewes Maudsley and Freud in L ’inconscient cerebral,
96-97; 102.
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challenged notions of brain physiology. It appeared that there was more to the workings of the
consciousness and that special influences—perhaps heat, electricity, or some other unknown
force—had a large effect on unconscious processes in the mind and body. This doctrine—which
was tied to the spiritualist movement that had emerged in North America in Rochester, New
York in 1848 and quickly spread to Western Europe and beyond—became a tangible presence in
Russia as early as the 1850s.1%> These spiritualist séances were a major topic of discussion in
journals, intersecting with many of the debates around the physiology of the brain. Dostoevsky,
who attended séances of A. M. Butlerov, commented in his Diary of a Writer that the belief in
spiritualism would “instantly spread like lit kerosene” among the populace if it had been
forbidden to be practiced.!®® Major scientists, Nikolai Petrovich Vagner, Alexander Mikhailovich
Bulterov, and Dmitrii Mendeleev, debated the reality of spiritualist phenomena. The debate in
many ways echoed the discussion of the question of the body and the soul. In their turn,
spiritualists had begun to suggest that physiology of the brain could not account for all of human
experience, and that there were indeed aspects of the psyche that were inaccessible to scientific
observation.

Despite the popularity of spiritualist séances in St. Petersburg and Moscow in the 1850s,
the topic was rarely reported in the press due to the censorship’s restriction on such publications.
(The Orthodox Church played a role in this prohibition.) Articles that did appear tended toward
sharp criticism of the movement as charlatanism and pseudoscience. In 1856 in The
Contemporary, the radical critic Nikolai Dobroliubov translated an essay criticizing spiritualism
by the French positivist Emile Littré, taking the view that phenomena observed during such
séances were merely fiction. Littré argued that instead of offering a glimpse into the world of the
undead, a scientifically inclined mind might take a different view: “all of these seizures belong to
the field of knowledge of the physician [k oblasti poznanii medika] [...] [H]e knows the network
of nerves in the body connecting the center with the periphery and the periphery with the center
[on znaet setku nervov v tele, soediniaiushchuiu tsentr s okruzhnost’iu i okruzhnost’ s tsentrom),”
since the source of such phenomena “is in the nerves, the spinal cord, or the brain.”'®” Here, the
argument followed the materialist perspective on spiritual experience: the psychic phenomena
observed in the séances, like other altered states of mind, were the result of the functioning of the
nervous system and nothing more.

Another article, published in Notes of the Fatherland, translated Alfred Maury’s work on
hypnotism, where he sharply criticized the notion that hypnotic states were the result of spirits
and demons. Rather such phenomena could be explained by studying the pathological conditions
of the nervous system:

The lightest noise produced some kind of electrical shock to the somnambulist
described by Dr. Puel. This sudden and unheard-of development of nervous
sensitivity was taken for a special gift. They thought that these patients were
inspired by spirits or possessed by a demon. Since the lightest impression was
enough for them to feel the presence of a face or an object, since their hearing and
sight spread their activity very far, they assumed that these patients were gifted

165 Tlya Vinitsky, Ghostly Paradoxes: Modern Spiritualism and Russian Culture in the Age of
Realism, xv.
166 M. Dostoevskii, Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii v tridtsati tomakh, Vol. 22, 36.
167 Emile Littré, “Govoriashchie stoly i stuchashchie dukhi,” trans. Nikolai Dobroliubov,
Sovremennik 58 (July 1856): Otdel’ 5 (Smes’): 40.
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with true clairvoyance, prophetic power. The superstitious became even more
strong in their opinion, noting that these patients, during seizures, sometimes
reveal an amazing power of memory and, they say, unusually clearly and easily.
These people, under the influence of hallucinations and visions, usually associated
with ideas that occupy them, or under the influence of strange internal sensations,
tell with a forceful and inspired tone what they saw during their delirium. [...]

The mental faculties are always in such a close connection with the nervous
system that delirium always develops behind deep disturbances of the latter,
accompanied by an extraordinary excitement of certain mental faculties.!®®

For Maury, a poor understanding of the nervous system had led to superstitious interpretations of
certain phenomena. The effect of hypnotism on subjects was merely the result of physiological
laws that had yet to be fully understood.

Others disagreed that physiology could fully explain such phenomena. In a review of
spiritualist ideas in Notes of the Fatherland, a critic described the recent essays by French
spiritualists, with special focus on an essay by the philosopher Paul Janet, “Le cerveau et la
pensée,” published in Revue des deux mondes (Janet was the uncle of Pierre Janet, a major figure
in psychoanalysis alongside Freud). The reviewer quoted Janet’s controversial position that
“ether” and “heat” had an unseen influence on thinking, an idea popular with spiritualists, who
rejected the notion that the brain and nervous system could explain such experience:

Without a doubt, something similar to the external flutter of ether occurs in the
nerves and the brain. However, this movement, whatever it may be, is not yet
light; it turned into light only at the time when I appeared in the world, and with it
conscious sensations. We know how this transformation takes place, for the
explanation of which it would be necessary to positively define the way of
metamorphosis of the material into the immaterial. As for the hypothesis of the
identity [o tozhdestve] of thought and movement, then the reason for it was given
by this discovery, proving that heat turns into movement and vice versa. On the
basis of this fact, it was concluded that the movements of the brain should be

168 [Camplii 1erkuii IyM NPUBOJNIT B KAKOE-TO DIEKTPHIECKOE COTPICEHHE COMHAaMOYITy,

OINHMCaHHYI0 N0KTOpoM Ilyanem. DTo BHE3aIIHOE U HECIIBIXaHHOE Pa3BUTHE HEPBHOM
YyBCTBUTEIHHOCTH OBLJIO MPUHUMAEMO 32 OCOOCHHBIN Aap. Jlymanu, 4To 3Tu OOJIbHbIE
BHYIIIAEMBI JTyXaMH WIH OJIep>KUMBI 0ecoM. Tak-Kak I OLIyIeHUs TPUCYTCTBUS JIUIA WIH
IpeaMeTa ¢ HUX JOCTaTOYHO OBIJIO CaMOro JIETKOT'O BIICUATIICHUS, TAK-KaK CIyX U 3pEHUE UX
PacTpoCTPaHsIIA CBOIO JESATEILHOCTh OUYEHB JAJIEKO, TO TOIYCKAIU, YTO OOIBbHBIE 9TH OJIapPEHBI
WCTHHHBIM SICHOBUJICHHEM, NTpopodeckoit cuiioil. CyeBepsl elle 6ojee yKpeIUsTUCh B CBOEM
MHEHHH, 3aMeyasi, YTO OOJIbHBIE ATH BO BpEMsI IPUCTYIIOB OOHAPY>KUBAIOT MHOTAA
YIUBUTEIBHYIO CHITY TTAaMSITH U, TOBOPST, HEOOBIKHOBEHHO SICHO U JIETKO. JIt011 3TH, 01
BIIMSTHUEM TAJUTIONUHALNN ¥ BUJICHUHN, CBSI3aHHBIX OOBIKHOBEHHO C UIESIMHU, OCOOEHHO
3aHUMAIOIMMU UX, WIH IOl BIUSHUEM CTPAHHBIX BHYTPEHHMX OLIYIIEHUH, pACCKa3bIBAIOT C
CHJION U BJIOXHOBEHHBIM TOHOM TO, YTO BHJIEJIM OHU BO BpeMs CBOEro Opena. [...] YMCTBEeHHbIE
CIIOCOOHOCTH COCTOSIT BCET/Ia B TAKOM TECHOM CBSI3U C HEPBHOM CUCTEMOI1, UTO 3a IITyOOKUMHU
paccTpoiicTBaMu TIOCIIETHEH BCeria pa3BUBaeTCs Ope, CONPOBOXKIAaeMbIil Ype3BbIYaliHbIM
BO30Y>KJIEHHEM HEKOTOPBIX AYIIEBHBIX criocobHocTei. (Alfred Maury, “Ob estestvennom
somnambulizme i gipnotizme,” trans. Anonymous, Otechestvennye Zapiski [June 1861]: 368.)]
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transformed into thoughts. [...] This external cause called heat, unknown to us,
can under certain conditions become inaccessible to our senses and produce
movement outside of us.!®’

Janet had argued here that unseen physical forces (“ether” and “heat”) could account for more
complex shifts in thinking and emotions. It was external forces, rather than internal ones, that
had to be understood at a greater level. However, such spiritualist ideas could not be accepted in
the Russian journals: the critic reviewing Janet’s article rejected his notion of the external effect
of heat, stating that one cannot “create a sound science of the soul [nauka o dushe] from these
kinds of shaky supports [rel zia postroit’ prochnoi nauki o dushe na takikh shatkikh
podporkakh].”!7° For the critic, to understand the science of “heat,” one was better off reading
the work of the British scientist John Tyndall than the far-fetched ideas of Janet: science had
already shown a way.

Some Russian philosophers criticized spiritualism as materialism in disguise. Strakhov
was a major critic of spiritualism in several articles in the 1860s and 1870s. In one essay, “The
Main Feature of Thought” (Glavnaia cherta myshleniia) (1866), he argued, “in essence
[spiritualism] is no different from materialism,” and that spiritualists merely purported that “the
spirit [dukh] was subject to one mechanical law, and matter [veshchestvo] to another.”!”! For
Strakhov, such a separation was untenable. In another essay on the experimental method of the
French physiologist Claude Bernard in 1867, Strakhov paraphrased Bernard, who wrote that
“there should be neither spiritualism nor materialism,” and that “these words belong to natural
history which is outdated,” stating that “we will never know neither spirit [dukh] nor
material.”!”? In another essay in 1870, “From the Debates about the Soul” (Iz sporov o dushe),
Strakhov criticized a recent essay by the Polish philosopher Henryk Struve which had been
printed in The Russian Herald, “The Independent Beginning of Psychic Phenomena”
(Samostoiatel 'noe nachalo dushevnykh iavlenii) in which Struve attempted to create a “science
of the soul” based on spiritualist observations of non-material phenomena.!” In Strakhov’s
response in 1870, he accused Struve of copying the spiritualism of German and French thinkers
(including Paul Janet), and he argued that such a basis for psychology was nothing but an

169 [Be3 coMHEHMs, B HEPBAX M B MO3TY IPOMCXOAUT HEUTO MOA0OHOE BHEITHEMY TPEIETAHUIO
adupa. OgHAKO Ke, ITO IBIKEHUE, KAKOBO OBl HU OBLIO OHO, HE €CTh €IIIE CBET; OHO
MPEBPATHUIIOCH B CBET TOJIBKO B TO BPEMsI, KOT/Ia IBUJIOCH B MUPE 5, U BMECTE C HUM
CO3HABaeMblIe OMIyIeHuss. HaM M3BECTHO, KaK COBEPIIACTCSI 3TO TMPEBPAIEHHE, IS O0BSICHEHHS
KOTOPOT'O CJIEIOBAIO OBI OMPEIEIUTH MOJIOKUTENHHO CII0C00 METaMOP(HO3bI MATEPUATLHOTO B
HeMmarepruaibHoe. YTo KacaeTcst TUIIOTE3bI O TOKIECTBE MBICIH U JIBUKEHUSI, TO TIOBOJI K HEM
OJIaH OTKPBITHEM, JIOKa3bIBAIOIINM, YTO TEILIOTA TIEPEXOUT B IBUKEHUE U HaobopoT. Ha
OCHOBAHUH 3TOT0 (haKTa 3aKJIIOYAIIH, YTO U JABHKCHUSI TOJIOBHOTO MO3Ta JIOJIKHBI [IPEBPAIIATHCSE
B MBICIIH. [...] DTa BHEIIHSIs, HEU3BECTHASI HAM NPHYKMHA, HA3bIBAEMAs! TETUIOTOI0, MOXKET MPH
HEKOTOPBIX YCIIOBHSIX CIEIAThCS HEJOCTYITHOO JUISl HAIIIMX YyBCTB M TIPOM3BECTH BHE HAC
nemkeHne. (Anonymous, no title [Review of Paul Janet’s Le cerveau et le pensée],
Otechestvennye Zapiski 161 [August 1865]: Interesy literatury i nauki na zapade, 250)]
170 Ibid.
71 Nikolai Strakhov, “Glavnaia cherta myshleniia,” in Filosofskie Ocherki, 91.
172 Nikolai Strakhov, “Klod Bernar o metode opytov,” in Filosofskie Ocherki, 108.
173 David Joravsky describes Struve’s dissertation and the debate that followed in Russian
Psychology, 96.
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absurdity equal to “comparing completely dissimilar objects, for example, comparing the color
green with a rectangle or comparing a cup of tea with a dissertation on philosophy.”!74

Some authors continued to struggle with whether these phenomena—tables turning, the
power of mediums, and more—could be merely explained through science. In one article in the
journal Knowledge, “The Real Foundation of Mystical Phenomena” (Real 'nye osnovy
misticheskikh iavlenii), the author linked spiritualist phenomena to the workings of the nervous
system by turning to an unlikely example, the philosopher Schopenhauer, who had visited the
séance of a clairvoyant. According to the journal, Schopenhauer concluded that the clairvoyant’s
unconscious acts, which included a cataleptic trance, “[were] based on isolating the function of
the brain from the function of the spinal cord,” during which “the nerves of movement are
inactive and consciousness remains.”!”> Another case documented the experience of one
spiritualist medium, A. M. Weiss, who had a vision of Marie Antoinette during her attacks and
appeared to be under the influence of religious spirits. Such examples, notes this author, were
proof that “the alleged ability of mediums is necessarily due to increased nervous excitement
[neobkhodimo obuslovlivaetsia usilennym nervnym vozbuzhdeniem]” and nothing more, equating
spiritual experience with the workings of the brain.!”® This depiction of spiritual experience in
the context of the workings of the brain and the nervous system drew rebuke from the censor for
equating (however erroneously) the spiritualist with the spiritual.!”’

174 Nikolai Strakhov, “Iz sporov o dushe,” in Filosofskie Ocherki, 232.
175 In the article, the writer describes Schopenhauer’s encounter with the clairvoyant and his
conclusion that the phenomena he observes are the result of the nervous system: “Schopenhauer,
in his essay ‘Uber das Willen in der Natur,” says that he had a chance to see in Frankfurt a
clairvoyant who, even without any gestures from her magnetizer, by only one gesture from her
magnetizer, by only his desire, fell into a cataleptic condition; at the same time, she sometimes
remained in the same position in which she sat with open eyes, but at the same time she was in a
position of complete insensitivity and unconsciousness. Schopenhauer even tries to give such a
phenomena a physiological explanation; he believes that they are based on the isolation of the
function of the brain from the function of the spinal cord, and either the sensory and motor
nerves are paralyzed and a complete cataleptic state sets in, or only the nerves of movement are
inactive, and then consciousness remains.” [[Llonenrayep B cBoeM counnennn «Uber das Willen
in der Natur» paccka3sIBaeT, 4TO OH UMeIN ciaydail BuaeTh Bo Opankdypre sCHOBUASIIIYIO,
KOTOpas Jaxke 0e3 BCIKHUX TEJIOJIBIIKEHHI CO CTOPOHBI CBOETO MarHeTU3epa, o 0 JHOMY
TEJIOJIBXKEHHI CO CTOPOHBI CBOETO MarHeTU3epa, Mo 0JTHOMY TOJIBKO JKEJIAaHUIO €ro BIalalia B
KaTaJIeNITUYECKOE COCTOSIHUE; ITPH 3TOM OHA MHOT/Ia OCTAaBaJIaCh B TOM K€ 103€, B KOTOPOI
cHjena, C OTKPBITBIMU IIa3aMH, HO TIPH ATOM ObLIa B MOJI0KEHUH COBEPLICHHO
HEYYBCTBHUTEIBHOCTH U Oecco3HarenbHOCTH. [llonenraysp nmpoOyner gaxe 1aTh TaKUM
SIBJICHUSIM (DU3MOJIOTNYeCKOe OOBSICHEHHUE; OH M0JIaraeT, YTO OHH OCHOBBIBAIOTCS Ha
M30JIMPOBaHUH (DYHKIIMH TOJIOBHOTO MO3Tra OT ()YHKIUH CITMHHOTO, IPUYEM HIIH U
YyBCTBUTEIBHBIC U IBUTATEIIbHBIC HEPBBI MTAPATU3YIOTCS U HACTYIAET BIIOJIHE KaTaJCITHUECKOES
COCTOSIHHE, WX SIBJISTIOTCS HENIESTEIbHBIMU TOJILKO HEPBBI JAIBHKCHUS, U TOT/Ia CO3ZHAHNE
ocraercs. (K—skii, D. A., “Real’nye osnovy misticheskikh iavlenii [Sravnitel’no-
psikhologicheskii ocherk],” Znanie [February 1871]: 149-150)]
176 Ibid., 148.
177 Daniel Todes described how this article received special attention of the censor who claimed
the writer had offered a scientific explanation for belief. Todes, “From Radicalism to Scientific
Convention: Biological Psychology in Russia from Sechenov to Pavlov,” 96-97.
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A scientific explanation of spiritualism was offered in an article entitled, “Fashionable
Superstition” (Modnoe sueverie) in the journal Notes of the Fatherland by the positivist Vladimir
Viktorovich Lesevich (1837-1905), who reviewed a recent publication by the writer A.
Sumarokov, What is Spiritism and its Phenomena? (Chto takoe spiritism i ego iavileniia?)
(1871).!78 Sumarokov had claimed that brain science had no explanation for spiritualism:
“Unfortunately (!), science in general got onto too real a base [nauka voobshche stala na
slishkom real’nuiu pochvu],” and that “physiology, which seeks the germ of thought [zarodysh
mysli] in brain cells [v mozgovykh kletochkakh] not only hopes to find through anatomical causes
of the phenomena of our mental activity [prichiny iavienii nashei psikhicheskoi deiatel 'nost’],
but also decides to argue that this cannot be otherwise [chto eto byt’ inache ne mozhet].”'”’
Lesevich, on the other hand, argued that the medium is a pathological case who is “surrounded
by hallucinations” and deserved to be instead an object of psychiatry.!3® As with the debate about
the body and the soul, these phenomena were up to interpretation by both sides, with little
possibility of bridging the gap between the two.

In the mid-1870s, the period of what is known as the “spiritualist craze,” scientists,
novelists (including Dostoevsky and Tolstoy), philosophers and others contributed articles about
spiritualism and depictions of séances to “thick journals.” This discussion was spurred by new
claims that supported the idea that spiritualist phenomena were real and could not merely be
described by turning to either physiological or psychiatric explanations. In April 1875, the
journal The Herald of Europe published a letter by Nikolai Vagner entitled, “Letter to the Editor
About Spiritism” (Pis 'mo k redaktoru po povodu spiritizma), which reported on recent séances
he attended, at which he “not only bore witness to the fact that life beyond the grave was a reality

178 Lesevich, Vladimir Viktorovich, “Modnoe sueverie. (Chto takoe spiritizm i ego iavieniia, A.
Sumarokova),” Otechestvennye Zapiski 199 (December 1871): 181-211. Ilya Vinitsky speaks of
this article in Ghostly Paradoxes, 15.
179 Lesevich, Vladimir Viktorovich, “Modnoe sueverie. (Chto takeo spiritizm i ego iavieniia, A.
Sumarokova),” 182.
180 Describing the state of mind of someone succumbing to superstition, which he likened to the
state of mind during spiritualist séances: “What an abyss of wild, ridiculous, ugly ideas! And
how many data for the success of these ideas: they were instilled from childhood, they managed
to enter flesh and blood, penetrate to the marrow of bones, the man is knocked down, shackled,
blinded [...] He died, he became a victim of a fatal struggle. His body is torn, he is surrounded
by hallucinations, dazzlingly beautiful, attractively wonderful [...] He feels good among them.
Now no power, it seems to him, will pull him out of his blissful state. Now, he thinks the highest
degree of enlightenment has been achieved [...] In fact, he is now only a psychiatric subject!”
[Kakas 6e31Ha IUKUX, HENETbIX, 0e300pa3Hbix uaei! M ckombKo JaHHBIX Ui MOOEIBI y ITUX
WjICH: OHU BHYIICHBI C JETCTBA, OHH YCIICIIM BOMTHU B TUIOTh U KPOBB, IPOHUKHYTH JI0 MO3Ta
KOCTEHi; ueloBeK cOUT, CKOBaH, OCIEIUICH. [...] OH moru0, OH clenancs KepTBO pOKOBOU
00pbOBI. Ero opranusm HaJopBaH, OH OKPY)KEH TaJUTIOIUHAIIMSIMH, OCJICTUTEIHHO-
MPEeKPACHBIMH, IPUBJICKATEIbHO-UyIHBIMH. [...] EMy Xoporio mexay aHumu. Teneps HUKaKas
CHJia, K&KETCS €My, HEe BBIPBET €ro U3 0JIaXKEeHHOTO COCTOSIHUSA. Tenepk, TyMaeT OH, TOCTUTHYTa
BBbICOYANIIIasi CTENEeHb MPOCBeTiIeHus. [...] Ha camom nene, oH Tenepb TOJIBKO CyOBEKT
ncuxuarpuaecknii!” (Lesevich, Vladimir Viktorovich, “Modnoe sueverie. [Chto takeo spiritizm i
ego iavleniia, A. Sumarokova],” 185)]
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but also opened up new horizons for science.”!8! Central to Vagner’s understanding of the spirit
medium was their special mental experience during the séance, which he called
“psychodynamic”:

It seemed to me that a number of spiritualist phenomena always begin with
objective, completely real ones, expressed more or less definitely by knocks and
table movements. [...] But what are the causes of real spiritualist phenomena?
This question remained for me and remains completely dark to this day. I would
very much have liked to have investigated them, but for this I did not have the
means. For this purpose, as I was convinced, the presence of a medium is
necessary, that is, a person whose nervous system probably has a very subtle, but
nevertheless quite a strong difference from the nervous system of ordinary people
and can cause all these phenomena, which I think can be called
psychodynamic.!8?

In the case of the medium, the phenomena that the participants observed were not divorced from
reality but the result of special abilities in the medium’s nervous system.!83 This argument
offered a rebuke of the criticism of spiritualism: for Vagner, who was himself a scientist, science
could not offer answers to explain what spectators felt to be completely real. What is more, these
phenomena suggested a more complex model of the workings of the mind than what could be
understood by science—a general belief that novelists, whether or not they agreed with
spiritualists, shared.

Similarly to Vagner, Alexander Butlerov, a well-regarded chemist who held séances at
his home (one of which was attended by Dostoevsky), argued in the article “Mediumistic
Phenomena” (Mediumicheskie iavleniia) in The Russian Herald in 1875 that the phenomena
associated with spiritualist s€ances may be beyond the scope of the science of the nervous
system. In one example, he reported on the magnetism of one of his relatives, describing the
miraculous transformation made after therapy with such methods:

One of my relatives suffered from nervous seizures, which recurred quite often
and consisted of convulsions and unconsciousness. [...] Once, when the usual

181 Nikolai Vagner, “Pis’mo k redaktoru po povodu spiritizma,” Vestnik Evropy 52 (April 1875):
855-875. On this article, see also Vinitsky, Ghostly Paradoxes, 24.
182 [MHe ka3an0ck, 4TO s CIMPUTHYECKUX SBJICHUI HAYMHAETCS BCEra ¢ O0bEKTUBHBIX,
COBEPIICHHO pealibHbIX, BEIPAXKEHHBIX 00JIee WIIM MEHEE OIPEICTICHHO CTYKaMH U JIBIKCHUSIMHU
crtona. [...] Ho xakue »e npu4uHbI BEI3bIBAIOT pEAJIbHBIE CIIMPUTHYECKHE ABJIEHUSA? DTOT
BOIIPOC OCTAJICS JUISI MEHSI M OCTAETCs IO CUX ITOpP COBEPIICHHO TeMHBIM. 5] BecbMa xemnai Obl
UCCIIeI0BaTh WX, HO JUIS ATOTO y MEeHS He Obu1o cpeacTB. [1Jist 9ToM 1enu, Kak s yoenuics,
HEOOXOMMO MPUCYTCTBUE MEANYMa, T.-€. JIMIA, KOTOPOTO HEPBHASI CUCTEMA BEPOSITHO UMEET
BEChbMa TOHKOE, HO TEM HE MEHEe JIOCTATOYHO CHIIBPHOE OTIIMYHE OT HEPBHOW CHCTEMBI
OOBIKHOBEHHBIX JIFOICH M MOXET BBI3bIBATH BCE 3TH SBJICHUS, KOTOPhIE MHE Ka)KETCsI, MOJKHO
Ha3BaTh ncuxoannamudeckumu. (Nikolai Vagner, “Pis’mo k redaktoru po povodu spiritizma,”
860)] Ilya Vinitsky describes this article in Ghostly Paradoxes, 24.
183 Aleksandr Nikolaevich Aksakov wrote on the topic in his work, Spiritualism and Science
(Spiritualizm i nauka), published in 1872 and cited in this letter. Aksakov, A. N., Spiritualizm i
nauka (St. Petersburg: Tipografiia A. M. Kotomina, 1872).
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seizure occurred, this doctor was sent for. At the same time he appeared, the
patient was lying on the sofa, and not far from her, at the side, I was sitting; there
was no one else in the room. The doctor who had previously offered our patient in
such cases the usual help of pharmacy products, this time unexpectedly acted
differently. He suddenly signaled to me to remain silent, and he himself began to
make magnetic passes over the patient with his hands. I was surprised, especially
since I had no idea about animal magnetism, and watched what was happening
with curiosity. After a few minutes, contrary to its usual course, the nervous fit
subsided, the convulsions stopped, and the patient fell asleep.!®*

In these and other cases, Butlerov came to the following striking conclusion: such phenomena
were “irresolvable through the question of the physiology of the nervous system [nerazreshimye
voprosom nervnoi fiziologii].”'%

Other scientists attacked this view. Sergei Alexandrovich Rachinskii (1836-1902), a
botanist at Moscow University, wrote a sharp critique of Vagner’s letter in the journal The
Russian Herald, entitled “About the Spiritualist Report of Mr. Vagner” (Po povodu
spiriticheskikh soobshchenii g. Vagnera), in which he argued that spiritualist phenomena could
be described as a “passionate religious craving” rather than a reliable science.'®® He attacked
Vagner’s essay for being harmful to the public, centering on the depiction of the nervous system
in relation to spiritualist phenomena, and argued that accepting the influence of dead spirits on
the body was incompatible with the understanding of the physiology of the nervous system. '8’
Rather, the study of mediumistic phenomena, in his view, should be the sole work of
psychiatrists and specialists trained in nervous illness.'®® He argued that the work of spiritualists
approached the phenomena experienced during spiritualist séances in an unscientific manner.!%’
Rachinskii’s claim echoed those of fellow scientists, such as Dmitrii Mendeleev, who argued that
there was no basis to the belief that spiritualist phenomena were the result of the complex

184 Alexander Butlerov, “Mediumicheskie iavleniia,” Russkii Vestnik 120 (November 1875): 309.
[OnHa MOst pOJICTBEHHHMITA CTPa/ialia HEPBHBIMH MIPHUIAIKAMH, KOTOPBIE BO3BPAIIAIHUCH JOBOJIBHO
9acTO M COCTOSTU M3 KOHBYJLCUH U OecriaMsTCTBa. [...] Pa3, korga HacTymu1 oObIYHBIHA
MPHIIAI0K, OCTaHO OBLIO 33 3THM BpadoM. B TO BpeMs Kak OH sSIBHIICS OOJIbHAsSI JIeKaa Ha
JMBaHE, a HEJAICKO OT Hee, B CTOPOHE, CHJIEN s, 00Jiee HUKOTO B KOMHATE He ObLI0. Bpay,
Tpe/IaraBIiiuii 0 TOTO HAlled GOBHOM, B MOJOOHBIX CITyYasx, OObIKHOBEHHYIO TOMOIIb
anTeYHBIX CPEJICTB, HA ATOT Pa3 HEOKUIAHHO MOCTYITII MO-Apyromy. OH BAPYT c/esaa MHE
3HAK COXPAHATH TUIIKHY, & CAM HAYall JeJlaTh PyKaMHd MarHeTHYECKUE MacChl Hajl 00IbHOM. S
OBLIT YAUBIICH, TEM 0OJICe YTO HE MME MOHSTHS O )XHBOTHOM MAarHeTH3Me, U C JIIOOOMBITCTBOM
HaOJIFO/IA)T 3@ IPOUCXOIUBIINM. Upe3 HECKOIBKO MUHYTh, BOPEKH OOBIYHOMY CBOEMY TEUEHHIO,
HEPBHBIN MPUIIAA0K ocaben, KOHBYJIbCUU MPEKpaTUINCh, OonbHas 3acHyna.] See also Ilya
Vinitsky, Ghostly Paradoxes, 29.
185 Alexander Butlerov, “Mediumicheskie iavleniia,” 313.
186 Tlya Vinitsky, Ghostly Paradoxes, 19.
187 Sergei Rachinskii, ““Po popodu spiriticheskikh soobshchenii g. Vagnera,” Russkii Vestnik
117 (May 1875): 386-387. llya Vinitsky, Ghostly Paradoxes, 19.
188 Sergei Rachinskii, “Po povodu spiriticheskikh soobshchenii g. Vagnera,” 398-399.
189 Ibid.
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workings of the nervous system: rather, he said, they were the result of tricks and had no basis in
: 190
science.

Tolstoy, in Anna Karenina, weighed in on the debate. In Chapter 14 of Part 1, his
characters Vronsky and Levin encounter a certain Countess Nordston, who brings up the subject
of spiritualism. Her appearance spurs a debate between Vronsky and Levin, which closely
follows the debate in the Russian journals on the scientific basis of spiritualist phenomena:

“My opinion,” answered Levin, is simply that these turning tables prove that our
so-called educated society is no higher than the muzhiks. They believe in the evil
eye, and wicked spells, and love potions, while we...” [...] “You don’t admit any
possibility at all?” [Vronsky] asked. “Why not? We admit the existence of
electricity, which we know nothing about; why can’t there be a new force, still
unknown to us, which...” “When electricity was found,” Levin quickly
interrupted, “it was merely the discovery of a phenomenon, and it was not known
where it came from or what it could do, and centuries passed before people
thought of using it. The spiritualists, on the contrary, began by saying that tables
write to them and spirits come to them, and only afterwards started saying it was
an unknown force.” Vronsky listened attentively to Levin, as he always listened,
evidently interested in his words. “Yes, but the spiritualists say: now we don’t
know what this force is, but the force exists, and these are the conditions under
which it acts. Let the scientists find out what constitutes this force. No, I don’t see
why it can’t be a new force, if it...” “Because,” Levin interrupted again, “with
electricity, each time you rub resin against wool, a certain phenomenon manifests
itself, while here it’s not each time, and therefore it’s not a natural phenomenon”
(52-53).1°1

190 Mendeleev discusses mesmerism in the context of spiritualism in his lecture, “Dva
publichnykh chteniia o spiritizme,” given on April 24-25, 1876.
191 [ Moe MHeHHME TOIBKO TO, — OTBeual JIEBMH, — YTO OTH BEPTSIIUECS CTOIBI JOKA3HIBAIOT,
YTO TaK Ha3biBaeMoe 00pa3oBaHHOE OOMIECTBO HE BBINIE MY>KUKOB. OHH BEpST B TJia3, U B MOPUY,
U B IIPUBOPOTHI, a MBL... [...] BBl coBceM He gomyckaeTe BO3MOXHOCTU? — CIIPOCUIT OH. —
[Touemy >xe? MbI JOITyCKaeM CYIIECTBOBAHHE AIEKTPUIECTBA, KOTOPOTO MBI HE 3HAEM; TIOYEMY
’Ke He MOXXET ObITh HOBasI CHJIA, €Ille HaM Heu3BeCTHas, koTopas...— Korna Haieno Obl1o
AJIEKTPUUYECTBO, — OBICTPO nepedus JIeBuH, — TO ObLIO TOJIBKO OTKPBITO SIBICHUE, U
HEU3BECTHO OBLIO, OTKY/1a OHO IPOUCXOANT U YTO OHO MPOU3BOUT, M BEKa MPOIILTU MPEXKIE,
4eM MOAYMaJH O MPUIoKeHUH ero. CIIUPUTHI )Ke, HAIPOTUB, HAYAIH C TOTO, YTO CTOJIHKH UM
MUITYT ¥ TyXd K HUM TIPUXOJIAT, a TOTOM YK€ CTaJId TOBOPUTD, YTO 3TO €CTh CHJIa HEU3BECTHAS.
BpoHckuii BHUMaTenbHO ciymann JIeBruHa, Kak OH BCerja Ciayliall, OYEBUIHO UHTEPECYSICh €r0
cioBaMu. — Jla, HO CIMPUTHI TOBOPST: TE€TIEPh MBI HE 3HAEM, YTO ITO 3a CHJIA, HO CUJIa €CTh, U
BOT MMPH KaKUX YCIOBHIX OHA JEHCTBYET. A yUeHbIE MyCKail pacCKpOIOT, B Y€M COCTOUT 3Ta CHUJIA.
Her, st He BuXKy, moueMy 3TO HE MOKET OBITh HOBasl CHJIa, €CJIH OHA...— A MOTOMY, — MepeOu
JleBuH, — YTO MIPH JEKTPUUECTBE KAXK/BIN pa3, KaK Bbl TOTPETE CMOJY O HIEPCTh,
oOHapy>KUBaeTCs U3BECTHOE SIBJIICHUE, a 37€Ch HE KaXKABI pa3, cTano ObITh 3TO HE IPUPOIAHOE
sieienue. (18:57)]
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Levin’s argument about the lack of a scientific basis for spiritualism echoed Tolstoy’s own
rejection of the spiritualist doctrine in his correspondence with Strakhov.!”? What is perhaps
most important here is that through Levin, Tolstoy argued that science could not account for the
spiritualist phenomena. Even so, Vronsky stresses that there is some other source, perhaps a
different science, that could account for the turning tables and purported abilities of the medium.
Levin, like Tolstoy, rejected such explanations: an “unknown force” that was both beyond
science and beyond theology was impossible.

In Western Europe, a more complex picture of spiritualist phenomena began to emerge
with the publication of William Carpenter’s Principles of Mental Physiology (1874). This work
was partially translated in the popular science journal Knowledge in 1875 under the title “The
Physiological Explanation of a Few Spiritist Phenomena” (Fiziologicheskoe ob 'iasnenie
nekotorykh iavlenii spiritizma). In the excerpt, Carpenter argued that phenomena experienced
during spiritualist séances—including talking tables, hallucinations, and automatic behavior—
were the result of what he called “ideational states” brought about by the “reflexive actions of the
brain [reflektivnye deistviia golovnogo mozga].”'? These “ideational states” occurred not only
during séances but during different states of mind, such as Napoléon’s “double trains of
thought,” Coleridge’s half-dream states, and even during spiritual experience and belief itself.!*
Carpenter’s claims about spiritualism were made based on several séances recorded in his work
and translated in the journal Knowledge, such as the one that involved a discussion with the
rapping table about where Satan resides in Europe—a topic of theological importance:

I inquired, “Are you a departed spirit? The answer was “Yes,” indicated by a rap.
[...] “Do you know Satan?” “Yes.” “Is he the Prince of Devils?” “Yes.” “Will he
be bound?” “Yes.” “Will he be cast into the abyss?” Yes.” “Will you be cast in
with him?” “Yes.” “How long will it be before he is cast out?” He rapped ten.
“Will wars and commotions intervene?”” The table rocked and reeled backwards
and forwards for a length of time, as if it intended a pantomimic acting of the
prophet’s predictions (Isaiah xxiv., 20). I then asked “Where are Satan’s head-
quarters? Are they in England?” There was a slight movement. “Are they in
France?” A violent movement. “Are they in Spain?” Similar agitation. “Are they
at Rome?” The table literally seemed frantic.'*>

Carpenter’s claim about the physiological origin of spiritual experience—which included the
questions about the existence of God and Satan—caused a sharp rebuke from the censor, and

192 Vinitsky describes how Tolstoy had intended to write about spiritualism as he stated in a
Letter to Strakhov in Ghostly Paradoxes, 19. For Tolstoy also Tolstoy’s letter to Strakhov: Leo
Tolstoy and Nikolaj Strakhov, Complete Correspondence, Vol. 1, Ottawa: Slavic Research
Group, University of Ottawa, 2003, 243-244.
193 William Carpenter, “Fiziologicheskoe ob’iasnenie nekotorykh iavlenii spiritizma,” trans. by
anonymous, Znanie No. 5 (May 1875): 27. For original, see Carpenter’s Principles of Mental
Physiology, 300.
194 Gauchet describes Carpenter’s separation of the “automatic” workings of the nervous system
and the unconscious mind in L ‘inconscient cerebral, 57-59.
195 William Carpenter, “Fiziologicheskoe ob’iasnenie nekotorykh iavlenii spiritizma,” 47.
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these articles eventually led to the journal’s suspension and later closure.!”® Nevertheless,
Carpenter’s linking of spiritualist phenomena with the workings of the unconscious mind offered
a serious look at what had been seen as mere trickery or charlatanism in the Russian press in the
previous decades. Spiritual séances—an unlikely source for understanding of the function of the
brain—appeared to offer insight into the unconscious mind in ways that scientists had yet to be
able to model.

What is important is that, discussing spiritualism, respected scientists such as Carpenter
had offered a new perspective on the old debate: could physiology explain all of experience,
including thoughts, feelings, and spiritual life? Arguably, it was spiritualist phenomena that
could challenge the strictly physiological view of psychic life that Sechenov had popularized in
Russia. As Carpenter, a distinguished scientist, had argued, there was perhaps more to
experience than the brain and the nervous system could account for, including wholly
unconscious states of mind and spiritual experiences that appeared to be completely independent
of the individual. Importantly, a way had been suggested by Carpenter, including in his response
to spiritualists, for a more complex model of the workings of the mind that was not dependent on
a rigid science of brain physiology. As we will soon see, Dostoevsky and Tolstoy had been hard
at work on this issue on their own.

Hallucinations

In January 1864, the Military Medical Journal (Voenno-meditsinskii Zhurnal), featured
several recent reviews treating the issue of mental illness in relation to brain physiology. In one
of these reviews, the author turned to the description of a hallucinatory state:

Description of the disease. At the beginning of the development of general
paralysis of the insane, the basic conditions of mental activity are violated. The
patient is unable to perceive vividly external impressions; he does not have a
normal reproduction and combination of ideas. [...] But from time to time there
are bouts of anxiety; imaginary and false sensations intensify; still-preserved ideas
of greatness are perceived, but they are not protected by the patient and are not
supported by his actions. Vision and hearing, in ordinary cases, do not at first
have functional changes; however, by the end of the third period, in most cases
hearing is dulled. Hallucinations of these feelings are not uncommon. Smell and
taste are often altered. [...] In the psychological respect there is distinguished a
doubled type, under which for the most part there is general paralysis: or an
overestimation of one’s dignity is noticed in ideas; the patient’s self is replaced by
another personality; ideas of greatness, the possession of untold wealth, etc. are
developing.'®’

196 Todes notes that this article received special attention from the censor which led to its
suspension and eventual sale. Todes, “From Radicalism to Scientific Convention: Biological
Psychology in Russia from Sechenov to Pavlov,” 103.

Y7 [Onucanue 6oneznu. B Hauase pasBuTHs OOLIETO MApaInya MOMENIAHHBIX HAPYIIAKTCS
OCHOBHBIE yCIIOBHS TICMXUYECKOMN JEATENBHOCTH. BONIBHOM HE B COCTOSHUM KHBO BOCIIPHHAMATH
HapYKHBIX BIIEYATIEHHUIT; y HETO HET HOPMAILHOTO BOCIIPOM3BEIEHHS ¥ COYETAHMs UeH ... ]
Ho BpeMst OT BpeMEHH SBISIOTCS MPUCTYIBI GECTIOKOMCTBA; YCHINBAKOTCS MHUMO—H JIOXKHO-

OINYIICHHA; BBICKA3BIBAIOTCS COXPAHUBIIUCCA CIIC JIOKHBIC NACH BEJINYMS, HO HC 3allIUIIA0OTCA
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The source of these various phenomena—vivid hallucinations, a dual personality, and finally,
paralysis—the clinician claimed to have found in the dissection of the patient’s brain: the
patient’s altered states of mind were localized in the cerebral structure in an autopsy after
death.!?® Others also claimed that hallucinatory states of mind—known for their break with
reality—could be seen as emerging from the very real physical nature of the brain. Such
phenomena posed a practical problem: how could science understand that which defied reality
itself? In the coming pages, I will describe moments when Russian journals, both popular and
professional, focused on the issue of reality in relation to hallucinations and approached it with
scientific methods; I will demonstrate that this concern was directly connected to the writing and
reading of literature.

This keen interest of clinical scientists in hallucinations appeared to spark new
discussions in the “thick journals.” In one article in 7he Russian Word, the critic Nikolai
Shelgunov described hallucinations by directly appealing to the nature of reality [deistvitel 'nost’]
and the status of the real. As he stated, “hallucinations are not an empty dream [pustaia mechta];
they are real feelings [deistvitel 'nye oshchushcheniia].”'*® Shelgunov copied the notes of one
patient, who told his doctor, “I hear voices, because I hear them [ia slyshu golosa, potomu chto
ia ikh slyshu],” stating that these voices were “as clear as your voice” [iasny, kak vash golos.]**
The patient then turned to the question of reality: “If I have to believe in the reality [v
deistvitel 'nost’] that you are speaking with me, then you have to let me also believe in the reality
[v deistvitel 'nost’] of the voices speaking to me.”?°! Such a description paralleled what clinicians
published in professional journals, and many of Shelgunov’s cases had previously been found in
medical publications.

In the next month, Shelgunov likened such reports to the quasi-hallucinatory states
experienced while writing literature:

OOJIbHBIM U HE TIOAJICP)KUBAIOTCS €T0 JCUCTBUAMU. 3PECHHE H CITyX, B OOBIKHOBEHHBIX CITyYasX,
HE MPEACTaBIISIOT CHaYasIa (YHKIIMOHHBIX M3MEHEHUIT; OTHAKOXK K KOHIy 3-TO Ieprojia CIyX B
OoJIbIIICH YaCcTH CITy4aeB MPUTYIUIAETCS. [ aJUTFOLMHALINK STUX YyBCTB HEPEJIKHU. 3arax u BKYC
9acTo OBIBAIOT U3MEHEHHBL. [...] B MCUXUYeCKOM OTHOIICHUH Pa3IMYaloT ABOWKOW THI, MO/
KOTOPBIM OOJIBILICIO YaCThIO SIBIISICTCS OOLIHIA TTApaiy: MM B HJISSIX 3aMeYaeTCsl ePeoleHKa
COOCTBEHHOTO JIOCTOMHCTBA; 51 0OJIBHOTO CMEHSIETCS APYTOI0 IMYHOCTBIO; Pa3BUBAIOTCS UJICH
Benuuus, 00Ja1anus HecCMeTHBIM OorarctBoM U T. 1. (P. Diukov, “Referat ob uspekhakh
psikhiatrii v 1861 1 1862 g. g.,” Voenno-meditsinskii Zhurnal [January 1864]: 45-46)]
198 The clinician connected patients’ subjective experience to aspects found during dissection of
the brain: “Hypertrophy of the connective tissue, both in and in the circumference of the nerve
elements of the cerebral cortex; the spread of this process to neighboring parts, depending on the
disturbance in blood circulation and nutrition of the brain, cause the phenomena that are
described above.” [['unepTpodusi COeTMHUTENHHON TKaHU, KaK B HEl, TaK U B OKPY>KHOCTH
HEPBHBIX DJIEMEHTOB KOPKOBOTO BEILIECTBA MO3T'a; PACIPOCTPAHEHUE ITOTO MpoIiecca Ha
COCEITHHME YacCTH, 3aBHCSIIIEE OT TOTO HapyIICHHE B KPOBOOOPAILICHUN W TUTAHUN MO3Ta
BBI3BIBAIOT T€ SIBJICHUS, KOTOPBIE ONMUCAHBI BIte. (/bid., 49)]
199 Nikolai Shelgunov, “Bolezni chustvuiushchego organizma,” Russkoe Slovo (September
1864): 87.
200 1bid.
201 1bid.
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In moments of creativity, the poet and the artist are likewise in a fit of heightened
brain and nervous activity; hallucinatory ideas also arise in him, as in those cases
when such excitement increases to the highest degree, takes on a painful
character, and makes a person insane. Hoffmann, for example, gave himself up in
the end to demonic forces he conjured up in the heat of fantastic delirium, to such
an extent that he was really quite afraid of the ghosts of his imagination. [...] In
poetic excitement, life is fuller because, together with internal contemplation, it
manifests itself in external activity—a person sees, hears, lives in the world
around him, and is conscious of himself. That inspiration is really a waking
dream, and that hallucinations, more or less strong, play a major role in it, and can
be confirmed by facts.???

Shelgunov included dozens of examples of novelists and poets in his article on pathological
illness. For the poet and the artist, “in moments of creativity” [v minuty tvorchestva] the
hallucinatory experience closely resembles pathological cases where the brain and the nervous
system are active to such a degree that creative activity and illness become indistinguishable.
Here, the physiology of the brain explained literary creation, especially the break from reality
while writing poetry.

Reviews of scientific studies described discoveries in the understanding of hallucinations
by drawing examples from the lives of writers. For instance, a review of Maudsley’s Physiology
and Pathology of Mind (1867) described Goethe “who could arbitrarily [po proizvolu] create
different images [obrazy] in front of his eyes and make them change.”?*® An article in the journal
The Deed, which reviewed the work of the French medical doctor Louis-Frangisque Lélut (1804-
1877) La physiologie de la pensée (1866), described the hallucinations of both E. T. A.
Hoffmann and of an unnamed /iving writer who depicted hallucinations in his writing. The
reviewer was of two minds about this unnamed novelist, who, unlike Hoffmann, may have not
himself experienced hallucinations depicted in his writing:

The author also wrote a fantastic story, in which he described in great detail his
own hallucinations that tormented him for three nights; I have no information

about either his physical health or the mental state of his family, and therefore I
must confine myself purely to an analysis of his literary features. It would seem
that a person’s own recognition of hallucinations should be the starting point of

202 [B MUHYTBI TBOPYECTBA TIOT M XYA0KHUK HAXOJUTCSA TOUHO TAKIKE B MPHUIIAIKE YCUIEHHOMN

MO3TOBOW U HEPBHOM JICATEILHOCTH; B HEM BO3HHKAIOT TOXKE TAJUTFOLIMHAIMOHHBIE
NpeICTaBICHHUs, KaK U B TEX CIIy4asix, KOTJa NoA00HOe BO30YK/ICHHE YCHUIIUBACTCS B BBICIICH
CTETIeHH, IPUHUMAET yrke O0JIe3HEHHBIH XapakTep, U JiesaeT yesnoBeka oezymueM. ['oddman,
HalpuMep, OTAAJICS 10 KOHEI] IEMOHUYECKUM CHJIaM, KOTOPbIC OH BBI3BIBAI B TTBLTY
(anTacTuUeckoro Opena, 10 Mmaxou CTENeH!, YTO OH B CAMOM JIeJIe IOPSIIOYHO OOsuIcs
NPU3PAKOB CBOETO BOOOpaxeHus. [...| B mosTuueckom ke Bo30YKICHUH KHU3HD TIOIHEE, TOTOMY
4TO, BMECTE C BHYTPEHHUM CO3EpIIAHUEM, OHA MPOSIBIISICTCS BO BHELIHEH JIESITEITbHOCTH—
YeJIOBEK BHIUT, CIBIIINT, )KUBET B OKPYKAIOIIIEM €ro MUpE, U co3HaeT ceOst. UTo BIIOXHOBEHUE
€CTh JICHCTBUTEIBHO COH Ha SIBY, M YTO T'aJUTIOIMHAIMH, 00JIee WM MEHEe CHIIbHBIC, HTPAIOT MIPH
HEM TJIaBHYIO pOJIb, MOKHO moaTBepauTh (hakramu. (Nikolai Shelgunov, “Bolezni
chustvuiushchego organizma,” Russkoe Slovo [October 1864]: 37-78)]
203 «Referat. Fiziologiia i patologiia dushi. Soch. Genrikha Maudsleia,” 10.
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judgment about him; and the fact that he wrote following these ghosts it seems is
in favor of some mental disorder. [...] Without denying a certain decline or
disorder of mental activity, but at the same time not affirming it, since we have
too little data for diagnoses, I must note that the seemingly important self-
confession of the hallucinations is essentially irrelevant. This story was written,
obviously, in imitation of others, invented, and so these ghosts should be looked
at simply as an unfortunate joke, which is why we have no evidence in this
case.?%

Here, the issue of authenticity of experience came to the fore. A question arose: could novelists
describe altered states of mind without experiencing them firsthand? This reviewer seems to
think that a novelist needs a first-hand experience, that is, empirical data, in order to describe
altered states of mind in a character.

Journalists of the day adopted the metaphor of the mechanical or automatic workings of
the nervous system to describe the hallucinatory state of novelists and poets during the creative
process, applying it to E. T. A. Hoffmann, Edgar Allen Poe, Samuel Coleridge, Gustave
Flaubert, and Dostoevsky. One article in the radical journal The Deed described Hoffmann’s
unconscious mind during the writing process, likening the novelist to a “decerebrated frog”
[obezglavlennaia liagushka] and stating that he was under the influence of “reflexes of the brain”
(Sechenov’s famous phrase):

Hoffmann, like Edgar [Allen] Poe, like Alfred de Musset, had an irresistible
passion for drunkenness; like both these writers, he fell into delirium tremens, and
like both of them, in this state he wrote his amazing stories; the images he created
sometimes took on such a terribly real appearance that these hallucinations
terrified him, and he asked his mother to sit beside him. He died, if I’m not
mistaken, from a spinal cord disease; in the last moments of his life, deprived due
to the paralysis in his arms, he spent nights dictating his lovely fairy tales
incessantly—as if from this (may physiology forgive me this comparison!), in the

204 [[A]sTOp Hamucan Toxe (GaHTACTHYECKHI PaccKas, B KOTOPOM OY€Hb IIOAPOOHO OIUCa
COOCTBEHHBIC CBOU TAJUTIOLIMHAIIMY, MYYHBIIUE €T0 B TCUCHUU TPEX HOUECH; S HE MMEI0 HUKAKUX
CBEJICHUI HU O (PU3NYECKOM €r0 3[J0POBbE, HH O MCUXUICCKOM COCTOSTHHH €ro CeMEHCTBa, U
MOTOMY JIOJIKEH OTPAaHUYHUTHCS pa300pOM YHCTO JIMTEPATYPHBIX 0coOeHHOCTE#H ero. Kasanoch
Obl, YTO COOCTBEHHOE MPU3HAHKE YEJIOBEKA B TAJUTIOUHAIIMSX JTOJIKHO OBITh UCXOIHOIO TOYKOIO
CYXJICHUS O HEM; B TI0JIb3y HEKOTOPOTO YMCTBEHHOT'O PACCTPOCTBA TOBOPUT MO-BUIMUMOMY U
TO, YTO OH HAIKCAJ BCJIC 32 TUMHU Tpu3pakami. [...] He oTpuiias HEKOTOpOro ynajaka uin
paccTpoiCTBa MCUXUIECKOM IEATEILHOCTH, HO BMECTE C TEM U HE YTBEPIKIast €ro, Tak KakK Jyis
JIMAarHO3bl Y HAC CIIUIIKOM MaJlo JaHHBIX, s JOJDKEH 3aMETUTh, YTO CTOJIb BAYKHOE MO-BUIUMOMY
COOCTBEHHOE MPU3HAHUE B FAJUTIOIIMHAIMSX B CYIIIHOCTH HE UMEET HUKAKOTO 3HaueHus. Pacckas
3TOT HAITUCAH, OYCBUIHO, B TIOJAPAKAHUE IPYTHM, NPUOYMAaH, TOTJIa Ha 3TH PU3PAKHU JTOJIKHO
CMOTpETh MPOCTO, KaK Ha HEYIaYHYIO IYTKY, OTYErO Mbl B HACTOSAIICM CITy4ae HE UMEeM
HuKkakux gokazatenbeTs. (De Kalonn, “Fiziologiia mysli. [Physiologie de la pensée, par M.
Lelut, Paris, 1866],” Delo [August 1867]: Sovremennoe obozrenie, 47-48)]

63



opposite way of the intensification of the reflexes of the brain of the decapitated
frog.2%

Hoffmann—a writer who had contributed to the Romantic conception of the unconscious mind
alongside Goethe, Schiller, and others—was here transformed into a metaphor of the age of the
cerebral unconscious, the decerebrated frog.?’ As in other such articles, this critic then turned to
the issue of reality, linking the author’s unconscious process to the hallucinatory experience of a
“frightening-real view [strashno-real 'nyi vid],” emerging out of the same state of mind.

The link between writing, hallucinations, and the pathological condition of novelists was
explored in an article that reviewed the recent work by the influential French literary critic
Hippolyte Taine, On Intelligence (1872), which was translated by Strakhov. The reviewer
described Taine’s treatment of Gustave Flaubert’s hallucinatory experience during the writing
process:

Taine quotes the following remarkable passage from a letter to him of one, as he
calls him, the most accurate and insightful of modern novelists: “My imagined
faces, says this novelist, amaze me, haunt me, or rather, I live with them. When |
described the poisoning of Emma Bovary, I had such a clear taste of arsenic in my
mouth, I myself was so intoxicated that I endured two periods of indigestion, one
after the other, indigestion that was very real, because after dinner I vomited.?’

205 [Toddman, kak Iarapy (sic) ITo, kak Anbdpen ne-Mrocce, UMEN HENPEOTOIUMYIO CTPACTh K

IBSHCTBY; Kak 00a 3TH MUcaTeNd, OH Brajal B Oemyto ropsuky (delirium tremens), u kak o6a
OHU, NUCAJL 8 IMOM COCHMOSHUY CBOH yIUBUTEIBHBIE PACCKa3bl; CO3/IaBaeMbIe M 00pa3bl
NPUHUMAIN HHOT/IA TIPH 9TOM JI0 TOT'O CTPAIIHO-PEANIbHBIN BUI, YTO ATH TAILTFOIMHALINA
NPUBOJIMIIH €T0 B yKac, ¥ OH MPOCHII MaTh CBOIO CUAETH OKOJIO Hero. OH yMep, eclu s He
ouMbarCk, OT OOJIE3HU CTUHHOTO MO3Ta; B TIOCIIEIHEE BPEMs CBOCH KHU3HH, JTHIICHHBIN
napajuiaoM pyK, OH IPOBOAWI HOYH, 0€30CTAHOBOYHO JIUKTYSI CBOU TPEIIECTHBIC CKA3KH, --
TOYHO OYATO OT 3TOTO (J1a MPOCTUT MHE (DU3HOJIOTHS 3TO cpaBHEHHUE!), 0OpaTHO TOMY, KaK y
00e3raBIeHHON JIATYIIKH, pe(IIeKChl TOJIOBHOTO MO3Ta Y Hero ycunuiuch. (1bid., 46)]

206 Frogs became a common metaphor not only for novelists, but also for their characters.
Several years later, in his 1872 eulogy of Charles Dickens, George Henry Lewes used the
decerebrated frog to describe the lack of complexity his Dickens’s characters. Considering the
character Micawber from David Copperfield, Lewes writes, “one is reminded of the frogs whose
brains have been taken out for physiological purposes, and whose actions henceforth want the
distinctive peculiarity of organic action, that of fluctuating spontaneity. Place one of those
brainless frogs on his back and he will at once recover the sitting posture; draw a leg from under
him, and he will draw it back again; tickle or prick him and he will push away the object, or take
one hop out of the way; stroke his back, and he will utter one croak. [...] It is the complexity of
the organism which Dickens wholly fails to conceive” (George Henry Lewes, “Dickens in
Relation to Criticism,” The Fortnightly Review 11.62 [February 1872], 148-149).

207 [ToH IpUBOIUT U3 MUCHMA K HEMY OJJHOTO, KaK OH €r0 Ha3bIBAET, CAMOTO MOYH020 U
NPOHUYAMeNIbHO20 U3 COBPEMEHHBIX POMAaHHCTOB, CICAYIOIee 3aMedaTelibHOe MecTo: «Mowu
BOOOpa3HMBIE JIUI[A, TOBOPUT STOT POMAHHUCT, HOPANCAIOM MEHS, IPECIICAYIOT MCHS, HIIH,
BEpHEEe CKa3aTh, 51 )KUBY B HUX. Korna s onmuceiBan otpaBieHne OMmbl baBapu, st umen 6o pmy
MAKOU SICHBIU BKYC MbIUUbSAKA, ST caM OBUT TaK OTPABJICH, YTO BBIAEPIKAJ OJHO 33 APYTHM JIBa

HECBApPCHUA KCITyAKa, HCCBAPCHHA BECbMa PCAJILHLBIC, TaK KaK ITOCJIC 06e;la MCHA pBaJio.»
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In this case, Taine describes the complex situation in which Flaubert experienced hallucinations
outside of the context of writing, while the act of writing induced these altered states of mind.?%
Such experiences were not limited to novelists: the reviewer suggests that a link between creative
work and hallucinatory experience is to be seen in the theatre as well, where during certain
scenes of a play by the Russian playwright Alexander Ostrovskii, Alexandre Dumas-fils, or
Nikolai Gogol’, we, as spectators, “for one or two minutes, completely indulge in the illusion [na
00Hy unu Ha 06e murymol énoame npeoaemca unnosuu].”??” Whether reader, writer, or spectator,
the creation and experience of literature offered a complex picture of the workings of the brain.
Creative work, especially literary texts, had unveiled the tenuous line between reality and
hallucination in a way science had not been able to show.

Other connections to literature could be found: many case studies in medical journals
relating hallucinations are remarkable for their similarity to the experience of Dostoevsky’s
characters. To give a couple of examples, the journal The Archive of Forensic Medicine and
Public Hygiene (Arkhiv Sudebnoi Meditsiny i Obshchestvennoi Gigieny) featured violent crimes
(robberies and murders) that were supposedly hallucinated. In one case published in 1866, a man
in Arkhangel’sk in 1865 was described as having murdered an old woman for money, a crime
that the clinician believed he had hallucinated:

June 3, 1865. At night, in the second part of the city of Arkhangelsk, a man
appeared who, during the first interrogation, testified that he was a vagabond who
did not remember his family origin and that, on his way to Arkhangelsk, near the
first village before Arkhangelsk, he killed some unknown woman; during this
interrogation, he became unwell (and as the bailiff explained later, he vomited
from intoxication, because he came to the unit drunk and could not stand, but had
to lean on something), and therefore the interrogation was postponed. [...] [H]e
does not remember exactly when he set off on foot to his village, because by
wasting money he had nothing to trade here for; after moving about five versts
from the city; when he approached, she folded the money and hid it in her pocket;
when he saw the money, then the thought came to him to take possession of it and
for this to kill the old woman; with this thought, he went with the old woman
further, [and] along the road he took a stick that was lying aside; in order to avoid
meeting those passing along the road, he persuaded the old woman to turn off the
posted road, not reaching the village of Varvarina, to the bank, along which he
walked with her about three or four miles, and not far from the village Zharoviki,
he hit her with the stick in his hands on the head, which caused her to fall down
and die a few minutes later; at once he took the money out of her pocket, putting
it in a little bag.?!°

(Anonymous, “Ob ume o poznanii. Soch. Ippolita Tena. Perev. s frants. pod red. N. N.
Strakhova. V dvukh tomakh. SPb. 1872.” Delo [August 1872]: Novye knigi, 38)]
208 Michael Finn discusses this episode of Flaubert’s hallucinatory experience in relation to Taine
in Figures of the Pre-Freudian Unconscious from Flaubert to Proust, 56.
209 Anonymous, “Ob ume o poznanii. Soch. Ippolita Tena. Perev. s frants. pod red. N. N.
Strakhova. V dvukh tomakh. SPb. 1872,” 46.
219 [3-10 urons 1865 r. Houbo, BO BTOPYIO 4acTh I'. ApXaHTeNbCKa SIBUJICS YETOBEK, KOTOPBIA Ha
MIEPBOM JIOTIPOCE MTOKA3ajI, YTO OH OpOIsira, HEMOMHSIIUN POACTBA U YTO, IIEIIINA B
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This case of a hallucinated murder suggests parallels to Dostoevsky’s novel Crime and
Punishment, published the same year and still fresh in the minds of readers. While many
circumstances are, of course, different, what is similar is the doubt: is the crime real or unreal?
Like Raskolnikov, this dreamer had the idea of taking the money from an old woman. But what
has actually occurred and how had this idea emerged from the depth of a person’s disturbed
psyche?

Another case in 1869 described a patient who had hallucinated that a large man attacked
him. The doctor included an epigraph at the beginning of the report from Boileau, “Le vrai peut
quelquefois n’étre pas vraisemblable,” since the patient had experienced a violent crime that
never happened in reality:

Let us examine the conditions under which violence with robbery were allegedly
committed. The sky in the evening and even at night on February 13th in St.
Petersburg was perfectly clear; the streets were lit by moonlight; there were many
people walking along all the streets and alleys. It is very difficult to assume that at
about 8 o’clock on such an evening an adult and strong-built man, walking in a
uniform cap, not far from the departure platform of the Nikolaevsk railway, was
attacked, grabbed by the neck, a bag was thrown over his head, he was gagged,
put in a sleigh and they drove without any outside interference. [...] It is strange
that Mr. Polonsky did not put up any resistance, did not shout, submitted to the
violence like a half-asleep child, meanwhile he recalled the quality of the hand
that grabbed his mouth, the movement of the other hand in his pocket, the softness
of the bedding in the sleigh. [...] Is it possible to assume that a healthy person
could so passively submit to violence? I doubt it. [...] Hallucinations of this kind
are very diverse and not uncommon.?!!

ApXaHrenbcK, OKOJIO IEpBOM JIepeBHU nepesl ApXaHTeITbCKOM yOMII KaKyl0-TO HEU3BECTHYIO
KESHIIMHY; BO BPEMs 3TOTO JIOTPOCa OH ClIeNajCs He 3A0POB, (M KaK Mocie 00bsICHUI MPHCTAB,
€ro pBajo OT ONbSHEHHs, [IOTOMY YTO B YaCTh OH SIBUJICS TIbSIHBIN, HE MOT CTOSTH, & IOJDKEH ObLI
0 YTO-HUOYb OMEPETHCS) ¥ MOTOMY JOMPOC OBLT OTIIOXKEH. [...] [H]e momHUT, OTIIpaBUiICs
MIEIIKOM B CBOIO JIEPEBHIO, OO 110 pacTpaTe JACHET eMy y)Ke He Ha UTO OBLIO TOProBaTh 3/1€Ch;
OTOM[IS1 OKOJIO MATH BEPCT OT rOpoJa; MpH MPUOIMKEHUN er0 OHA CI0KUIIA IEHbIH U CIpsATaNIa B
KapMaHe; KOT1a OH YBUJIEN ACHBIU, EMY TOTJa-)Ke NPHIILIA MBICIb OBJIAJAECTh MU U JIJISl TOTO
yOuTh cTapyXy; ¢ 3TOI0 MBICJIBIO OH IOIIEI CO CTAPYXOIO Aajiee, O JOPOre B3sUI JIS)KABIIYIO B
CTOPOHE MAJKY; JJIs H30€XKaHUs BCTPEUH C MPOXOAIIMMHE T10 10pore, YOeIuiI cTapyXy CBEpHYTh
CO CTOJIOOBOH JTOPOTH, HE TOXO0JIs 10 IepeBHU BapaBuHa, Ha Oeper, 1o KOTOPOMY IPOIIET ¢ HEto
OKOJIO TPEX WJIM YETHIPEX BEPCT, U HE BJaJIeKe OT JAepeBHU JKapoBHUKH yAapuil e€, MMEBILIECIOCS B
pYKax MajKoi, MO TOJIOBE, OTYET0 OHA TOTYAC K€ yIaja U 4epe3 HECKOJIIbKO MUHYT yMepJia;
TOTYAC e BBIHYJ U3 KapMaHa JIeHbI'H, TI0JI0KeHHbIe B Memouke. (Dr. Gorodyskii,
“Deistvitel’no-li krest’ianinom K. soversheno ubiistvo zhenshchiny ili pokazanie ego bylo tol’ko
galliutsinatsiia?” Arkhiv Sudebnoi Meditsiny i Obshchestvennoi Gigieny [June 1866]: Sudebnaia
Meditsina, II., 8-9)]
211 [Pa36epeM yci10Busl, IPU KOTOPBIX OyATO GBI COBEPIIMIOCH HACHIINE C TpabexkoM. HeGo
BeuepoM 13-ro (eBpains u naxke HoUbto, B [leTepOypre, ObUIO COBEPIICHHO SCHOE; YIUIIBI ObLTH
OCBEIICHBI TYHHBIM CBETOM; 110 BCEM YJIHUIIAM U MepeyiKaM ObLII0 MHOTO ryisitonmx. O4eHb
TPYAHO MPEATONOKUTH, YTO OKOJIO §8-MH 4aCOB TAaKOTO Beuepa Ha B3POCIIOr0 M KPEMKOro Io
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Readers of Dostoevsky’s novels may notice several places—the distinct Petersburg urban
landscape, the Nikolaevsk railway station—that appeared in a critical scene in The Idiot, when
the protagonist, Prince Myshkin, encounters Rogozhin. What followed—a violent attack by
Rogozhin—was depicted in the novel as being on the verge reality and hallucination. In the case
study, the medical expert was unable to find any physical evidence of the attack, but for the
victim, it was as real as any attack could possibly be. Moreover, in the case study described in
the journal, the forensic specialist created different versions of a single event—in the same way
as readers of Dostoevsky’s novels, inspired to speculate on whether or not the character’s
experience was real and what could have actually occurred.

The Arkhangel’sk hallucinated murder and Polonskii’s imagined violent encounter—both
reported at the time Dostoevsky wrote his major novels, Crime and Punishment and The Idiot—
suggest parallels between medical science and literature. Not only were hallucinations studied in
the context of literary creation, but it appeared that case studies echoed scenes from literature.
Importantly, both situations brought the aims of science and literature into close alignment,
converging on the tenuous boundary of the real and the non-real.

Dreams

In the 1860s and 1870s, scientists and novelists showed intense interest in the state of
sleep and—more importantly—the nature of dreams as connected to the workings of brain and
consciousness. In Russian journals, the discussion of dreams pointed to concerns science shared
with literature: both brain scientists and fiction writers attempted to penetrate the workings of the
mind by drawing links between dreams and the working of consciousness in the waking life.

To take a look at an early example, in 1861, The Library of Medical Science (Biblioteka
Meditsinskikh Nauk) published the work by Pavel Ol’khin entitled, “Popular Physiology,” which
in large part adapted George Henry Lewes’s recently translated The Physiology of Common Life
(1859). Ol’khin argued that dreams represented the tenuous line between the conscious and
unconscious function of the brain—an issue debated on the pages of journals that popularized
science:

If we agree to recognize in the body two main activities, conscious and
unconscious, then sleep and dreams should be attributed to the latter. For
conscious activity, the assistance of the entire nervous system is necessary, which
is found only in the wake person. Unconscious activity depends most of all on the

CJIO’KEHHUIO MY)KUUHY, IIeanero B GopMeHHOH pypaxke, HeaneKo ot qedapkanepa
HukonaeBckol xene3Hoi 10pOry, Hanaiau, CXBaTUIIN €r0 32 LIEH0, HAKUHYJIM Ha TOJIOBY MEIIOK,
3aTKHYJIU POT, TIOJIOKUIIM B CAHH U TIOBE3TTH 0€3 BCAKOTO MOCTOPOHHET0 BMEIIATENbCTBA. . .
Crpanno, uto r. [TonoHcKuit HE OKa3al HUKAKOTO CONPOTUBIICHUS, HE KpHUall, TOAUYUHHIICS
HACHJIUIO KaK TOJTYCOHHBIA peOEHOK, MEXKAY TEM NPUNOMHUL KAUECTBO PYKH, 3aKUMAaBILEH eMy
POT, IBMKEHUE IPYTO PYKH B €ro KapMaHe, MATKOCTh IMOACTHIIKH B CaHsIX. [ ...| Bo3aMoxxHO 11
MPEIOI0KHUTh, YTO 3JOPOBBII YETOBEK MOT TaK MACCUBHO MOTYMHUTHCS HACHIIUIO?
ComHeBarocCh. [...] aumronMHanmy 1 WUTIO3UM TaKOTO POJa OY€Hb pa3HOOOPA3HBI U HEPEIKH.
(Diatroptov, “Prikliuchenie s khudozhnikom Polonskim v sudebno-meditsinskom otnoshenii,”
Arkhiv Sudebnoi Meditsiny i Obshchestvennoi Gigeny [June 1869]: No. 2, Sudebnaia meditsina,
49-50)]
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spinal cord and nerve nodes, and the activity of these parts of the nervous system
develops completely during sleep. [...] It is obvious that the activity of mental
abilities, such as, for example, desire, memory, and imagination, does not fade
away during sleep. But the impetus in their activity is not given by a thought or an
external impression, but by a system of nodal nerves, which explains much that is
mysterious and enigmatic in dreams. The latter, as we have already noted, are in
no way dependent on the will and are revealed in a very special way, which is
why external impressions act on the sleeping person in a completely different way
than on the wake one.?!?

Olkhin described the dual “activities” of the brain—conscious and unconscious—and linked the
origin of dreams to the unconscious function of the nervous system. Dreams and sleep, according
to Olkhin, offered a suspension of the “will” during which the workings of memory, desire, and
imagination are turned over to the unconscious function of the brain.

Physiologists used the experience of the dreamer in their experiments. Sechenov, in
Reflexes of the Brain, saw the actions of the sleeping person as analogous to that of the
decerebrated frog. The frog, when decapitated and rubbed with acid, “will rub for a long time,”
and “similar phenomena [...] are easily observed on a sleeping person [na sonnom cheloveke],”
where “a slight tickling of the skin of the face [...] causes him to contract muscles lying under
the irritable [place].”*!3 Such a reaction, Sechenov argued, was the result of the “machine-like
nature [mashinoobraznost’] of their origin.”?!* In the case of dreams, Sechenov also claimed that
“the sleeping person who screams or moves under the influence of dreams” exhibits the
workings of “involuntary movement.”?!*> Such a state of mind, Sechenov argued, “is, of course,
as real [stol ko zhe real 'no] as any rational idea.”?!¢ Thus, from the perspective of the physiology
of the brain, dreams originated in a real physiological process in the same way as psychic acts of
conscious life.

Analogies we made between hallucinations and dreams in the context of the science of
the brain. In his article, “Illnesses of the Sentient Organism” (Bolezni chuvstvuiushchogo

212 [Ecnii MBI cOrstacuMest IPU3HATH B OPraHU3MeE JIBE OCHOBHBIE JIESTENHLHOCTH, CO3HATENLHYIO U

0ecco3HaTeNbHYI0, TO COH U CHOBHJICHHUS MBI JOJKHBI OTHECTH K TIOcTeaHen. J{Jis co3HaTenbHOM
JeSTeIbHOCTH He0OXO0IMMO CO/ICHCTBHE BCEH HEPBHOM CHCTEMBI, KOTOPOE O0OHAPYKUBACTCS
TOJIbKO y Oo/pcTBYyIOIIEro. becco3naTenbHas AesITeIbHOCTh 3aBUCUT BCETO 00Jiee OT CTUHHOTO
MO3Ta U HEPBHBIX y3JI0B, a IEATEIbHOCTh ATHUX YaCTEH HEPBHOM CHCTEMbI Pa3BUBAETCS BIIOJIHE
BO BpeMs CHa. [...] O4eBUAHO, YTO JEATEIBHOCTH TyIIEBHBIX CIOCOOHOCTEH, KaK Harp.
KeJlaHusl, TaMSITH U BOOOPaKEHUs, He yracaeT U Bo BpeMs cHa. HO TOTUOK B UX JeSTENbHOCTH
MOJIaeT HEe MBICJIb U HE BHEIIIHEE BIIEYATIICHUE, a CUCTEMA Y3JIOBBIX HEPBOB, UeM OOBSICHSIETCS
MHOI'0€ TAaMHCTBEHHOE U 3araJjouHoe B CHOBUJeHUsX. [locnennue, Kak Mbl yKe 3aMEeTUIIH,
HUCKOJIBKO HE 3aBHCAT OT BOJH U OOHAPYKUBAIOTCS COBEPIICHHO OCOOCHHBIM 00pa30oM, OTYETO
BHEIITHHUE BIICUATIICHUS JEHCTBYIOT Ha CISIIET0 COBEPIIEHO HE TaK, Kak Ha OOPCTBYIOIIETO.
(Pavel Ol’khin, O zhiznennykh iavleniiakh v chelovecheskom tele ili populiarnaia fiziologiia,
Chast’ Pervaia. Fiziologiia chuvstv, ed. M. Khan [St. Petersburg: Biblioteka Meditsinskikh
Nauk, 18611, 307-308)]
213 Ivan Sechenov, Izbrannye Proizvedeniia, Vol. 1, 40.
214 Ibid.
215 Ibid., 43.
216 pid.
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organizma), Nikolai Shelgunov maintained that dreams represented a suspension of the will,
describing how in sleep, the sleeper [sonnyi] “does not receive impressions from without,
because his senses are blunted, his eyes cannot see, his nose does not smell, his ears cannot hear;
but all images are created [sozdaiutsia] in him by his inner nervous means [vnutrennie nervnye
sredstva].”?'” The result was that both the dreamer and the hallucinating person “lose
consciousness of their personal self [ia]—either partly, or in full—and all the scenes [kartiny]
created from imagination are taken as real [deistvitel 'nye].”?!'® Importantly, the existence of
dreams marked not only a loss of the “will” and of the workings of the “self,” but in the process,
the disruption of the very nature of reality itself, in which the brain—whether or not the images
or imagined scenes were part of a pathological hallucination or merely an average dream—
offered its own sense of the real, which emerged from within and seemed independent of the
workings of the senses.

In the same period, the work of Alfred Maury, “Sleep and Dreams,” which would later
influence Freud’s understanding of the nature of dreams, was reviewed in the journal The Deed.
The reviewer argued that dreams emerged out of a process of the unconscious function of the
different parts of the brain and the nervous system, including the spinal cord, the cerebellum, and
the cerebral hemispheres, in which different parts “may encounter uneven relaxation” resulting
in dream states.?!® The article reproduced many of Maury’s famous dream reports, such as the
following description of the jumbled associations of words in the dreamer’s mind:

I reported this observation to a person I knew who answered me that he very
vividly remembered a dream of the same kind. The words Jardin, Chardin et Janin
so closely associated in his mind that in a dream he alternately saw: Jardin des
plantes, where he met a traveler in Persia named Chardin, who gave him, to his
greater surprise (I do not know if this was due to the anachronism), Jules Janin’s
novel: L’ Ane mort et la femme guillotinée.??°

Apart from speculations about the physiology of the dream, this dream report featured verbal and
sound associations influenced by the patient’s reading. The review thus offered different
elaborations of the dream experience, the one based in science and the one based in literature.

Maury’s cases were also described in a review of Taine’s De [’intelligence, translated by
Strakhov in 1872. While speaking of the brain, this review was interested in the blurred line
between real and unreal, external and internal in dreams and hallucinations:

The dream is a real hallucination and, on the contrary, people suffering from
hallucinations are very similar to sleeping people in the sense that some of their

217 Nikolai Shelgunov, “Bolezni chuvstvuiushchego organizma,” Russkoe Slovo (September
1864): 94; 96.
218 Ibid.
219 Anonymous, “Novye knigi,” Delo (August 1867): 57-58.
220 151 cooOmmm 06 5TOM HaOIIOAEHHU OJHOMY 3HAKOMOMY MHE JIMILY, KOTOPOE OTBEYAJIO MHE,
YTO OHO BEChMa KMBO MOMHUT COH Takoro e poaa. Cnoa Jardin, Chardin et Janin. Tak TecHO
aCcCOIIMMPOBAJIMCH B €T0 YME, YTO OH BO CHE nornepeMenHo Buzen: Jardin des plantes, rae
BcTpeTmi myremecTBeHHUKA 1o [lepcuu Chardin, KOTOpBIH an eMy K ero 0oJbIieMy
yAUBIIEHUIO (HE 3HAO, OBLIO JIU 3TO BCJICACTBUE aHAXpoHU3Ma) pomaH Jules Janin’a: I’ Ane mort
et la femme guillotine. (/bid., 62)]
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senses are dulled and they cannot perceive external impressions with sufficient
completeness. The power of images that arise in sleep is so great that we believe
them completely and, of course, no one will think in a dream that he is asleep, and
therefore his images are empty ghosts. When we wake up, in the first minute we
are not yet able to get rid of our dreams, since the senses are just beginning to
borrow impressions from the external environment and have not yet managed to
bring to our consciousness a single real sensation. But little by little we come
back to life; impressions crowd into our brain through all the senses and, step by
step, drive out the evil despots who illegally ruled over us throughout the night;
the brain is cleared of fictions and its normal activity is restored.??!

The reviewer also described cases of sleepwalkers [somnambuly] who experienced a double life:
“they do not remember anything they do in a dream and are surprised when they suddenly find
themselves at night on the street or on a roof.”??? In one case a sleepwalker “continued to forge
suicide plans conceived by her during the previous seizure,” which offered evidence for a
“psychological bifurcation.”??* For these patients, the fiction of the dream existed side by side
with the experience of the real world: dreams echoed the very nature of literary works with their
creation of an alternate reality.

The nature of dreams, especially their relationship to hallucinatory experiences and
departure from the “reality” of conscious life, was explored in the 1870s in the medical press by
Western authors, Paul Radestock, Ludwig Striimpell, and others, some of whom would later
influence Freud’s understanding of the unconscious.??* One article in the medical newspaper
Moscow Medical Newspaper (Moskovskaia Meditsinskaia Gazeta) reviewed Striimpell’s Die
Natur und Enstehung der Trdume (1874), focused on the idea of real and unreal, noting that
“even the thought of the difference between the real and the not real [o raznitse mezhdu real nym
i ne real’nym] cannot arise in the sleeper, all seems to be reality [vse kazhetsia
deistvitel 'nost’iu],” and as in the hallucinating person, when the images “take possession of

221 [CoH ecTh HacTOAIIAs TAILTIOLMHALMS U, HA000POT, JIFO/IHU, CTPAJAIONINE TAIUTIOLUHALMEH,

OYCHb MMOXOXKHU Ha CIISIIUX B TOM OTHOIICHUH, YTO HEKOTOPBIC UYBCTBA UX MPUTYIUICHBI M HE
MOTYT BOCIIPHHHUMATh C JOCTATOYHOW NOJHOTON BHEIIHUX BredaTiieHuil. Cuia o0pas3os,
BO3HUKIIIUX BO BPEMs CHA, TaK BEJIUKA, YTO Mbl KM BEPHM BITOJHE U HUKOMY, KOHCUHO, HE
NPUICT HA YM BO CHE, YTO OH CITUT U IOTOMY ero o0pa3sl—IiycThie npuspaku. Korna
MPOCHINIAEMCSI, TO B IIEPBYIO MUHYTY MBI €IlIe HE B COCTOSIHUU OTACIAThCS OT CBOUX CHOBHJICHHIA,
TaK KaK OpraHbl YyBCTB TOJIBKO YTO HAYMHAIOT 3aMMCTBOBATh U3 BHEIIIHEH CpPEJbl BIICYATIICHUS U
HE YCIIEJH eIlle JOBECTH JI0 HAIIer0 CO3HAHUS HU OJTHOTO PeajbHOTo orryiieHus. Ho Mano mo
MaJly MbI 0)KMBaeM; BIICUATIICHHSI TOJIION TECHSATCS B HAIIl MO3T Ype3 BCE YyBCTBA M IIIar 3a
IIIArOM U3TOHSIOT 3JIbIX JIECIIOTOB, HE3aKOHHO BJIACTBOBABIIMX HAJl HAMU B TCUYCHUU BCEH HOUH;
MO3T OYHIIEH OT (PUKIUI U HOPMaJIbHAS e TEIILHOCTh €r0 BOCCTaHOBINeHa. (Ibid., 44)]
222 Anonymous, “Ob ume o poznanii. Soch. Ippolita Tena. Perev. s frants. pod red. N. N.
Strakhova. V dvukh tomakh. SPb. 1872.” Delo (August 1872): Novye knigi, 43.
223 Ibid., 44.
224 Freud quoted Striimpell and Radestock extensively in The Interpretation of Dreams (1900),
trans. and ed. James Strachey (New York: Basic Books, 2010).

70



him,” “he must inevitably take them for real images.”?** This article described experiences in
which what appeared in a dream became reality in the life of the patient later on:

Some person, F., who had for 20 years not seen the area where he had spent his
early childhood, was going to go there. On the eve of his departure, he sees in a
dream an unfamiliar area, meets a stranger, speaks to him and, by the way, hears
his name. Arriving at the place, he recognizes the situation that he dreamed of,
meets a man who is extremely similar to the one seen in the dream, only a little
older, and who bears the surname he heard in the dream. It turns out that the
dreamer was closely acquainted with his father and he often saw him in
childhood. It also happens that in a dream, something comes to mind that we
actually saw or heard in passing, without then paying attention.??

Here, dreams offer a way in which to retrieve memories in the patient and access “reality” that
would have been otherwise inaccessible.

The link between dreams and waking states was explored in the work of the Russian
philosopher Nikolai Iakovlevich Grot in his Dreams, as a Subject of Scientific Analysis
(Snovideniia, kak predmet nauchnogo analiza) (1878). In one article in the journal Russian
Speech (Russkaia Rech’), entitled “Scientific Chronicle in the Area of Psycho-Physiology: Sleep
and Dreams” (Nauchnaia khronika v oblasti psikho-fiziologii: son i snovidenie), which surveyed
the work of Grot and others on dreams, including many works in German from the period, the
author also reflected on what dreams could tell us about the nature of the real.??” In dreaming, the
difference between reality and fantasy is impossible, how “in a dream [...] our self does not
distinguish its ideas from real existence, but on the contrary accepts the former as the latter,”
where it is impossible to separate “representation” from the real.??® In speaking about
“representation” this author came close to treating dreams by analogy with works of literature.
Grot in his treatise turned to literary examples, both writers’ dreams and dreams of literary
characters:

225 B. Rozenberg, “Opyt psikhologii snovidenii,” Moskovskaia Meditsinskaia Gazeta No. 26
(June 29, 1874): 1080.
226 [Hexro F., 20 1eT He BUAABIINI MECTHOCTH, IJIE€ IPOTEKANIO €0 PaHHEE AETCTBO, COOMPAIICH
Tyna exath. HakaHyHe 0Tbe3/]a OH BUIUT BO CHE HE3HAKOMYIO MECTHOCTb, BCTPEYaeT
HE3HAKOMOT'O YeJIOBEKa, TOBOPUT C HUM U CIBIIIAT MEXIY pounM ero ¢amminto. [Iprexapmm
Ha MECTO, OH Y3HAeT 00CTaHOBKY, KOTOpasi eMy CHUJIACh, 3HAKOMHUTCS C YEJIOBEKOM, KOTOPBIA
Ype3BBIYANHO TIOXOK Ha BUJIICHHOTO BO CHE, TOJILKO HEMHOT'O MOCTAPIIE, U KOTOPHI HOCUT
(bamunuio, cabIIaHHy0 BO cHe. OKa3bIBaeTCsl, YTO MPUCHUBLIMICS ObUT OJIU3KO 3HAKOM C €T0
OTIIOM M OH B JIETCTBE YaCTO €ro BUAaI. BpIBacT Takke, 4TO BO CHE MPUXOAUT HA MaMSTh TO, YTO
MBI Ha SIBY BUI€JIH WM CIIBIILIATA MUMOXO0M, HE 00paTHB Toraa ocodoro BHUMaHus. (Ibid.,
1079)]
227 As the review argued, “the joint activity of the higher nerve centers, during the transition to
sleep, is disturbed,” and how “not all cells of these centers function, but only some,” leading to
the way that “brain function decreases to that level of mental state by which dreams are
expressed.” El’pe, “Nauchnaia Khronika. V oblasti psikho-fiziologii: Son i snovideniia.”
Russkaia Rech’ (January 1881): 85-86.
228 Ibid., 90.
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[A] thought that once passed through our consciousness, even if in a dream, can
easily arise again when the necessary association has appeared. It is quite possible
that the same principle of reaction explains Karamzin’s prophetic dream, cited by
Pogodin. During the hopeless illness of his first wife, Karamzin saw in a dream
that he was standing at her dug grave, and “on the other side, Ekaterina
Andreevna (whom he later married) was standing and giving him a hand through
the grave.” Such a dream could make a deep impression on the mind and
influence the course of future events. [...] As a result of this, a number of
prophetic dreams can still be explained by their conscious reaction to will through
the medium of feeling, affect, and mood, although it is a pathological
phenomenon. Pulcheria Ivanovna, an old world landowner, began to wither after a
black cat crossed her path, mainly by virtue of faith, which is beyond doubt, even
though we recognized Pulcheria Ivanovna as a morally morbid type.??’

Whether or not this interpretation seemed acceptable to the contemporary reader, such arguments
show that dreams—Ilong seen as prophetic, and long the domain of fiction writers—had now
entered the domain in which literature worked side by side with science, trying to explain the
inexplicable.

Epilepsy

Readers opening up Chapter 5 of Part 2 of Dostoevsky’s The Idiot, serialized in The
Russian Herald in May 1868, encountered a situation that was also found in professional medical
journals. The description of Prince Myshkin’s epileptic attack is remarkable in its similarity to
clinical reports on the disease, especially in the details about the aura (a period just before the
“falling fit”) and the representation of the unconscious and semiconscious actions associated
with epilepsy:

He fell to thinking, among other things, about his epileptic condition, that there
was a stage in it just before the fit itself (if the fit occurred while he was awake),
when suddenly, amidst the sadness, the darkness of soul, the pressure, his brain
would momentarily catch fire, as it were, and all his life’s forces would be

229 [[M]bIcab, 0qHAXK B IPOLIEIIIAs Ype3 CO3HAHME HALIE, XOTS ObI U BO CHE, JIETKO MOYKET

BO3HUKHYTb CHOBA, KOI'JIa IBUJIAach OTpeOHas 11 TOro accounanus. BecbMa BO3MOXKHO, UTO
TEM K€ IPUHIUIIOM PEAKINK 00bsicHAeTCs U Bemuid coH KapaM3una, npuBoaumelii [loroauHsiv.
Bo Bpems Oe3HazexHON Oosie3HN CBOEH MepBoii xeHbl, KapaM3uH BUeN BO CHE, YTO CTOUT Y
BBIPBITON MOTHWJIBI €€, a «I10 APYTYI0 CTOPOHY cTOMT ExarepuHa AHpeeBHa (Ha KOTOPO OH
MocJyIe KEHUJICS) U Yepe3 MOTHITY TO/IaeT eMy pyKy». Takoi COH MOT POU3BECTH ITyO0KOoe
BIICYATIICHUE HAa YM U MOBJIMATH Ha TeUeHUE OyTyIMX COOBITHH. [...] Benencrsue atoro psia
BEIIMX CHOBHJIEHUH MOKET OBITh 10Ka OOBSICHIEM M CO3HATEIHHOM peakiei ux Ha BOJIIO upe3
MIOCPENICTBO UyBCTBA, a(hekTa, HACTPOCHHUS, XOTS OHA U MPEJCTABIIAET COOOI0 MATOIIOTHIECKOE
asieHue. [lynpxepus MiBaHOBHA, cTapOCBETCKask MOMEIUIIA, CTajla YaXHYTh, I0CJIE TOTO KakK
YepHBII KOT Iiepedexal e Jopory, ri1aBHbIM 00pa3oM B CHITY 6epbl, YTO HE TIOJICKUT
COMHEHHIO, XOTsI Obl MBI U ipu3HaNu [lynbxepuio IBaHOBHY 3a THI 0OJI€3HEHHBIH B
upaBctBeHHOM oTHoImeHud. (Nikolai lakovlevich Grot, Snovideniia, kak predmet nauchnogo
analiza [Kiev: Tipografiia M. P. Fritsa, 1878], 63)]
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strained at once in an extraordinary impulse. The sense of life, of self-awareness,
increased nearly tenfold in these moments, which flashed by like lightning. His
mind, his heart were lit up with an extraordinary light; all his agitation, all his
doubts, all his worries were as if placated at once, resolved in a sort of sublime
tranquility, filled with serene, harmonious joy, and hope, filled with reason and
ultimate cause. But these moments, these glimpses were still only a presentiment
of that ultimate second (never more than a second) from which the fit itself began.
That second was, of course, unbearable. Reflecting on that moment afterwards, in
a healthy state, he had often said to himself that all those flashes and glimpses of a
higher self-sense and self-awareness, and therefore of the “highest being,” were
nothing but an illness, a violation of the normal state, and if so, then this was not
the highest being at all but, on the contrary, should be counted as the very lowest
(225-226).23%°

This representation of the epileptic experience demonstrated Dostoevsky’s awareness, through
his own experience with the disease and his reading of medical case studies. James Rice in his
groundbreaking Dostoevsky and the Healing Art has already demonstrated that medical science
was a major influence on the novelist’s fiction.?*! My survey of Russian medical newspapers and
journals from the time provides additional material for the understanding of Dostoevsky’s
involvement with science. Russian medical organs published many case studies and depictions of
the disease, which was carefully studied by major scientists of the brain, including Thomas
Laycock, Wilhelm Griesinger, Dr. John Hughlings Jackson, and Jean-Martin Charcot.?*? The
discussion of epilepsy touched on the major themes debated in Russian journals, especially the

239 For English translations of The Idiot, I have used Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky,
The Idiot (New York: Vintage, 2003), 225-226. [On 3agymaiicsi, MeX1y IPOYHM, O TOM, YTO B
AMWICTITHYECKOM COCTOSIHUM €T0 ObLIa OIHA CTEIICHB ITOYTH MPE] CAaMBIM MIPUNIAIKOM (eCin
TOJIBKO TPUIAZ0K IPUXO/IHI HasIBY ), KOTJa BAPYT, CPEAU TPYCTH, TyIIEBHOTO MpakKa, JaBJICHUS,
MTHOBEHUSIMU KaK ObI BOCIUIAMEHSUICS €r0 MO3T M C HEOOBIKHOBEHHBIM OPBIBOM HANPATAIHCh
pa3oM Bce JKU3HEHHBIE CHITBI ero. ONIyIeHne )KU3HH, CAMOCO3HAHUS ITOYTH YJECATEPSIIOCH B
9T MTHOBEHHS, IPOAOJKABIINECS KaK MOJHHSA. Y M, CepLe 03apsuIiCh HEOOBIKHOBEHHBIM
CBETOM; BCE BOJHCHUS, BCE COMHEHHSI €T0, BCE OECIIOKOMCTBA KaKk Obl YMHUPOTBOPSIIHCH Pa3oM,
pa3pelanych B KaKOe-TO BBICILIEE CIIOKOKWCTBUE, ITIOHOE ICHOW, TAPMOHUYHOU PalOCTH U
HaJISKIbI, TOJTHOE Pa3yMa U OKOHYATENbHON MpuYuHbL. HO 3TH MOMEHTBI, 3TH Mpo0IeCcKN ObLIH
elle TOJBKO MPETIyBCTBUEM TOW OKOHYATEIBHOW CEKYHIbI (HUKOT/Ia He 00Jiee CEKYH/IbI), C
KOTOPOW HAYMHAJICS CaMBbIi MPHIAI0K. JTa CeKyH/a Oblia, KOHEYHO, HeBBIHOCKMA. PazmymbiBas
00 9TOM MIHOBEHHUU BIIOCJICJICTBUH, yKE B 3J0POBOM COCTOSIHUH, OH 4aCTO TOBOPHII CaM cele:
YTO BEb BCE OTH MOJHUU U TPOOJIECKH BBICIIET0 CAaMOOIIYIICHUS U CAMOCO3HAHWUSI, @ CTaJIO
OBITh M «BBICIIIETO OBITHS», HE UTO HHOE, KaK 00JIE3Hb, KaK HApYIICHHE HOPMAILHOTO
COCTOSIHHMS, @ €CJIH TaK, TO 3TO BOBCE HE BBICIIEE OBITHE, a, HAIIPOTUB, TOJKHO OBITh IIPHYUCICHO
K camomy Husiiemy. (8:187-188)]
231 This is the central argument of James Rice in his Dostoevsky and the Healing Art: An Essay
in Literary and Medical History (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1985).
232 Owsei Temkin has provided the most comprehensive history of epilepsy, including the
developments in science of epilepsy in the mid- to late-19" century in The Falling Sickness: A
History of Epilepsy from the Greeks to the Beginnings of Modern Neurology [1945] (Baltimore:
The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1971).
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unconscious workings of the mind, the nature of dreams and hallucinations, and the role of
spiritual experience in clinical pathology. In an interesting turn, the topic was nearly absent from
the “thick journals” except for Dostoevsky’s take on the subject in The Idiot, serialized in The
Russian Herald. In his representation of epilepsy, Dostoevsky’s novel overlapped with medical
literature, and their common concerns were not limited to epilepsy proper: contemporary
clinicians had increasingly shown that epilepsy could provide a special glimpse into the
workings of the brain. Importantly, this disease challenged the basic assumptions about the
nature of thinking itself and prompted major scientists to reconsider their understanding of the
nervous system.

While discussion of the disease did not make it into the “thick” popular journals, the
professional medical press depicted the disease with special emphasis throughout the 1860s and
1870s. The topic was of intense interest in the early surveys of psychiatric literature in 7he
Military Medical Journal, which reviewed dozens of works on epilepsy alongside works of brain
science, including Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain.?*3 Case studies depicted hallucinations,
unconscious behavior, and other altered states of mind. It catches the eye that these case studies
included reports on subjective experience, including experiences that were rare in other
pathological conditions. In one case, a clinician turned to the experience of a priest who was
“struck with epileptic dizziness [by! porazhen epilepticheskim golovokruzheniiem]” but who
nevertheless did not stop serving the Mass: “he sang extremely slowly and sometimes uttered
incoherent words.”?** In the same article, the patients were described experiencing the epileptic
aura in the form of a “breeze” [veterok] which signaled the coming seizure (this word that was
used by Dostoevsky to describe his own seizures).?*> Another article described a 16-year old
patient who, suddenly encountering a seizure, “felt himself stricken [razbitym], tired
[utomlennym], and unable to think [nesposobnym myslit’],” which was caused, according to the
clinician, by the depressed workings of cerebral arteries in the brain.?3

Some cases spoke directly to the debate about the mechanical function of the nervous
system as exemplified by Sechenov’s experiments on decerebrated frog in Reflexes of the Brain.
One case presented an epileptic patient who experienced attacks of which he was at certain
moments partially conscious and at others completely unconscious. Recalling Bazarov’s frogs,
the clinician described “a full analogy between the experimental observations on the function of
the brain spinal centers in the frog and the pathological observations in the human.”?*” The
depiction of the patient focused on the body, with his movements recalling Sechenov’s frog:

Last year, one of the hospital attendants, Miron Tikhonov, 27 years old, of a
strong physique, “had a seizure.” Having come to the ward, according to the

233 For example, one article reviewed several recent works about the pathology of epilepsy,
mentioned earlier in this chapter: Diukov, P. “Referat ob uspekhakh psikhiatriii v 1861 1 1862 g.
g.” Voenno-Meditsinskii Zhurnal (January 1864), Smes’, 61-85.
234 Anonymous, “Epilepsia (iz klinich. chtenii prof. Trusso v Parizhe),” Voenno-meditsinskii
zhurnal: (January 1862): Smes’, 3-4.
235 Ibid., 4. James Rice notes that Dostoevsky uses the term “veterok” to describe the aura before
a seizure in Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 7; 9-10.
236 Anonymous, “K voprosu o sushchnosti epilepsii,” Moskovskaia Meditsinskaia Gazeta 8
(February 24, 1868): Meditsinskoe obozrenie, 75.
237 P, Sklotovskii, “Primenenie faktov eksperimental’noi fiziologii k ob’iasneniiu i lecheniiu
sluchaia epilepsii,” Meditsinskii Vestnik 16 (April 20, 1868): 145.
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report on the incident, I found the patient in the following condition. He lies on
the floor with his back down and seems to be trying to free himself from 6 people
(4 ministers and 2 paramedics) who are holding him back: [he has] cramps in the
limbs and trunk. From the patient there is the smell of vodka, there is foam at his
mouth; the loss of sensitivity and consciousness is complete; the eyelids are
compressed, the eyes, meanwhile, are hidden deeper than usual in the sockets; the
pupils are normal. After a few seconds, the convulsions stopped, breathing
became more frequent and deepened, the patient lies calmly, pinches do not cause
reflexes; but the hands all the time, as before, are clenched in fists and bent at the
elbows, the legs are straightened, all the muscles are tense, as if they were numb.
[...] I left thinking that this would be the end of the matter. Then I found out that
such a calm state lasted for about 10 minutes, after which the patient seemed to
stretch and regained consciousness. What happened to him? He remembers
nothing and now went to bed.?*®

Such detailed descriptions—but not the explanations offered by medical scientists inspired by the
theory of reflex actions—could have added to Dostoevsky’s fascination with the meanings of the
disease from he himself suffered (a topic for detailed discussion in the next chapter).

Some case studies suggested a more complex situation of the subjective experience of
patients with epilepsy. A work reviewed in the journal The Medical Review (Meditsinskoe
Obozrenie) in 1875 documented several cases of automatic or unconscious behavior during
epileptic seizures by the Austrian physician Maximilian Leidesdorf (1816-1889).23° (These cases
feature similarities with Dostoevsky’s representation of the disease.) One case included the
patient’s own description of her psychic experience during a seizure, linking these experiences to
Peter the Great, Mohammad, Newton, and Petrarch. (Dostoevsky described Mohammad’s
epileptic experience in many of his novels.) The girl’s report details her experience in the first
and third person:

The girl in question, who obviously suffered from epilepsy for a long time, herself
reports about what happens to her during this time: “The day before the seizure

IIPpOIIJIOM Iroay ¢ OJHUM U3 I'OCIIMTAJIBHBIX CJI JKUTEIIeH HUPOHOM 1 UXOHOBBIM JCT
2% [B y y .M T , 27 ner,

KPETIKOTO TEJIOCIOKEHHS, «CITyYHIICs punanoky». [Ipumieamm B nanary, no J0KJIamy o
CITyYHMBIIIEMCSI, I 3aCTaJ] OOJIBHOTO B CICAYIONIEM COCTOSIHUU. OH JICKHUT Ha N0y, CIIMHOW BHH3
1 KakK OyJITO cTapaeTrcs OCBOOOAUTHCS OT 6 uenoBek (4 cimyxkurenei u 2 GpenpamepoB), KOTOpbIE
ero yJIep >KUBAIOT: CyJJOPOTY KOHEUHOCTE! U TyoBuUIAa. OT OOJIBHOTO HECET BOJKOM, Y pTa ero
TNIeHA; TIOTEePs YyBCTBUTEILHOCTH ¥ CO3HAHUSI MTOJTHAS; BEKH CKATHI, I1a3a Kak ObI TITy0xKe
OOBIKHOBEHHOTO CHPSITAHBI B TJIa3HUIAX; 3paYKH HOPMabHBL. Upe3 HECKOIBKO CEKYH]I CYI0POTH
NPEKPATUITUCH, IBIXaHUE YYACTUIOCh U CICNANIOCh IITy0Xe, OOIBHOI JIEKHUT TTOKOWHO, IUIKH HE
BBI3BIBAIOT Pe()IEKCOB; HO PYKH BCE BpeMsl, KaK M IPEXJE, CKAThI B KyJaKaxX M MOJTYCOTHYTHI B
JIOKTSIX, HOTH BBINPSIMIICHBI, BCE MBIIILBI HAIPSDKEHBI, KaK OyITO OKOUeHENH. |...] S ymen,
AyMasi, 4TO 3TUM JeJI0 KOHYHTCs. [10TOM s y3HaJ, 4TO TaKOe MMOKOWHOE COCTOSIHUE
pOJIOJKAIOCh MUHYT 10, TIOCIe Yyero 00bHON Kak Obl TOTSTUBAJICS U MPHIIET B co3HaHue. UTo
OBLIIO ¢ HUM? HMYET0 HE IIOMHUT U ceidac ke jer crnartb. (Ibid., 143.)]
239 Leidersdorf had met Freud in 1885. William Johnston describes Freud’s early meeting with
psychiatrists such as Leidersdorf in The Austrian Mind: An Intellectual and Social History, 1848-
1938, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1983, 231.
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appears, I cannot describe what is happening to me: I have some flickering before
my eyes, | stagger here and there and am not fully aware of myself. I can eat,
drink, and work at the same time.” At this time, when the girl was in such a state,
her landlady made her very indignant with various offensive insinuations. Not
remembering herself, she ran out into the yard and threw a lit match into the barn,
which caused a fire. The next day the accused had a seizure. From the inquiries of
others, it turned out that before a seizure this girl is always in such a state that the
most insignificant reason was always enough for her to become unconscious and
start doing various absurdities.?*

This girl was reported to have committed various acts while in an unconscious state, such as
lighting a barn on fire, and, in one instance, attempting to drown herself. In this report, the
patient’s inner perspective reveals one reality, while the outer point of view of her automatic
behavior shows something entirely separate. This case and many others like it posed a challenge
for the scientific understanding of the difference between the unconscious and the conscious
mind, as well as the difference between first and third person perspectives on experience. These
challenges (as I am about to show in the next chapter) were taken up by literature—first and
foremost, by Dostoevsky.

In another case, a 21-year-old medical student had committed a violent attack on
colleagues with a gun, and while the patient retained memory of the event, he was still deemed to
have been unconscious. The clinician claimed that his recollection was merely an imprint of an
experience that he had not been aware of:

Having calmed down a bit, he grabbed his head with his hands, saying, “where
am [?” and staggered again. While they went to call more people, the patient
disappeared. But very soon he appeared in a student’s room with a sword [s
rappirom] in his hands and made another attack. [...] This is where the paroxysm
ends. From a state of intense excitement, the patient passed into a theatrical air [v
teatral 'nuiu affektatsiiu]; playing the role of a stage hero, he waved the sword, but
at the suggestion of the student foreman he immediately gave up the weapon.
Having dressed more decently, he followed the foreman into his room and,
lighting a cigar offered to him, began to speak perfectly intelligently. At this time,
he remembered that he shot at his comrades and attacked some with a sword in

240 [ITeymika, 0 KOTOPOH HET pevb U KOTOpask 3aBEIOMO JIABHO CTPajalia SIMIIETICHEN, TaK caMa
cooO0IIaeT 0 TOM, YTO OBIBAET C HEIO B ATO BpeMsi: «3a IeHb 0 MOSBICHHS MPUIIAJKA, 1 HE MOTY
OIUCAaTh, YTO JENIAETCS CO MHOIO: Y MEHS YTO-TO MEJIbKAET Mepesl Iila3aMH, 5 IaTaroch Tya U
CIO/Ia ¥ HE BIIOJIHE CO3Har0 ceOs. SI Mory B TO e BpeMsl €CTh, TUTh U paboTaTh». — B 3T0 Bpems,
KOTJIa 9Ta JIeBYyIIKa OblIa B TAKOM COCTOSTHHUH, €€ MPHUBeJia X03siKa ee B CHIIbHOE HETOJJOBaHUE
Pa3IUYHBIMU OCKOPOUTENbHBIMU HaMekaMHu. Ta, He moMHs ceOs1, BpIOEKasa Ha JBOp M Opocuia
3a3OKEHHYIO CIIMUKY B ambap, OT4ero npou3oén noxap. Ha npyroit nens y oOBHHIEMOI
SIBUJICSI TIPHUIAJOK. M3 paccipocoB OKpy KaroIKX 0Ka3aioch, YTO JEBYILKA ATA NEpe
MIPUIIAJKOM BCETJ]a HAXOAUTCS B TAKOM COCTOSTHHH, YTO CaMOW HE3HAUUTENbHOW MPUYHHBI OBLIO
BCEr/ia I0CTaTOYHO, YTOOBI OHA MpHIILIa B OeccO3HATEIBHOE COCTOSHHE U CTaja JefaTh pa3Hble
uenernocty. (Sprimon, “Prof. Leidesdorf.—Ueber epileptische Geistesstorung.—Epilepticheskoe
pomeshatel’stvo [Medic. Jahrbiicher. 2. H. p. 157],” Meditsinskoe Obozrenie [June 1875]:
“Bolezni nervnoi systemy,” 437-438)]
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his hand. He said that for some time he had been haunted by thoughts of
committing murder, his hand itched to stab or strangle someone. He’s glad he
didn’t hurt anyone. [...] Then again, he remembered about the death of his father,
saying he had learned about it from a friend. On the way, he shuddered several
times, pointed at one passerby, believing that he was watching him in order to kill
him, and he suspected some of his comrades of the same.?*!

Remarking on this case, the clinician argued: “The concept of ‘consciousness of action,’ in the
sense that the word is commonly understood, therefore, must be limited; consciousness is not yet
responsibility, it does not exclude the mechanical nature of the action, and the recollection of the
completed action does not prove that the perpetrator was in his right mind at the moment of
action.”*? This case study not only challenged the basic philosophical and scientific assumptions
about the distinction between conscious and unconscious experience, but also posed the problem
of responsibility, with its moral and legal implications.

In the next year, the medical journal The Medical Review reported on a remarkable case
handled by the famous clinician Richard von Krafft-Ebing. In the original German publication
Krafft-Ebing emphasized that this epileptic patient experienced states of semi-consciousness that
were similar to those found in literature he had been reading: “he loved reading novels, stories
about knights, and was often unable to tell reading apart from” and “had often relived romantic
plots at work that he had seen at the theatre.”?*3 The case, as reported in the Russian journal,
described the patient reliving scenes inspired by his “romantic inclinations” in vivid detail,
including a shifting sense of fantasy and reality:

241 [V CrOKOMBIIKCH HECKOJILKO, OH CXBATHII PYKaMH CBOKO T'OJIOBY, TOBOPS: «TJI€E 17» U CHOBA

3amaraics. [loka mouuim 3BaTh emie aroaen, 0onpHON cue3. Ho 04eHb CKOpO OH MOSIBUIICS B
KOMHATe OJJHOTO CTY/IEHTA C PAIllIUPOM B PyKax U cjeial HoBoe HamajaeHwue. [...| Tyt
MapoKcu3M KoH4YaeTcs. M3 COCTOSIHUS CUITbHEHIIero BO30y KAeH s 00JIbHO mepernien B
TeaTpasbHyI0 adekTanuio; pa3pUrpsiBas poiib CIIECHUYECKOT0 Ieposi, OH Maxajl panimupoM, HO
0 TIPEUIOKEHUIO CTYAEHTCKOTO CTAPIIMHBI TOTYAC OTAal opyxue. OeBIIrch NONpUINYHEE, OH
TIOIIIENT 32 CTAPIIMHOIO B €r0 KOMHATY M, 3aKypUB NPEJIOKEHHYIO €My CHrapy, Haduajl TOBOPUTh
COBEpILEHHO pa3yMHO. B 3T0 BpeMst OH MOMHIII, YTO CTPEJISUT B TOBAPHIIEH U HA HEKOTOPBIX
HaraJaJ co IMINaroko B pyke. PacckaspiBall, 4To y’ke ¢ HEKOTOPOTO BPEMEHHU €T0 Mpeciie10BaIn
MBICJIH O COBEpIICHNHU YOUICTBA, pyKa Yecanach, 4TOOBI 3aK0OJIOTh WM 33 yIIHTh KOTO-HUOYIb.
OH paa, 94TO HUKOTO HE paHul. [...] [loToM OH OnsATH BCHOMHHII O CMEPTH OTLA, TOBOPS, UTO
y3HaJs 00 3ToM oT npusiTens. [1o 1opore OH HECKOJIBKO pa3 B3JpariuBall, yKa3blBasl Ha OJHOTO
MIPOXO’KET0, MoJIaras, 4To TOT CIEIUT 32 HUM, YTOObI yOUTH €ro, 3a110JJO3PUII B TOM K€
HeKoTopbIx ToBapuuiei. (Bernard Solomonovich Rozenberg, “Epilepticheskie formy
umopomeshatel’stva i znachenie ikh dlia sudebno-psikhiatricheskoi ekspertizy,” Moskovskaia
Meditsinskaia Gazeta 24 [June 14, 1875], 783-784)]
242 [TIoHATHE «CO3HATENHLHOCTH AECHCTBHSA», B TOM CMBICIIE KaK OOBIKHOBEHHO IIOHUMAIOT 3TO
CJIOBO, CJIEIOBATENHHO, TOJIKHO OBITh OTPaHUYNBAEMO; CO3HATEIBHOCTD HE €CTh eIl
BMEHSEMOCTb, HE UCKITIOYAeT MAITMHAIIBHOCTH JEHCTBUS, 1 BOCTIOMHHAHUE O COBEPIICHHOM
JeCTBUU HE JOKA3bIBACT, YTO COBEPIIMBIINIA HAXOAUJICS B MOMEHT JISSTHUS B 3[paBOM yMe.
(Ibid., 788)]
243 Rudolf von Krafft-Ebing, Arbeiten aus dem Gesammigebiet der Psychiatrie und
Neuropathologie, 111. Heft., Leipzig: Johann Ambrosius Barth, 1898, 24.
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A 22-year-old young man of a weak physique and a nervous temperament with a
hereditary disposition to epilepsy, from childhood was distinguished by romantic
inclinations and an unbridled imagination. From the 19" year, epileptic seizures
began to happen at irregular, rather long (several months) intervals. The patient
fell unconscious and after a few minutes came to himself after a fit of convulsive
sobs. The seizure was proclaimed by a vasomotor aura, which was expressed by a
sensation of cold, rising from the feet to the head. From that time on, also at
irregular intervals, the patient began to fall into a state that he himself
characterizes as “meaningless”; his thoughts at the same time were completely
confused and the patient retained only an aggregated memory of what was
happening to him at that time. The harbingers of such a seizure were a dull noise
in the ears and hallucinations of the sense of smell and sight (the suffocating smell
of sulfur and terrible ghosts). In addition, in recent years, at times there have been
seizures of a kind of clouding of consciousness, and the patient either acted in the
sense of his romantic fantasies and dreams, which seemed to the patient as if
“imposed” on him, or he performed unprovoked, purely impulsive actions. It so
happened that at night he walked the streets in a semi-conscious state. Once he
had an unprovoked idea of going to the city L. Waking up the next day, to his
great amazement, in L., the patient could not understand how he got there.
Recently, seizures of dullness have been combined with expansive delusions and
impulsive actions; in this state, the patient took for reality his usual fantasies, the
play of his heated imagination. For example, he considered himself a commander
winning brilliant victories, and so on. Suddenly ceasing to dream, he immediately
realized the inconsistency of his dreams with reality. And the patient had only an
aggregated recollection of these seizures.?**

22-11eTHUI MOJIOJION YeJIOBEK CIa00ro TeNOCI0KEHNS U HEPBHOTO TEMIIEpaMEHTa ¢
HACJIEACTBEHHBIM PACIIOJIOKEHHUEM K SIWIEIICUH, C JETCTBA OTJIMYAJICS POMAaHTUYECKUMHU
HAKJIOHHOCTSIMH U pa3Hy3AaHHBIM BooOpaxkeHuem. C 19-ro roga ¢ HUM CTaJlu CITy4aThCs
SNWIENITUYECKUE PUNIAJKU YE€pPE3 HENPABUIIbHBIE, JOBOJIBHO MPOJIOJIKUTENBHBIE (B HECKOIBKO
MECSIIIEB) IPOMEXKYTKH BpeMeHH. bonbHOI magan 6e3 4yBCTB U 4epe3 HECKOIBKO MUHYT
MIPUXOIHI B ce0s Tociie MpUMaIka CyJOpoXKHbIX pbiianuil. [Ipunagok Bo3Bemancs
Ba30MOTOPHOM aypoii, BEIpaXkaBIIEHCs OLIYIIIEHHEM X0JI0/1a, TOTHUMABIIMMCS C HOT K rojioBe. C
3THX K€ TOP, TAKKE Yepe3 HEeMPaBUIIbHBIC TPOMEXKYTKH BPEMEHH, OOJIbHOM CTall BIalaTh B
COCTOSIHUE, KOTOPOE OH CaM XapaKTepU3yeT KaK «O0eCCMBICIEHHOE; MBICIH IIPU ATOM
COBEPILEHHO CITyTHIBAIUCH M O IIPOUCXOASAIIEM C HUM B 3TO BpeMsi OOJILHOM COXPaHSIT TOIBKO
CyMMapHoOe BoclioMuHaHue. [IpeaBecTHUKaMu Takoro MpUIaAKa SBJILIMCH IIYXOU IIyM B yIIax
Y TAJUTIOIHALIMY OOOHSHUS U 3peHus (YAyIUTUBBIN 3amax cepbl ¥ cTpalHble npu3paku). Kpome
TOT0, B TIOCJIETHHE TOBI 110 BpeMeHaM MPOUCXOIMIN PUTIAJIKH CBOCOOPA3HOTO TOMpPayuCHHS
CO3HaHUS, P YeM OOJIBHOM MK JIeCTBOBAJI B CMBICIIE CBOMX POMaHMUYECKUX (haHTa3Hi U
MeUYTaHHUH, KOTOpbIe Ka3aJuCh OOJLHOMY KaK Obl «HaBS3aHHBIMIY €My, WU 5K€ COBEpILA HUUYEM
HE MOTHBHPOBAHHBIE, YNCTO-UMITYJIbCUBHBIE IEHCTBH. Tak ObIBao, 9TO OH IO HOYAM
MIPOTYJIMBAJICA IO yIUIAaM B IOJTy0ecco3HAaTeIbHOM COCTOSIHUM. Pa3 eMy mpuiia B rojoBy
HHAYEM HEe MOTUBUPOBAHHAs MBIC/Ib OTIIPaBUTHCA B ropo L. [IpocHyBmIMCE HA Apyrou AeHs, K
BEITMKOMY CBOEMY M3YMIJICHHIO, B L., 00JIbHOI HUKAaK HE MOT MOHSTh, KaK OH TyJia morain.—B
nocjeHee BpeMsl IPHUIAIKU IIOMPAYEeHUsI COZHAHUS CTAIU KOMOMHUPOBATHCS C SKCIIAHCHBHBIM
OpeoM U UMITYJIbCUBHBIMU JACUCTBUSMHE; B ’TOM COCTOSIHUM OOJILHON MPUHUMAJ 3a
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Readers of Dostoevsky’s The Idiot may recognize many similarities between the experience of
Prince Myshkin and a clinical case described in a medical source. More importantly, the case and
the novel drew on common concerns: How can we tell whether one’s mental experience is real?
What is the distinction between the various conscious, semiconscious, and unconscious states of
mind? Here, the medical case, in its exploration of the shifting boundary between the real and the
non-real, explicitly drew on literature and literary imagination. The stage was set for closer
interaction between medical science and the novel.

JeMCTBUTENFHOCTh CBOM OOBIYHBIE (DaHTA3HH, UTPY CBOETO Pa3ropsiueHHOr0 BOOOpakeHus,
Harp. CUYUTal ceOs MOJIKOBOIIEM, O/ICPKIBAIOLIEM OJIMCTaTeIbHBIC TOOSbI, U T. 1. Bipyr
nepecTaBast IPe3uTh, OH TOTYAC YKE MOHUMaJl HECOOTBETCTBUE CBOMX MEUTAHHU C
JCUCTBUTEILHOCTRIO. 1 00 3THX mpHMaakax y 00JIbHOTO OCTaBaIOCh TOJIBKO CYMMapHOE
BocnomuHanue. (V. Kandinskii, “Krafft-Ebing. — Ueber epileptoide Ddmmer-und
Traumzustinde.—Ob epileptoidnykh sostoianiiakh, podobnykh grezam i snovideniiam. [Allg.
Zeitschr. f. Psychiatrie, Bd. XSXXIII. Hft. 2. 1876],” Meditsinskoe Obozrenie [ August 1876]:
Otdel’ I, Bolezni nervnoi systemy, 107-108)]
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Chapter Two
The Split Mind: Epilepsy and the Narrative Discoveries of The Idiot

Introduction

In 1888, the British neurologist and “father” of modern neurology, Dr. John Hughlings
Jackson (1835-1911), published in the journal Brain the first-person report of an epileptic patient
which described automatic thoughts and an altered state of mind known as the “dreamy state:

In October 1887 I was travelling along the Metropolitan Railway, meaning
to get out at the fourth station and walk to a house half a mile off. I
remember reaching the second station, and I then recollect indistinctly the
onset of an 'aura,' in which the conversation of two strangers in the same
carriage seemed to be the repetition of something I had previously
known—a recollection, in fact. The next thing of which I have any
memory was that [ was walking up the steps of the house (about a half
mile from the fourth station), feeling in my pocket for a latch-key. I
remembered almost at once that I had had a petit-mal coming on at the
second station, and was surprised to find myself where I was. I recollected
that I had meant to reach the house no later than 12:45, and had been
rather doubtful in the train whether I should be in time. I looked at my
watch and found it within a minute or two of 12:45. I searched my pockets
for the ticket, which was to the fourth station, found it gone, and
concluded that I must have passed the third station, got out at the fourth,
given up my ticket and walked on as I had previously intended, though I
had no memory of anything since the second station some ten or twelve
minutes previously. I imagine that I had carried out my intention
automatically and without memory.?#?

This patient, whom Dr. Jackson called “Dr. Z,” became a paradigmatic case for a special type of
epilepsy called “temporal lobe epilepsy,” which, according to Jackson, involved “double
consciousness,” the experience in which the normal state of mind coexisted with the epileptic
“dreamy state” and a feeling of reminiscence. Dr. Jackson may have taken the term “double
consciousness” from George Eliot, who used the phrase in the short story “The Lifted Veil”
(1859); Herbert Spencer used it as well.?*¢ Dr. Z, who was identified as Dr. Arthur Myers, was
associated with Victorian scientists and authors such as William Whewell and William James.
His brother, Frederick W. H. Myers, was a reputable philologist who wrote a book on the

245 “On a Particular Variety of Epilepsy (‘Intellectual Aura’), One Case with Symptoms of
Organic Brain Disease” [1888], Selected Writings of John Hughlings Jackson, Vol. 2, ed. James
Taylor (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1931), 404.
246 See Martin N. Raitiere, The Complicity of Friends: How George Eliot, G. H. Lewes, and John
Hughlings-Jackson Encoded Herbert Spencer’s Secret (Lewisburg: Bucknell University Press,
2012), 185-187. The term was commonplace at the time, appearing in the opening pages of
Feuerbach’s Essence of Christianity (1841), which Eliot had translated.
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unconscious.?*” A trained physician and a man of letters, Dr. Myers gave reliable narrative
records of his experiences, including lapses in memory, displacements in space and time,
automatic thoughts, and “double consciousness.” Since such reports of subjective experience
were relatively uncommon in the 19" century, Dr. Z’s narrative provided medical science with a
rare glimpse into the epileptic mind.?*?

For readers of Dostoevsky’s The Idiot, Dr. Z’s self-report may seem to be strikingly
similar to the famous scene in Chapter 5 of Part 2, in which the protagonist, Prince Myshkin,
lives through a similar experience at a railway station, including memory lapses, confused
thinking, and displacements in space and time. It has been noted that Dostoevsky, who suffered
from epilepsy, used his own experience to describe his protagonist’s condition. What is more,
Dostoevsky’s novel has long been recognized not only for its striking depiction of the epileptic
mind, but also for its innovative narrative technique, including (but not limited to) style indirect
libre, or free-indirect discourse.?* It has also been shown that the character’s split subjectivity

247 For a short biography of Myers, see David C. Taylor and Susan M. Marsh, “Hughlings
Jackson’s Dr. Z: the paradigm of temporal lobe epilepsy revealed,” Journal of Neurology,
Neurosurgery, and Psychiatry 43 (1980). Frederick W. H. Myers’s work on the unconscious was
originally published in 1903 and was reviewed by William James: Human Personality and Its
Survival of Bodily Death (New Hyde Park, N.Y.: University Books, 1961).
248 On the rarity of subjective experience in case reports in the 19" century, see Jan Goldstein,
“The Uses of Male Hysteria: Medical and Literary Discourse in Nineteenth Century France,”
Representations, No. 34 (Spring, 1991), 136-137.
249 Scholars have long turned to Dostoevsky’s The Idiot, especially Chapter 5 of Part 2, for the
novel’s innovations in narrative technique. Mikhail Bakhtin’s classic study on Dostoevsky’s
novels (Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, 1963) as a part of his understanding of the novelist’s
polyphonic novel. Other early critics of the novel argued that the novel’s special form was
specifically tied to its thematic elements (Skaftymov, A. P. “Tematicheskaia kompozitsiia
romana ‘Idiot’,” 1924). Robin Feuer Miller’s pioneering study on narrative, Dostoevsky and The
Idiot: Author, Narrator, and Reader (1981), maps the relationship in the novel between the
implied author, the narrator, and the actual or implied reader. In particular, in Part 2 of the novel,
she provides a groundbreaking reading of Dostoevsky’s adoption of the gothic mode in the
famous scene of Myshkin’s epileptic fit (16-117). Roy Pascal, in his study of free indirect
discourse, analyzes Dostoevsky’s special use of the technique in Chapter 5 of Part 2 alongside
other 19" century novels (The Dual Voice: Free Indirect Speech and Its Functioning in the
Nineteenth Century European Novel, 126-132). Elizabeth Dalton (Unconscious Structure in
“The Idiot”: A Study in Literature and Psychoanalysis) approaches narrative in The Idiot from a
psychoanalytic perspective, focusing on the relationship between the conscious and unconscious
mind in the novel. She reads Chapter 5 of Part 2 through this lens (107-116), arguing,
“Myshkin’s epileptic seizure [...] is the fullest dramatic revelation of the unconscious motifs at
work in the book™ (108). Recently, scholars have offered other ways to understand narrative in
the novel. Deborah Martinsen, in Surprised by Shame: Dostoevsky’s Liars and Narrative
Exposure (Columbus, OH: Ohio State University Press, 2003) focuses on the “narrative strategy”
seen in the novel’s “dynamics of shame” (xiii); in the case of The Idiot, the narrative in the novel
“consistently exposes, thematizes, and comments on the dynamics of exposure” (148). Other
scholars have demonstrated the ethical questions raised by the novel’s narrative. Such is Sarah
Young’s Dostoevsky’s “The Idiot” and the Ethical Foundations of Narrative: Reading,
Narrating, Scripting (London: Anthem Press, 2004), who describes the special situation of what
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during the epileptic fit was used by Dostoevsky as a metaphor for the life and death of Christ.?°
In more ways than one, for Dostoevsky, the experience of this pathological condition reached far
beyond the aims of medical science. (And this novelist was not alone: there is a parallel case of a
novelist who may have suffered from epilepsy and whose narrative experiments produced
innovative techniques, Gustave Flaubert.)

she calls the interactive narrative “scripting” in the novel, where characters are “enacting their
stories in order to provoke the other into an active rejoinder, transforming story-telling into a
form of roleplay in which all the characters are participants” (17). Young pays special attention
to “scripting” in Chapter 5 of Part 2 (104-105). Recently, Alexander Spektor (Reader as
Accomplice: Narrative Ethics in Dostoevsky and Nabokov, Evanston, IL: Northwestern
University Press, 2020) has considered the ethical dimension in narrative in The Idiot, providing
the convincing argument that the “lack of narrative coherence transfers into an interpretive
anxiety in the reader” (83): readers are faced with potentially unresolvable questions concerning
the ethical formation of their subjectivity” (86). (See also Malcolm Jones on the question of
incoherence in the narrative structure of the novel.) In this context of the reader’s culpability in
reading the novel, Spektor considers the scene of Myshkin’s epileptic fit (98-101). On the
question of the representation of time during the epileptic seizure, see also Olga Matich, “Time
and Memory in Dostoevsky’s Novels, or Nastasya Filippovna in Absentia” (2016).

250 Scholars have studied the topic of the interaction of religion and science in the context of
Dostoevsky’s novels, especially The Idiot. Such is the focus of Michael Holquist’s provocative
and still valid study of Dostoevsky and time, Dostoevsky and the Novel (1977), where he argues
that Myshkin, through his epileptic split experience in time, “re-enacts the life-death-and-
transfiguration of Christ, as if Christ were not the Messiah, but as if he were an individual”
(107). (On the question of the representation of time during the epileptic seizure, see also Olga
Matich, “Time and Memory in Dostoevsky’s Novels, or Nastasya Filippovna in Absentia, The
Slavic and East European Journal 60.3 (Fall 2016): 397-421.) Knapp similarly follows this line
of thinking about Myshkin as a Christ figure in “Myshkin Through a Murky Glass, Guessingly,”
in Dostoevsky’s “The Idiot”: A Critical Companion, ed. Liza Knapp (Evanston, IL:
Northwestern University Press, 1998). Harriet Murav (Holy Foolishness: Dostoevsky’s Novels
and the Poetics of Cultural Critique) makes a convincing case to view Myshkin’s epileptic
illness through medical science, but rather through the paradigm of the “holy fool” who she
argues is the “site of resistance to the ‘age of positivism and science’” (8). Liza Knapp (The
Annihilation of Inertia: Dostoevsky and Metaphysics, Evanston, IL: Northwestern University
Press, 1996) considers a similar tension between science and religion as a cornerstone of
Dostoevsky’s work, including The Idiot. Paul Fung (Dostoevsky and the Epileptic Mode of
Being, London: Legenda, 2015) locates the moment of crisis, founded in epilepsy (as seen in the
epileptic attack in Chapter 5 of Part 2), reading it as a “kind of postponement, a subjectivity
which is infinitely deferred” (4). Molly Brunson has recently echoed these claims in her book,
Russian Realisms: Literature and Painting, 1840-1890 (Dekalb, IL: Northern Illinois University
Press, 2016), describing how, especially in the context of The Idiot, it is the “correlation of
aesthetic and religious objectives” that “distinguishes Dostoevsky’s realism so markedly from
that of his contemporaries” (163). Alyson Tapp connects the scenes with Myshkin’s epileptic fits
to the overall question of the emotion of embarrassment in the novel, including the linkages
between pathology and theology: “Embarrassment in The Idiot,” The Slavic and East European
Journal 60.3 (Fall 2016), 422-446.
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This chapter will view the depiction of epilepsy in The Idiot in the context of science of
the brain in the mid-19" century, including such case studies as the patient Dr. Z. My goal is to
explore the link between the narrative discoveries for which The Idiot has been celebrated with
Dostoevsky’s attempts to represent the workings of the epileptic mind, rooted in his personal
experience as a patient and in his awareness of contemporary medical science. To this end, I will
provide contemporary clinical cases in which physicians, using the self-reports of their patients,
made attempts to represent the workings of the epileptic mind. In the end, I will show how the
novelist used epilepsy in order to model the complexities of human psyche and the immortality
of the human soul in the novel’s narrative.

Dostoevsky and Epilepsy

Dostoevsky suffered from epilepsy his entire life, as documented in letters and
notebooks, including those to friends and acquaintances. Dostoevsky described his epileptic
attacks in personal correspondence beginning in the 1840s and in seizure records from 1860-
1880. The seizure records list dozens of attacks. Dostoevsky recorded the time and duration of
each attack and, in some cases, described his experience in more detail. James Rice, in his
pioneering Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, performed the most extensive and insightful
investigation of Dostoevsky’s epilepsy, including these records, in the context of the medicine of
his time, and I build on and extend Rice’s work by looking at the narrative representation of the
mind in The Idiot.>>!

In one letter to his brother, Mikhail Mikhailovich Dostoevsky, written from Siberia on
July 30, 1854, Dostoevsky speaks of “strange attacks”:

I live here in isolation; I am hiding from people like usual. By the same token I
was under watch for five years, and so it is my greatest pleasure to sometimes find
myself alone. In general, penal servitude took a lot out of me and brought me
much. I, for example, already wrote you about my illness. Strange attacks, similar
to the falling sickness, and yet not like the falling sickness. Someday I will write
you more about it.?>?

In this letter, as was common in his correspondence, he describes epileptic seizures but does not
elaborate on their precise nature.

In one entry from the seizure records on January 7/19, 1870, Dostoevsky describes a
“contemplative state” and “hypochondrial depression” after the initial seizure:

251 James Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art: An Essay in Literary and Medical History.
Brian Johnson writes on the links between Dostoevsky’s knowledge of epilepsy and the
condition of the character Myshkin: “Diagnosing Prince Myshkin,” Slavic and East European
Journal 56.3 (2012): 377-393.
252 [)KuBy 5 311€Ch YEQMHEHHO; OT JKOJIEH 110 OOBIKHOBEHHUIO NPAYyCh. K TOMY e s IATh JIeT Obi
10J] KOHBOEM, ¥ IOTOMY MHE BeJIMYaiIiee HACIaXJICHUE OUyTUThCS HHOTIa 0JJHOMY. BooOie
KaTopra MHOTO BbIBEJIa U3 MEHS M MHOTO TIPHBHJIA KO MHE. 51, Hanpumep, yxke mucai tede o
Moeit 6os1e3uu. CTpaHHbIE IPUTIAJIKY, TOXO0XKHE Ha A y4yI0 H, OJHAKO X, He naxydas. Kormia-
HUOYy b Harnminy o Heil moapobHee. (28.1:180)] Citations of Dostoevsky are from the 30-volume
“Nauka” edition: Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, ed. G. M. Fridlender et. al. 30 vols. Leningrad:
Nauka, 1972-1990. Unless otherwise marked, translations are my own.
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An attack at 6 o’clock in the morning (the day and almost the very hour
Tropman’s execution [in Paris]). I wasn’t aware of it, awoke after 8, with
consciousness of [having experienced] an attack. Head ached, body battered. NB.
(In general the aftermath of attacks, i.e. nervousness, shortness of memory, an
intensified and foggy so-to-speak contemplative state [sozersatel 'noe sostoianie]
now continues longer than in former years. Formerly it would pass in three days,
but now it actually takes six. Especially evenings with candles there is an
objectless hypochondriacal depression [grust’] and a seemingly red bloody tint
(not a color) on everything. Working during these days is nearly impossible. (I'm
writing this note on the 6" day after the attack.) (Translation adjusted)?*

Here, Dostoevsky speaks of an altered state of mind that would last days after an epileptic attack
and points to visual disturbances (“a seemingly red bloody tint (not a color) on everything”).
Like in another example, there is a hint that there was more to the novelist’s experience than he
would describe in vague terms in the letters.

In another attack in his seizure records from February 10/January 29, 1870, Dostoevsky
elaborates further when he states he experienced “mystical terror’:

At three o’clock in the morning an attack of extreme severity in the hallway,
while awake. I fell and banged my forehead. Completely unaware and
unconscious, | yet carried the lighted candle quite safely into my room and locked
the window and only then realized that I had had an attack. I awoke Anya and told
her; she wept a lot when she saw my face. I began calming her when suddenly I
had another attack, while awake, in Anya’s room (Liuba had been taken away
[with a nurse]—a quarter hour after the first. When I came to, my head ached
terribly, for a long while I could not speak correctly. Anya spent the night with
me. (Mystical terror in the most severe degree.) Now it is four days since the
attack and my head is still not very clear.?>*

253 Translated by James Rice, “Dostoevsky’s Seizure Records,” Dostoevsky and the Healing Art,

293. [TIpumanok B 6 yacoB yTpa (JIeHb U MOYTH yac Ka3Hu Tpormana). [ ero He cibixadn,
IpocHyJIcs B 9-oM yacy, ¢ co3HaHHeM npumnajaka. ['onoBa Oomnena, Teno pazouro. NB. (Boobuie
CJIEZICTBHE TIPUTIAJIKOB, TO €CTh HEPBHOCTh, KOPOTKOCTh MAMSATH, YCHJICHHOE U TYMaHHOE, KaK ObI
CO3epLATENbHOE COCTOSIHUE — MPOJOJIKAIOTCS TETEPh J0JbIIE, UeM B IpeKHUE roasl. [Ipexne
MIPOXO/MJIO B TPH JHS, a TeTeph pa3Be B mecTh AHel. OcoOeHHO 1o Beuepam, Ipu cBeuax,
OecripeIMeTHas! HTIOXOHIPHYECKas TPYCTh U KaK Obl KpacHBIN, KPOBaBBIN OTTEHOK (HE IIBET) Ha
BCEM. 3aHUMATHCS B TH JIHU MTOYTH HEBO3MOXKHO. (3aMeTKy MUILy Ha 6-i eHb MOCIie
npunazaka). (27:100-101)]

254 Translated by James Rice, “Dostoevsky’s Seizure Records,” Dostoevsky and the Healing Art,
293. [B Tpu yaca NonoJyHO4YH NPUIaJ0K YpE3BbIUATHON CUIIBI, B CEHAX, HasBY. S ynan u
pa36un cebe 106. Huuero He mOMHS U HE CO3HABasA, B COBEPILICHHOM LEIOCTH MPUHEC, OJTHAKO
e, B KOMHATY 3a3OKEHHYIO CBEUY II 3arep OKHO, ¥ TOTOM YK€ J0rajalics, 4To y MeHs ObLI
npunaaok. Pazdyann AHio U ckaszal eif, OHa OYeHb IUIaKajia, yBUIaB Moe JIUIo. 5 cTai ee
yroBapuBaTh U BAPYT CO MHOH OMSATH CAENAJICS MPUNIAIOK, HasiBy, B KoMHaTe y Auu (JIro0y
BBIHECJIM) — YETBEPTh Yaca CIyCTs Moclie epBoro npumnaaka. Korjga ounyncs, yxacHo 6oena
roJI0Ba, JOJITr0 HE MOT IIPaBUJIBHO TOBOPUTh; AHS HOueBaia co MHOM. (MucTudeckuii crpax B
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In this entry, Dostoevsky depicts the unconscious act of carrying a lit candle and states that he
experienced what appears to be a headache for days but provides few details. What was the true
nature of his mental state during these moments? As can be seen from these three examples,
Dostoevsky’s seizure records do not give a complete account of his inner experience of epilepsy,
and he rarely details moments that were at all similar to the manifestation of epilepsy seen in The
Idiot. Even so, there are moments that suggest a more complex mental experience that he
described in his diaries and letters. Readers are left to fill in the blanks.

Dostoevsky’s friend, Sof’ia Kovalevskaia, recalled how he told a story of an epileptic
attack in Siberia that appears to provide a clearer lens into his mental experience during an
epileptic fit, including a religious experience:

“I felt, said F. M., “that heaven descended to earth and swallowed me. I really
attained God, and was imbued with him. ‘Yes, God exists!’ I cried. And I recalled
no more. All of you healthy people,” he continued, “don’t even suspect what
happiness is, that happiness which we epileptic experience for a second before an
attack. Muhammad avows in his Koran that he saw Paradise and was in it. All the
wise fools are convinced that he is simply a liar and deceiver. But no! He does not
lie! He actually was in Paradise during an attack of epilepsy, from which he
suffered just as I do. I don’t know whether that blessedness lasts seconds or hours
or months, but trust my word, all the joys which life can give I would not take in
exchange for it!”2%

If we believe Kovalevskaia, Dostoevsky may have derived a famous moment in The Idiot—the
comparison between an altered state of the epileptic mind and Muhammad’s mystical vision
(which legend ascribes to epilepsy)—from his own experience as an epileptic.2® While such a
record was not written by the novelist himself, one wonders whether he had had an experience so
similar to that of his own character.

Others who knew Dostoevsky offer further evidence for the nature of his attacks. Nikolai
Strakhov, Dostoevsky’s first biographer and friend who witnessed several of his epileptic
attacks, makes a point to connect the novelist’s mind with his literary creativity:

CWJIbHENIIEH cTeneHu.) BoT yke yeTBepo CyTOK NMpUNAAKy, U F0JI0Ba MOs €l1e OYEHb HE CBEXa.
(27:101)]
255 Translated by James Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 84. [— W s mouyBCcTBOBAI, —
pacckasbiBan @enop MuxaitnoBuy, — 4T0 HEOO COIIIO HA 3€MIIIO U TTOTIIOTUIIO MEHs. S
peaibHO TOCTUT Oora U MpOoHUKHYJCS M. [la, ecTh 60r! — 3akpuya s, — u OOJbIIIE HUYETO HE
noMHI0. — BBl Bce, 310pOBbIe JH0A1, — MPOOJIKAI OH, — U HE M0/I03pPEBAETE, ¥MmMo TaKOe
CYACThE, TO CUACTHE, KOTOPOE UCIIBITHIBAEM MBI SMUJIETITUKH, 32 CEKYH]y Mepe]] IPUIIaIKOM.
Marowmer yBepsiet B cBoeM Kopane, uto Bujen paii 1 Obl1 B HeM. Bce yMHBIE ypaku yOexK1eHbl,
YTO OH MpocTo JryH U oomManmk! AH Het! OH He jokeT! OH eHCTBUTENBHO OBLIT B paro B
MpUIAIKe Magydeld, KOTOpOo cTpajal, Kak u a. He 3Hato, AUTCs 11 3TO 071aKEHCTBO CEKYH/IbI,
WX YaChl, WK MECALbI, HO, BEPHTE CJIOBY, BCE PAJJOCTH, KOTOPHIE MOXKET J1aTh KU3Hb, HE B35
on1 51 3a Hero! (S. V. Kovalevskaia, Vospominaniia detstva, Povesti [Moscow: Izdatel’stvo
“Nauka”, 1974], 76)]
256 See Jacques Catteau, Dostoyevsky and the Process of Literary Creation [1978], trans. from
French by Audrey Littlewood (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 115; n133, 473.
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In [F. M.] there was revealed with extraordinary clarity a special sort of
bifurcation, whereby the person gives himself up to certain quite vivid thoughts
and feelings, yet preserves in his psyche an unyielding and unshakeable point,
from which he looks at his own self, his thoughts and feelings. He himself
[Dostoevsky] sometimes would speak of this trait, and he called it “reflection.” As
a result of this psychic structure a person always retains the ability to judge that
which fills his psyche; various feelings and moods can occur in the psyche
without taking control of it completely, and from this deep psychic center energy
is emitted that vitalizes and transfigures all the activity and all the content of the
mind and creativity.?’

Dostoevsky’s biographer describes Dostoevsky’s psyche in terms that are similar to clinicians’
documentation of the epileptic experience.?>® Moreover, an explicit connection is made by
Strakhov between literary creation and the pathological state of mind. As mentioned in Chapter
One, Strakhov had translated Taine’s On Intelligence, which included Flaubert’s letters about his
epileptic seizures during the creative process, including the experience of tasting Emma
Bovary’s arsenic. One may wonder whether he had the French novelist in mind when he wrote of
Dostoevsky’s condition.

On the whole, Dostoevsky kept details of his subjective experience of epilepsy a secret
from his physicians and family. As Rice suggests, he may have experienced hallucinations that
he accepted as reality.?>® After Dostoevsky’s death, the nature of his illness became public
knowledge through articles published by his longtime physician, Dr. Stepan Dmitrievich
Yanovsky (1815-1897).26° He confirmed that Dostoevsky suffered from epilepsy in a letter to the
poet Apollon Nikolaevich Maikov (1821-1897), which was published in the newspaper The New
Time (Novoe Vremia) weeks after Dostoevsky’s death in 1881. In the letter, Dr. Yanovsky
describes Dostoevsky’s aura symptoms before the epileptic seizure:

He was aware of his illness and usually called it “Kondrashaka with an aura [s
veterkom—Tliterally: ‘with a breeze’]. (Mark well this last word.) This [symptom]

257 James Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 60. [C upe3BbIYaiiHON ACHOCTBHIO B HEM
00HaApYKHUBAIOCH OCOOCHHOTO PO/Ia pPa3IBOCHHE, COCTOSIIIEE B TOM, UTO YEIOBEK MPEIaeTCs
OYEHb JKUBO U3BECTHBIM MBICIISIM M YYBCTBAM, HO COXPAHSIET B Iyl HEMOIAOIIYIOCS U
HEKOJIEOITIOIIYIOCS TOUKY, C KOTOPOH CMOTPHUT Ha caMoro ce0sl, Ha CBOU MBICTH U uyBcTBa. OH
caM MHOT/Ia TOBOPHJI 00 3TOM CBOMCTBE M Has3bIBall ero peduiekcueii. CiieicTBUEM TaKOTO
JYIIEBHOTO CTPOSI OBIBAET TO, YTO YEIOBEK COXPAHSET BCETIa BO3MOKHOCTD CYIUTh O TOM, YTO
HAIOJTHSET €ro AYIINY, YTO Pa3IMYHbIE YYBCTBA M HACTPOCHUS MOTYT IPOXOMTH B JAyIIE, HE
OBJIaJIcBast €€ JI0 KOHI[a, ¥ YTO U3 ATOTO TIIyOOKOTO AYIIEBHOTO EHTPA HCXOIUT SHEPTHS,
OKMBJISIFOIIAS M TIPEOOpasyroliias BCIO JAeITeIbHOCTh U BCE Cofiepkanne yma u TBopuecTsa. (N.
N. Strakhov, Biografiia, pis 'ma i zametki iz zapisnoi knizhki F. M. Dostoevskogo, ed. O. Miller
[St. Petersburg, 1883], 175-76)]
258 There may be more than clinical knowledge here. James Rice notes that Dostoevsky probably
adopted the term “reflection” from Kant and Hegel. See Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 60-61.
259 See Ibid., 47.
260 James Rice documents Dostoevsky’s special relationship with Dr. Yanovsky. See Dostoevsky
and the Healing Art, 3-41.
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served F. M., ever excessively alert for signs of illness, as the premonition of a
seizure, thanks to which he would say: “I’ll manage to run to Haymarket,” i.e., to
my apartment. And in essence, this is one of the characteristic symptoms of
Epilepsia.?!

Dostoevsky termed the experience before the seizure “kondrashka with a breeze,” which Rice
called “Dostoevsky’s whimsical euphemism” to describe the epileptic aura.?%? His doctor
followed his patient’s term about his pathological condition: it was the novelist’s language that
offered a glimpse into the workings of his consciousness.

Yanovsky provided a more complete picture of Dostoevsky’s condition to the public in
the coming years. In his memoir, “Reminiscences About Dostoevsky” (Vospominaniia o
Dostoevskom) published in The Russian Herald in 1885, Dr. Yanovsky revealed that Dostoevsky
experienced hallucinations as early as 1846.2% He also wrote that Dostoevsky borrowed medical
literature on epilepsy from his personal library.?®* These works may have included case studies
of patients that are similar to Dr. Z’s, in particular the work of Théodore Herpin.?%> What is
special about Dr. Yanovksy’s articles is that the pathological condition of his famous patient, as
described by his personal doctor, is seen as an important fact of Dostoevsky’s life and experience
as a writer.

It was not only in Dostoevsky’s time that clinicians found his condition—and the
description of epilepsy in his novels—to be of interest to the medical community. Freud, who
erroneously considered Dostoevsky’s epilepsy to be hysterical in origin, also linked his
discussion of the writer’s illness to his literary works.?®¢ In another case, a renowned French
neurologist, Dr. Théophile Alajouanine, argued that the depictions of epilepsy in Dostoevsky’s
letters and seizure records point to a profound influence of illness on his creativity: “[The]
experience of epilepsy and especially of a peculiar psycho-emotional aura seems to have given a
particular colour to Dostoiewski’s vision and to have played an important role in his general
mode of thinking and in his philosophy.”?¢” Alajouanine’s conclusion echoes Strakhov’s
impression of Dostoevsky’s psyche, adding a 20" century clinical perspective. Others have

261 James Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 7. [(5)07€3Hb CBOIO CO3HABAJ U HAa3bIBAIl €€
OOBIKHOBEHHO KOHJIPAILIIKOW C BETEPKOM. (3aMEThTE ITO MOCIETHEE CIIOBO, OHO CITYKHUIIO
MHHUTEIIBHOMY 10 KpaiHOCTH Den. Muxai. Kak MpeaBO3BECTHUK IIPUIIAIKA, BCIEACTBUE YETO
OH rOBOpWII—YycCHero 1o0exarts 10 CeHHO, T.e. 10 MOeil KBapTUPBI, @ B CYIIHOCTH TO €CTh
OJIMH U3 XapaKTepucTHYecKux npusHakoB Epilepsii). [lns mens e, kak 1 Bpaua, ObLJIO SICHO,
YTO TOPOTOi APYT Haml cTpajan naxyyeto. (S. D. Yanovsky, “Bolezn’ F. M. Dostoevskogo,”
Novoe Vremia 1793 [February 24, 1881]: 2)]
262 James Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 6.
263 S, D. Yanovsky, “Vospominaniia o Dostoevskom,” Russkii Vestnik 176 (April 1885): 798.
264 Tbid., 805-6.
265 Rice provides a comprehensive survey of medical science that was available to Dostoevsky,
in particular the work of Dr. Théodore Herpin, whose patients described contradictory states of
mind not unlike Dr. Jackson’s patient “Dr. Z.” Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 165-166.
266 Sigmund Freud, “Dostoevsky and Parricide,” The Standard Edition of the Complete
Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud, trans. by James Strachey, London: The Hogarth Press,
1961.
For the origins of Freud’s diagnosis, see Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 215.
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pointed to Dostoevsky’s influence on the understanding of the disease. Henri Gastaut, a French
neurologist and epileptologist known for his studies of Flaubert and Dostoevsky, argued that
Dostoevsky contributed to the symptomatology of epilepsy through his descriptions of the illness
in The Idiot.*%® Given the lack of records of Dostoevsky’s own inner experience of the illness,
these clinicians relied primarily on the description of the experience of his characters, which may
not necessarily have been something that coincided with the novelist’s state of mind.

Literary scholars have made the case that what is found in the novels can be directly
linked to the Dostoevsky’s epilepsy. Those who have made such a connection focus on the
innovations in the narrative form, rather than any particular parallel between the novelist and his
characters. In his comprehensive study of Dostoevsky’s epilepsy, James Rice strongly connects
his literary innovations with his epileptic condition:

In every regard Dostoevsky’s greatness lies not in the denial of illness but in its
acceptance and mastery, and in the discovery (and invention, to be sure) of
polymorphous and polyphonic values precisely within his pathological condition,
which he consciously and ingeniously negotiated through art.?®®

Here, Rice, who was well versed in medical literature of the time, links the invention of the
multiplicity (“polyphony’) of consciousness for which Dostoevsky is famous (due to Bakhtin) to
his epilepsy.

In the widely acclaimed study that explores the workings of Dostoevsky’s creative
thinking, Dostoevsky and the Process of Literary Creation, Jacques Catteau goes as far as to
speak of a “convulsive impetus” in Dostoevsky’s style:

Without giving a detailed analysis, we may note that composition and style in
Dostoevsky are marked by a violent and convulsive thrust (la poussée
paroxystique) which appears miraculously theatrical to some people while to
others it is simply excessive. The style is immediately striking: Dostoyevsky
overwhelms the reader by his analytic clarity and psychological frenzy.
Euphemisms and diminutives (especially before 1849), repetitive adjectives
meaning almost the same thing, superlatives, intriguing approximations,
disturbing adverbs (suddenly, sharply, too much), triple repetition of words
formed from the same root, particularly characteristic of Notes from
Underground, all these elements show a kind of rage in the writer, an obsession
with the idea, which is turned in all directions and explored to the point of
exhaustion, a wish to compel, almost to bully the reader into adherence.?”°

Even though Catteau uses “convulsion” as a metaphor (rather than a clinical category), he
identifies the “frenzy” of a psychopathological condition on the level of style and language.

In the most recent study of Dostoevsky and epilepsy, entitled Dostoevsky and the
Epileptic Mode of Being (2015), Paul Fung draws far-reaching philosophical conclusions from

268 Henri Gastaut, “Fyodor Mikhailovitch Dostoevsky’s Involuntary Contribution to the
Symptomatology and Prognosis of Epilepsy,” Epilepsia 19 (April 1978): 186-201.
269 Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 234.
270 Jacques Catteau, Dostoyevsky and the Process of Literary Creation, 130.
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Dostoevsky’s use of his epileptic experience. Noting that Dostoevsky repeatedly turns to the
representation of the moment before an epileptic seizure in his novels, Fung concludes:

Dostoevsky is fascinated by this rupture, this moment of incomprehensibility.
Perhaps it is because the moment is incomprehensible and outside the realm of
experience that the writer becomes anxious to speak, to write and even to
mythologize it. In this way, Dostoevsky’s works are driven by the compulsion to
represent the unrepresentable.?’!

According to Fung, the moment before the attack, described by Myshkin as when “time shall be
no more,” spurs Dostoevsky to “represent the unrepresentable.” What is important here is that for
Dostoevsky, epilepsy was not merely the medical condition that he would impart to his
characters: rather, it was a way to offer a more complex model of human experience that went far
beyond the aims of medical science in the understanding of a pathological condition.

While the novelist had largely left the experience of epilepsy out of his diaries and his
letters, as we have seen from this brief survey, students of Dostoevsky, including clinical
doctors, believe that stylistic features and philosophical concerns of his novels are related to his
illness.

The Case of Gustave Flaubert

Let’s pause to speak of a parallel case, Gustave Flaubert, whose novel, Madame Bovary
(1856) was read by Dostoevsky while he was drafting The Idiot in 1867.27 Like Dostoevsky,
Flaubert has been said to have had epilepsy.?”* Like Dostoevsky, Flaubert read medical literature
related to his condition.?’* And, like Dostoevsky, Flaubert was the son of a medical doctor.?”>
Unlike Dostoevsky, Flaubert did not give epilepsy to any of his characters. But, like Dostoevsky,
he left records of his own epileptic attacks in his letters.2’® Flaubert’s visual hallucinations and

271 Paul Fung, Dostoevsky and the Epileptic Mode of Being, 19.
272 Dostoevsky’s wife, Anna Grigorievna Dostoevskaia, notes that Turgenev recommended
Flaubert’s Madame Bovary to Dostoevsky in 1867, calling it the “best novel of the last 10 years.”
See Dnevnik (Moscow: Novaya Moskva, 1924), July 14, 1867/July 2 or 3, 1867, 214.
273 For a clinical description of Flaubert’s epilepsy, see the article by the neurologist Henri
Gastaut, “Gustave Flaubert’s Illness: A Case Report in Evidence Against the Erroneous Notion
of Psychogenic Epilepsy,” Epilepsia 25.5 (1984): 622-637. Flaubert never mentioned the name
of his nervous disorder, but he did believe that he suffered from hysteria. Jan Goldstein studies
Flaubert’s illness in the context of hysteria in “The Uses of Male Hysteria: Medical and Literary
Discourse in Nineteenth-Century France,” 134-165. Marie-Thérése Sutterman (Dostoievski et
Flaubert: écritures de [’épilepsie, Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1993) investigates the
links between these two novelists on the level of their shared experience with epilepsy.
274 Flaubert read the famous treatise on hysteria by Dr. Hector Landouzy, Traité complet de
[’hystérie (1846), for both self-diagnosis and in preparation for the novel Salammbo (1862). See
Goldstein, “The Uses of Male Hysteria,” 135-36.
275 See Frederick Brown, Flaubert: A Biography, New York: Little, Brown and Company, 2006,
9-22.
276 For Flaubert’s correspondence, see Correspondance, 5 vols., Paris: Gallimard (Pléiade),
1973.
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epileptic attacks as recorded in the letters have been linked to his novels, most recently by
Michael Finn in his book, Figures of Pre-Freudian Unconscious from Flaubert to Proust.>"’
Flaubert’s letters were of central importance to Jean-Paul Sartre in his biography of the writer,
L’Idiot de la famille (1972),%’8 which was part of Sartre’s larger project to create an “existential
psychoanalysis” based on the biographies of two writers: Flaubert and Dostoevsky.?” Sartre
gave special importance to Flaubert’s epilepsy, linking it to his creativity and to the special
qualities of his style.

Flaubert’s contemporaries discussed the novelist’s pathological condition, and some
made connections between writing and epilepsy. While the novelist was alive, critics in private
wrote of the nature of his disorder, unsure if he suffered from epilepsy or some other condition.
In the literary diary of the Goncourt brothers, they speculated on Flaubert’s illness in one entry
on November 1, 1860, written after they observed the novelist collapse: “Dans le chemin qui
conduit au chemin de fer, Monnier me dit que Flaubert est épileptique. L’est-i1? Ne 1’est il pas?
La chute qu’il a faite cet hiver semblerait donner raison 8 Monnier.”?%? At its early stage, the
novelist’s medical condition attracted attention, recorded for posterity not in a medical study, but
in a literary diary.

One critic, in a review of the novel Salammbo in Le Figaro in 1862, decried the style of
the novel as being so erratic as requiring the name of a new genre, “le genre épileptique’:

Le style, d’une maniére générale, est d’une élégance contournée, emphatique, qui
par moments produit de grands effets. Mais la recherche est incessante ; il y a
volonté continuelle de peindre, de frapper le regard, d’étonner. Cela oppresse.
[...] M. Flaubert, malgré toute sa vigeur, se peine et se travaille visiblement, pour
dire les choses les plus naturelles du monde, avec contorsions. Avec lui, on
n’arrive pas. [...] Il faut ajouter aux genres de style déja connus et classes un
genre nouveau que je propose de nommer le genre épileptique (4).28!

While it is unclear whether the author of this review knew of Flaubert’s actual condition or not
(which was still a rumor among close friends at the time), some suspicion of the novelist’s
pathological state of mind may have reached this literary critic. The review came to the attention
of the Goncourt brothers, who remarked in their Journal: “C’est un bruit répandu que Flaubert
est épileptique: de 1a, le poison, une infamie! les lettres, oh, c’est 1a qu’on est habile dans I’art

277 Michael Finn, Figures of Pre-Freudian Unconscious from Flaubert to Proust. Several other
scholars also linked Flaubert’s art and his illness. Chiara Pasetti argues that Flaubert’s
hallucinations are an inseparable aspect of his creative mind. See “Hallucinations et création
littéraire chez Flaubert,” Revue Flaubert 12 (2012), https://flaubert.univ-rouen.fr/revue/revue6/,
accessed July 30, 2021. Marie-Christine Desmaret describes aspects of Flaubert’s prose as a
“counter reality” similar to hallucinations. See “Epileptiques, hystériques, marginaux, fous
comme figures protéiformes de ’artiste dans 1’oeuvre Flaubertienne,” Revue Flaubert 6 (2006):
https://flaubert.univ-rouen.fr/revue/revue6/, accessed July 30, 2021.
278 Jean-Paul Sartre, The Family Idiot [1972], 4 vols., trans. from French by Carol Cosman
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1991).
279 See Sartre, Being and Nothingness [1943], trans. by Hazel Barnes (New York: Washington
Square Press, 1992), 734.
280 Journal des Goncourt, November 1, 1860.
281 Ed. Dargez, “Le quinzaine d’un liseur,” Le Figaro (December 4, 1862), 3-4.
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des supplices 1?82 Well aware of Flaubert’s mental condition, the Goncourts, who knew Flaubert
personally, understood that such a connection may have been hurtful to the writer.

As mentioned earlier, the positivist philosopher and critic Hippolyte Taine in On
Intelligence (De [’intelligence, 1870) wrote about the effect of his characters on his mental state
(he could taste arsenic when Emma Bovary took the poison in Madame Bovary).

Even in his lifetime, critics, both sympathetic to Flaubert and critical had connected his
mental condition to his writing.

The question of Flaubert’s mental state continued to emerge in descriptions of his writing
in the early 20" century. The special relationship between Flaubert’s mind and his writing was
described by Marcel Proust in the essay “Préface de ‘Tendre Stocks’” (1920):

[C]hez Flaubert, par exemple, I’intelligence, qui n’était peut-étre pas des plus
grandes, cherche a se faire trépidation d’un bateau a vapeur, couleur de mousses,
ilot dans une baie. Alors arrive un moment ou on ne trouve plus I’intelligence
(méme I’intelligence moyenne de Flaubert), on a devant soi le bateau qui file

« rencontrant des trains de bois qui se mettaient a onduler sous le remous des
vagues ». Cette ondulation-1a, c’est de I’intelligence transformée, qui s’est
incorporée a la matiere. Elle arrive aussi a pénétrer les bruyeres, les hétres, le
silence et la lumiére des sous-bois. Cette transformation de 1’énergie ou le penseur
a disparu et qui traine devant nous les choses, ne serait-ce pas le premier effort de
’écrivain vers le style 2283

In Proust’s view, Flaubert transposes his mind into his literary work, leading to a fusion of his
subjective state with the scenery.?8* For Proust, the condition of epilepsy had grown into a
metaphor of the novelist’s literary creation, where his subjectivity had been transposed into the
fictional world of his works, bridging the real-life experience and the writing process.

At this point I would like to turn to several of Flaubert’s letters that described epilepsy,
including those that inspired these authors. In one written on February 1, 1844, Flaubert wrote of
his experience to a close friend, Ernest Chevalier a few weeks after his first major epileptic
attack:

Sache donc, cher ami, que j’ai eu une congestion au cerveau, qui est a dire comme
une attaque d’apoplexie en miniature avec accompagnement de maux de nerfs que
je garde encore parce que c’est bon genre. J’ai manqué péter dans les mains de ma
famille (ou j’étais venu passer 2 ou 3 jours pour me remettre des scénes horribles
dont j’avais été témoin chez Hamard). On m’a fait 3 saignées en méme temps et
enfin j’ai rouvert I’ceil. Mon pére veut me garder ici longtemps et me soigner avec
attention — quoique le moral soit bon parce que je ne sais pas ce que c’est que
d’étre troublé. Je suis dans un foutu état, a la moindre sensation tous mes nerfs

282 Journal des Goncourt, Dec 3, 1862.
283 Marcel Proust, Contre Sainte-Beuve, Paris: Gallimard (Pléiade), 1971, 612.
Proust argues a similar point about Flaubert’s style in an earlier essay, “A propos du ‘style’ de
Flaubert.” Ibid., 586-600.
284 Finn, Figures of Pre-Freudian Unconscious from Flaubert to Proust, 61-62.
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tressaillent comme des cordes a violon, mes genoux, mes épaules et mon ventre
tremblent comme la feuille — Enfin, c’est 1a la vie, sic est vita, such is life.?®

In this description, Flaubert speaks of an attack that affected his “brain” and sent him into an
agitated nervous state where he experienced an altered state of mind, which he describes as
“horrible scenes” without giving any further detail. Central to his experience is the changing
sensations in his “nerves,” contributing to a complex awareness of his own body, which, in the
end, he interprets, emphatically, as “life.”

On February 9, 1844, Flaubert wrote another letter to Ernest Chevalier, describing
himself as “a dead man” (“un homme mort”):

J’ai un séton qui coule et me démange, qui me tient le cou raide et m’agace au
point que j’en ai des suées. On me purge, on me saigne, on me met des sangsues,
la bonne chére m’est interdite, le vin m’est défendu, je suis un homme mort. [...]
J'ai horriblement souffert, cher Ernest, depuis que tu ne m’as vu et j’ai considéré
combien la vie humaine était diaprée de fleurs et festonnée d’agréments. Je
passerai tout 1’été a la campagne, a Trouville — Je voudrais y étre, je soupire apres
le soleil. Sais-tu jusqu’ou doit aller ma tristesse et comprends-tu que je vive 2286

As in the previous letter, Flaubert stresses the shifting bodily sensations during the epileptic
state. In several such self-descriptions, Flaubert interpreted the epileptic experience as the one
that makes him intensely aware of both life and death.

In his biography of Flaubert, Sartre, in the spirit of existentialism, described such
conditions in similar letters as the ultimate experience of the “real.” Remarkably, he compares
Flaubert’s heightened awareness of life and death in an epileptic attack to the feeling of an
“condemned man”:

The lightning flash [of the epileptic seizure] is the catastrophic appearance of the
real. Someone was dreaming: I am condemned to death; he awakens in a stupor:
he is condemned for real, it is the very morning of his execution. Gustave is like
this condemned man, with the minor difference that he has the inexpressible
feeling that this nightmare is not only the effect of the sentence but also, in part,
its cause. If he had not dreamed that he was in prison, he might not have found
himself in a real cell. This is the shock: reality takes hold in him, he feels its
weight for the first time in his life.?%’

Whether or not Sartre was guided by the metaphor of a man condemned to death in Dostoevsky’s
novel The Idiot, which equated the epileptic aura with a religious experience of death and
resurrection, the initial material provided in Flaubert’s letters points to real-life experience that
invited far reaching psychological and philosophical interpretations.

Returning to the letters, in one written on January 15, 1847, Flaubert responds to his lover
Louise Colet’s report of her own hallucinations:

285 Flaubert, Correspondance, Vol. 1, 203
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Tu me parles d’especes d’hallucinations que tu as eues. Prends-y garde. On les a
d’abord dans la téte, puis elles viennent devant les yeux. Le fantastique vous
envahit, et ce sont d’atroces douleurs que celles-1a. On se sent devenir fou. On
I’est, on est en a conscience. On sent son &me vous échapper et toutes les forces
physiques crient aprés pour la rappeler. La mort doit étre quelque chose de
semblable, quand on en a conscience.?

Perhaps a result of his own experience with such phenomena, Flaubert suggests to Colet how to
observe one’s mind during hallucinations. He again compares this experience to being conscious
of one’s own death, and he warns his friend and fellow writer that “the fantastic invades you.” In
his letters, Flaubert, who had observed the phenomena of epileptic seizures in his own
experience, transposed what he knew for the benefit of the other.

Throughout his letters, Flaubert often mentioned hallucinations and altered states of
mind, and in some cases, he linked his experience to literature. In a letter to Colet on December
27, 1852, Flaubert described his epileptic attacks in the context of reading Balzac’s Louis
Lambert:

As-tu lu un livre de Balzac qui s’appelle Louis Lambert ? Je viens de I’achever il
y a cinq minutes ; il me foudroie. C’est I’histoire d’un homme qui devient fou a
force de penser aux choses intangibles. Cela s’est cramponné & moi par mille
hamegons. [...] Te rappelles-tu que je t’ai parlé d’un roman métaphysique (en
plan), ou un homme, a force de penser, arrive a avoir des hallucinations au bout
desquelles le fantdme de son ami lui apparait, pour tirer la conclusion (idéal,
absolue) des prémisses (mondaines, tangibles) ? Eh bien, cette idée est 1a
indiquée, et tout ce roman de Louis Lambert en est la préface. A la fin le héros
veut se chatrer, par une espece de manie mystique. J’ai eu, au milieu de mes
ennuis de Paris, a dix-neuf ans, cette envie (je te montrerai dans la rue Vivienne
une boutique devant laquelle je me suis arrété un soir, pris par cette idée avec une
intensité impérieuse), alors que je suis resté deux ans entiers sans voir de femme.
(L’année derniere, lorsque je vous parlais de 1’idée d’entrer dans un couvent,
c¢’était mon vieux levain qui me remontait.) Il arrive un moment ou /’on a besoin
de se faire souffrir, de hair sa chair, de lui jeter de la boue au visage, tant elle vous
semble hideuse. Sans ’amour de la forme, j’eusse été peut-étre un grand
mystique. Ajoute a cela mes attaques de nerfs, lesquelles ne sont que des
déclivités involontaires d’idées, d’images. L’élément psychique alors saute par-
dessus moi, et la conscience disparait avec le sentiment de la vie. Je suis sir que
je sais ce que c’est que mourir. J’ai souvent senti nettement mon ame qui
m’échappait, comme on sent le sang qui coule par I’ouverture d’une saignée. Ce
diable de livre m’a fait réver Alfred toute la nuit. [...] Quel sacré livre ! Il me fait
mal ; comme je le sens !?%
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Inspired by a parallel between his psychic experience and Balzac’s book, Flaubert unfolds his
sensations into a blueprint of a “metaphysical novel.” As was the case with Dostoevsky in The
Idiot, at the core of this imaginary novel is a mystical moment of experiencing and observing
one’s own death, with the soul leaving the body. Hardly a mystic, Flaubert concludes: “Quel
sacré livre !”

Unlike Dostoevsky, who hardly spoke about his own epileptic attacks, Flaubert, in his
letters, offered a very rich material for those who, like Proust and Finn after him, wanted to see a
special mystical and creative vision in the abnormal states of mind. In another letter to Colet, on
July 7, 1853, Flaubert described visual hallucinations that suggested to him a separation of the
soul from the body:

Chaque attaque était comme une sorte d’hémorragie de I’innervation. C’était des
pertes séminales de la faculté pittoresque du cerveau, cent mille images sautant a
la fois, en feux d’artifices. Il y avait un arrachement de I’ame d’avec le corps,
atroce (j’ai la conviction d’étre mort plusieurs fois). Mais ce qui constitue la
personnalité, 1’étre-raison, allait jusqu’au bout ; sans cela la souffrance eit été
nulle, car j’aurais été purement passif et j’avais toujours conscience, méme quand
je ne pouvais plus parler. Alors I’ame était repliée tout entiere sur elle-méme,
comme un hérisson qui se ferait mal avec ses propres pointes.>*

He again described the sensation of being dead and a peculiar split in consciousness. Flaubert
emphasizes that he was conscious throughout the episode even though he could not speak. In his
epistolary report, Flaubert spoke eloquently, mixing physiological concepts with images that
befit a work of literature: “So the soul was folded up entirely on itself, like a hedgehog that
would hurt itself with its own spikes.”

Another letter, addressed to the writer Marie-Sophie Leroyer de Chantepie on May 18,
1857, contains a vivid description of an “out-of-body” sensation. Flaubert wrote of his mental
experience during epileptic attacks comparing his “self” to a ship sinking in a storm:

J’ai souvent senti la folie me venir. C’était dans ma pauvre cervelle un tourbillon
d’idées et d’images ou il me semblait que ma conscience, que mon moi sombrait
comme un vaisseau sous la tempéte. Mais je me cramponnais a ma raison. Elle
dominait tout, quoique assiégée et battue. En d’autres fois, je tachais, par
I’imagination, de me donner facticement ces horribles souffrances. J’ai joué avec
la démence et le fantastique comme Mithridate avec les poisons. Un grand orgueil
me soutenait et j’ai vaincu le mal a force de I’étreindre corps a corps. Il y a un
sentiment dont vous ou plutot une habitude dont vous me semblez manquer, a
savoir I’amour de la contemplation.?*!

He appealed to a fellow writer to embrace such experiences, their pain notwithstanding, in the
name of “love of contemplation.” In his analysis of Flaubert’s epistolary reports on his epilepsy,
Finn further extended their significance, describing Flaubert’s “floating sensation,” his “out-of-
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body feeling” as “accompanied by a cutting of ties” and as “rapturous.”?? It comes to mind that
similar descriptions can be found in Dostoevsky’s descriptions of his characters’ epileptic
attacks.

Sartre (himself a writer) argues that hallucinations depicted in the letters gave Flaubert a
radically different perspective on his own mind, which blended reality and visions:

Thanks to [Flaubert’s] experiments in seeing, he threw himself into an insane but
unreal universe. In other words, he satisfied his sadistic and necrophiliac desires
without risk. Although his organism was exhausted in this almost unbearable
tension, and finally his nerves were shattered, these were the least of his ills;
attacks, hypernervousness, but not delirium. The delirium was before, he made it
happen by will power; as a result, he knows its deepest wellsprings, he no longer
takes the risk of believing in it. The hallucinations remain “nervous” and cannot
become “mental”: he has penetrated too deeply into the mechanisms of the
imagination to let himself be taken in by images. No doubt they acquire a kind of
consistency by the fact that they command attention. But even then they cannot
utterly fool a trained dreamer.?”?

Mixing physiological terms with metaphors, Sartre argues that Flaubert used hallucinations as
“experiments”—a way to train his mind for a special, penetrating vision based on images and
imagination, a vision that befits a writer.

Most recently, Michael Finn suggested that during these epileptic hallucinations
described in the letters, Flaubert experienced a split in his mind, and he was able to observe his
OWwn consciousness:

[W]hether consciousness is lost completely or remains, what stands out in
Flaubert’s descriptions of these attacks is their inconclusiveness, the sense of
wavering between aspects of one’s being, of a dual sense of plunging out of
psychic control and, at the same time, of observing the plunge. In a similar
movement, Flaubert, operates as both observer and participant in the imaginative
scenes the writer sees before himself.?*

For Finn, the hallucinatory experiences described in Flaubert’s letters places him in a situation
that makes a creative writer, at once an “observer” and “participant” in the “imaginary scenes”
that seem real.

Also intent on linking epileptic experience and creativity, Finn echoes Proust, who spoke

of the fusion of the author’s “intelligence” and “matter” (referring to subject matter, or so it
seems) to offer a model of the special “subjectivity” of a creative act:

The transfer of agency in his writing, via an incorporation of intelligence and
subjectivity into external décor, derives from a rehearsal, only slightly conscious,
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of some of the hallucinatory aspects of his hystero-epileptic attacks and the mind
states they create.?’

In Finn’s interpretation of the letters, the state of mind experienced by Flaubert in an epileptic
attack gave rise to a different relationship between the external and internal, a different sense of
agency in writing.

While Flaubert, unlike Dostoevsky, did not depict characters with epilepsy in his novels,
his readers and critics (some of whom were themselves writers) stepped in to link his personal
experience to his writing and to literature, as depicted in letters complete with medical terms
(“organism,” “brain,” “nerves,” “hallucinations”). Seen as a world of whirlwind images and
ideas, mystical states experienced as real, and a split sense of agency, the epileptic experience of
the author was linked by critics to his style, to be found in the narrative form of his novels.

Style Indirect Libre

Flaubert and Dostoevsky are linked in their use of the innovative narrative technique,
style indirect libre, a narrative form that has been widely regarded as key for the study of
narrative and the novel. It has been suggested by some scholars that there may be a parallel
between the rise of this technique and the epileptic experience as described by these two writers.

Dorrit Cohn, in her paradigm-making Transparent Minds, argues that the technique,
which she calls “narrated monologue,” marks a merging of the author’s and character’s mind, as
well as the incorporation of the narrating mind into the texture of the narrative: “[O]ne can
regard the narrated monologue as the quintessence of figural narration, if not of narration itself:
as the moment when the thought-thread of the character is most tightly woven into the texture of
the third-person narration.?’® For Cohn, style indirect libre, or “narrated monologue” is the most
direct incorporation of the thinking process into narrative form. Ann Banfield, in her book
Unspeakable Sentences, works from the perspective of generative linguistics and turns to style
indirect libre, which she calls ‘represented speech and thought,” as a direct link to the character’s
way of thinking:

In represented speech and thought [...] more than content is reproduced. [...] We
are given a representation of the form or ‘manner’ of a speech or thought. But,
while the form of the representation is linguistic, in the case of represented
thought, the form of what is represented is not.?*’

For Banfield, ‘represented speech and thought’ in literature gives linguistic form to thoughts that
may not be possible in ordinary language.

295 Ibid., 62.
2% Dorrit Cohn, Transparent Minds, 111.
297 Ann Banfield, Unspeakable Sentences, 80.
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Roy Pascal, in The Dual Voice, gives a comprehensive look at the emergence of the
style.?%® Pascal defines it as a “dual voice” that integrates the “raw material” of the character’s
mind and “subtly fuses the two voices of the character and the narrator.”?”’

As we have seen, the technique has been described in ways that suggest parallels to the
epileptic experience as described by Flaubert and Dostoevsky, as well as scholars of Flaubert and
Dostoevsky. Albert Thibaudet prominently used the term style indirect libre in his 1922 essay
“Le style de Flaubert.” In this essay, he also discussed the “psychology” of Flaubert’s style, and
he described Flaubert’s writing in this technique as a doubled style (« le style indirect double »):

Ecrire consiste a prendre un appui sur la langue parlée, a se charger de son
électricité, a suivre son ¢lan dans la direction qu’elle donne. [...] Le style indirect
double, c’est le style indirect simple, plus I’écrivain. Ce seront donc seulement
des gens tres artistes comme La Fontaine, La Bruyere et Flaubert, qui emploieront
ces tournures, issues pourtant de la langue populaire, et qui donneront la sensation
de la langue parlée en épousant dans la langue parlée le mouvement qui conduit a
une langue qui ne se parle pas. La psychologie du style consiste en partie en des
schémes moteurs de ce genre.>*

Thibaudet’s insistence on duality and on bifurcation of the writer’s agency, on the fusion of style
and writer (“the simple indirect style, plus the writer”’) suggestively evokes Flaubert’s repeated
descriptions of doubling experienced during an epileptic state and transposed to the process of
writing.

Before Thibaudet, literary scholars and linguists also linked the style to the representation
of the character’s consciousness. One such figure was the Swiss linguist Charles Bally, who
coined the term style indirect libre in 1912 and called it a “figure of thought” [une figure de
penséel:

Il ne s’agit plus d’une forme grammaticale, mais d’une figure, et d’une figure de
pensée; j’entends par figure une maniére de concevoir et d’exprimer une
représentation qui n’est pas conforme a la réalité objective ou a la “logique
linguistique.”3"!

For Bally, style indirect libre is based on the workings of the mind; used in literature, it
circumvents the logic of language and represents a turn away from objective reality. In 1914, a
German scholar, Etienne Lorck, named the technique “erlebte Rede” (‘“experienced speech”) and

298 Pascal describes the emergence of the term style indirect libre as well as its English and
German equivalents, in this context. See Pascal, The Dual Voice, 2-33.
See also Brian McHale, “Free Indirect Discourse: A Survey of Recent Accounts,” PTL: A
Journal for Descriptive Poetics and Theory of Literature 3 (1978): 249-287.
299 Roy Pascal, The Dual Voice, 26.
300 Albert Thibaudet, Gustave Flaubert [1922] (Paris: Editions Gallimard, 1935), 250.
301 Charles Bally, “Figures de Pensée et Formes Linguistiques,” Germanisch-Romanische
Monatsschrift IV (1914): 407. Bally, who was a student of Saussure, was the first to use the term
style indirect libre; it was first described by the Swiss linguist Adolf Tobler in 1897. See Pascal,
The Dual Voice, 8.
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argued that it involved the merging of the writer’s imagination with the characters’ experience.
As Pascal summarizes,

[Style indirect libre] occurs [...] at those heightened moments of creativity when
the writer’s imagination transports him into his characters, when he surrenders to
their existence and falls into a state of ‘utter raptness’ (‘volliges Entriicktsein’),
oblivious of his real environment and the world.*%?

This definition also recalls descriptions of Flaubert’s quasi-hallucinatory experience during
writing, with their moments of “rapture.”

V. N. Voloshinov, a Russian critic in the Bakhtin circle linked the technique to the
authors’ fantasies, and while he names several authors, he says “especially Flaubert,” evoking
Flaubert’s own description of his wavering experience of reality:

Indeed, for an artist in process of creation, the figures of his fantasies are the most
real of realities; he not only sees them, he hears them, as well. He does not make
them speak (as in direct discourse), he hears them speaking. And this living
impression of voices heard as if in a dream can be directly expressed only in the
form of quasi-direct discourse. It is fantasy’s own form. And that explains why it
was in the fable world of La Fontaine that the form was first given tongue and
why it is the favorite device of such artists as Balzac and especially Flaubert,
artists wholly able to immerse and lose themselves in the created world of their
own fantasies.*** (Translation adjusted)

Voloshinov points to the author’s imaginative mind as the source of style indirect libre, and,
what is more, his formulations recall the epileptic hallucinations of both Flaubert and
Dostoevsky.

The linguistic analysis of the technique suggested early on that the description of a
hallucinatory experience may be reflected in the syntax of style indirect libre. Voloshinov argues
that the technique, if used in oral speech, sounds as if the speaker is hallucinating:

[Q]uasi-direct discourse is a form for the direct depiction of the experiencing of
another’s speech, a form for summoning up a living impression of that speech
and, on that account, of little use for conveying that speech to a third person.
Indeed, if quasi-direct discourse were used for that purpose, the reporting act
would lose its communicative character and would make it appear as if the person
were talking to himself or hallucinating. Hence, as one would expect, quasi-direct
discourse is unusable in conversational language and meant only to serve aims of
artistic depiction.3%4

302 Pascal, The Dual Voice, 23. See Lorck’s article, “Passé défini, imparfait, passé indéfini,”
Germanisch-Romanische Monatsschrift 6 (1914): 177-191.
303V, N. Voloshinov, Marxism and the Philosophy of Language [1930], trans. Ladislav Matejka
and I. R. Titunik, New York: Seminar Press, 1973, 148.
304 Ibid., 147-148.
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Voloshinov includes in his description an analysis of the famous epileptic scene in The Idiot. He
argues that such discourse, when spoken aloud, reflects a deluded state of mind.

Roy Pascal suggests that, in the case of Flaubert, style indirect libre represents the very
edges of the character’s mind, which he terms “the less formed, less articulated mental processes
of a character, at a stage when they have not taken a recognizably verbal shape.”**> As Pascal
argues,

It is an even greater problem when non-articulate reactions are to be given, when
we are to experience the mode in which a character sees a scene, responds to a
landscape, etc. When Emma looks out of the window, we might well ask, in what
sort of words and sentences can what she sees be described? What does she see of
the colours of the sky, would she think of naming them? Is she sufficiently aware
of what she is looking at to register it in words? There is obviously no clear
prescription in such cases, and the author has to invent a language of his own.3%

For Pascal, Flaubert conceived of the style in order to represent an experience that the person—
the character—could not verbalize.

In the case of Dostoevsky, Pascal links the technique to the non-verbal and irrational
states of the epileptic mind in The Idiot:

The most remarkable feature of Dostoyevsky’s use of free-indirect speech is
something that goes beyond what we find in earlier writers. It arises from his
grasp of the peculiar nature of that self-communing that we have examined in The
Idiot, when a character, committed to a purpose felt to be obligatory but unsure
about facts, about judgements, and about tasks, is wrestling with unmastered
experience. We see how his thoughts ramble, how accidental their sequence is;
important insights jostle with insignificant, purposeful understanding is crossed
by thoughts and generalisations that do not clarify and are to no purpose; the
Prince is borne along in his search by something not quite translatable into
rational terms, sometimes by meeting objects that exert a powerful attraction yet
whose associations are unclear and resist formulation into words. [...] One is
tempted to say that the eddies and wisps of thoughts in his head are a sort of
review presided over by his unconscious will rather than by his conscious reason;
but this would be incomplete. For his conscious will, conscious intentions, his
rationality are all in play too, puzzling, checking, searching, combining.3%’

Pascal directly connects the narrative style developed in Dostoevsky’s novel to the character’s
altered consciousness, in particular, to the representation of the Prince’s unconscious mind
during the epileptic aura.

In a philosophical perspective, one can see free indirect discourse as a way of
momentarily stepping outside of oneself and inhabiting another position or another’s voice: for a
moment, the speaker is both himself and another. Seen in another perspective, this narrative
technique merges the two subjectivities, the narrator’s and the character’s (or the observer’s and

305 Roy Pascal, The Dual Voice, 104.
306 1hid., 104-105.
307 Ibid., 131.
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the participant’s), both situated in the text; and the author may or may not be in full control of the
situation. As we have seen, for many scholars, style indirect libre, generally considered as one of
the most significance contributions of the realistic novel, is directly rooted in the epileptic
experience of Flaubert and Dostoevsky.

Dr. Théodore Herpin

In the mid-19" century, clinicians, like novelists, attempted to represent the inner
workings of the epileptic mind, and some turned to diaries written by patients, in addition to
clinical observations. Writers were also closely implicated into medical observation and
diagnosis: some clinicians used literary accounts of psychic experience as clinical material. In
their turn, writers read clinical cases that used such complex narratives. Clinicians (who relied on
their patient’s accounts) and novelists worked on the narrative of consciousness in close
interaction. Some accounts suggest strong parallels with the representation of the mind in novels,
including style indirect libre.

One of such clinician was Dr. Théodore Herpin (1799-1865), a French clinician whose
specialty was epilepsy, practiced in Geneva and Paris and published two major works, On the
Prognosis and Curative Treatment of Epilepsy (1852) [Du pronostic et du traitement curative de
[’épilepsie] and On Incomplete Episodes of Epilepsy (1867) [Des acces incomplets de
[’épilepsie].>*® This second work contains over 300 case studies, including subjective reports
written by patients.’* These case studies describe altered states of the mind during the epileptic
aura, including double consciousness, hallucinations, and the “dreamy state.”3!° In 1899, Dr.
Jackson rediscovered the work of Dr. Herpin and described him as a “great authority” whose
work closely paralleled his own, even though Dr. Herpin had been largely forgotten by
clinicians.®!! James Rice argues that, in his turn, Dostoevsky read Dr. Herpin’s 1867 work, On
Incomplete Episodes of Epilepsy, when he was composing The Idiot in Geneva.?!?

In Dr. Herpin’s first work, On the Prognosis and Curative Treatment of Epilepsy, he
spoke of the need for well-trained patients who could observe their own consciousness:

[L’aura epileptica] aurait-il été mal décrit par les patients, et les observateurs
auraient-ils été entrainées ainsi a d’inexactes descriptions ? Les médecins eux-
mémes n’auraient-ils point mal traduit les expressions vagues de leurs maladies ?
C’est ce que nous nous sommes longtemps demandé, et nous étions fort tenté de
répondre par I’affirmative, en ne consultant que nos propres observations.3!3

308 Owsei Temkin, The Falling Sickness, 324-327.
See Théodore Herpin, Du pronostic et du traitement curative de [’épilepsie (Paris: J. B. Bailliére,
1852) and Des acces incomplets de [’épilepsie (Paris: J. B. Bailliére, 1867).
309 See James Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 163-168.
310 Owsei Temkin, The Falling Sickness, 324.
311 John Hughlings Jackson, “Epileptic Attacks with a Warning of a Crude Sensation of Smell
and with the Intellectual Aura (Dreamy State) in a Patient who had Symptoms Pointing to Gross
Organic Disease of the Right Temporo-Sphenoidal Lobe” [1899], Selected Writings of John
Hughlings Jackson, Vol. 1, 471.
312 JTames Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 163.
313 Théodore Herpin, Du prognostic et du traitement curative de l’épilepsie, 387. See also James
Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 164.
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Dr. Herpin notes that the observation of the epileptic aura requires patients who can reliably
report on the nature of their own mental experience.

In a case study from his second work, On Incomplete Episodes of Epilepsy, Dr. Herpin
describes one patient who was unable to speak during epileptic attacks. This patient asked his
mother to carefully observe his symptoms:

Le malade venait de déjeuner, il a été pris d’engourdissement, puis de
contracture de la machoire a droite, la bouche était ouverte, il s’est levé et
dirigé vers son lit accompagné de sa mere; d’abord il n’a pas pu parler; sa
bouche, ainsi qu’il I’a dit plus tard, n’obéissait pas a sa volonté, il
s’exprimait par signes, le coté droit de la face était en proie a des
mouvements convulsifs. La patient avait toute sa connaissance. A la fin, il
a pu dire brievement et avec effort: Tuobserves, tuobserves? il désirait que
sa mére pit nous rendre un comte exact de ce qui se passait.’!*

In this example, the patient looks to another person—an observer—as an interpreter of his
experience for the clinician. This made for a complex narrative situation.
Another case, a 39-year-old captain named “M. X.,” was the son of a doctor and,

according to Dr. Herpin, “gifted with the spirit of an observer”:3!?

Les préludes se bornent a de petits mouvements a peine sensibles, a la base de la
langue, a gauche ; ils ne durent que quelques secondes. Il s’y ajoute un
tremblement convulsif du c6té gauche de la face. Alors, dit le patient, il s établit
entre ma volonté et le mal une espéce de lutte qui tourne le plus souvent a mon
avantage, et j’éprouve le contentement d’étre délivré de mes craintes pour vingt-
quatres heures.>!®

The patient experienced a split state of mind (““a sort of struggle is established between my will

and the evil”). The narrative contains observations by both the clinician and the patient, offering

two different points of view; neither, it would seem, could separately offer a complete

understanding of the epileptic attack.

In other examples, Dr. Herpin inserts the language of his patients into clinical notes in

italics:
La sensation monte au cerveau, disent les patients; ils éprouvent une sorte
d’absence, s’asseyent, restent debout ou marchent au hasard, sans se heurter;
toutefois quelques-uns sortent de cet état comme d’un réve et divaguent.
L’attaque avorte au moment ou, si elle se complétait, le malade serait privé de
toute sensation. Dans ces vertiges il y a quelquefois des mouvements
involontaires bizarres; ainsi un adulte, aprés le spasme du cou, au moment ou il
allait perdre la téte, comme il le disait, était forcé de faire un demi-tour sur lui-
méme.3!’

314 Théodore Herpin, Des accés incomplets de [’épilepsie, 53.
315 Ibid., 54.
316 1bid., 56.
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In these cases, Dr. Herpin combines the patient’s language with his own observations and
combines two different perspectives in a complex narrative technique, akin to style indirect libre.

Other clinical cases focus on representing a shifting sense of reality, which also interested
novelists, and some of such episodes occurred to patients in the urban environments or on a
railway, as was the case with Prince Myshkin in Dostoevsky’s The Idiot. Dr. Herpin describes
the case of a doctor of law who experienced an epileptic attack on a train:

Le docteur en droit dont nous parlions plus haut, voyageant en chemin de fer, est
pris d’un vertige en wagon ; il descend sans s’en apercevoir le moins du monde a
une station prochaine et retrouve le sentiment de son existence en se promenant
sur le quai apres le départ du train ; ainsi qu’il I’apprit bientdt, les employés
’avaient vainement engagé a remonter en voiture.?'8

(This case describes automatic behavior similar to Dr. Z, including lapses in memory, which also
played out on a train.*!?) Quite complex is the case that takes place in the city streets:

Pris d’un vertige en marchant dans la rue, il perd subitement le sentiment de son
existence et ne le retrouve que dans une rue éloignée de plusieurs centaines de
metres de celle ou il a été atteint ; il ne conserve pas le moindre souvenir du
trajet ; la conscience était alors complétement abolie, et cependant il avait di jouir
de ces sens, tout au moins de la vue, puisqu’il lui est arrivé, par exemple, au
printemps et vers 2 a 3 heures, de traverser le boulevard des Italiens alors
encombré de voitures, et de marcher en évitant les obstacles sur des trottoirs
remplis de monde. Chose singuliere, une fois la connaissance perdue, il se
dirigeait presque toujours en sens contraire du but de sa course. Nous pourrions
multiplier les exemples de ces promenades dans Paris, a travers les lieux les plus
fréquentés, par des patients chez qui toute notion du moi était complétement
effacée pendant plusieurs minutes et a qui il n’arrivait aucun accident.32°

In his study of Dostoevsky and medicine, James Rice compared Dr. Herpin’s patient, whose
epileptic attack took place in Paris, to “the movements of Raskolnikov through the streets of
Petersburg.”?! In this case, Dr. Herpin narrates a scene that the patient could not remember. Like
a novelist, he penetrates the patient’s epileptic state of mind and suggests that the experience
would have been pleasurable. Importantly, while in this unconscious state of mind it is unclear
precisely what occurred in these moments, the city landscape becomes a map of the patient’s
shifting mental state. This case report seems quite similar to the novelistic representations of
such episodes.

318 Ibid., 56.
319 Several clinicians described patients who experienced epileptic attacks in trains and at train
stations. A Russian clinician, Dr. Pavel Ivanovich Kovalevskii, described case of an epileptic
with “double consciousness.” See M. Andruzskii and P. Kovalevskii, Dva Sudebno-
Psikhiatricheskikh Sluchaia Umopomeshatel stva (Kharkov: Universitetskaia Tipografiia, 1879),
18-19, 28.
320 Théodore Herpin, Des accés incomplets de [’épilepsie, 155-156.
321 Rice, Dostoevsky and the Healing Art, 167.
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Other cases reported by Dr. Herpin directly concerned literature and the epileptic illness
of writers. (As it was mentioned in Chapter One, clinicians devoted considerable attention to
pathological conditions of the literary figures.) One case describes the epileptic experiences of
the French gothic novelist Charles Nodier (1780-1844), though he is not named by Dr. Herpin:

Nous ne savons pas résister a la tentation d’ajouter aux observations qui précédent
une description d’attaques a début périphérique, piquante par le fait qu’elle est
due a la plume de I’un des littérateurs les plus distingués de la Restauration,
évidemment épileptique sans le savoir.’??

Dr. Herpin took this case from Nodier’s autobiographical work, Souvenirs de la Revolution et de
[’Empire, published as a second edition in 1864. (This work documents Nodier’s imprisonment
in the Sainte-Pélagie prison in Paris in the early 19™ century, where another writer, Marquis de
Sade, was also imprisoned; Nodier met him there.3?*) Dr. Herpin diagnosed the writer as an
epileptic (even though Nodier had no idea he had epilepsy) based entirely on the interpretation of
his writing. The following passage was among his evidence:

Enfin le cerveau lui-méme était envahi, et c’était le temps heureux du paroxysme.
Alors je perdais connaissance pendant quelques minutes, et lorsque je revenais a
moi, mes membres €taient affranchis des liens de fer qui les brisaient un moment
auparavant ; j’étendais sans effort mes bras assoupis, mes poumons jouaient
librement dans ma poitrine. Il ne me restait de cette crise qu’un long et morne
abattement sans douleur ; mais elle se renouvelait souvent, et quelquefois dans la
méme heure. Un guichetier de service me surprit dans un de ces acces, et je dus
sans doute a sa bienveillance de voir finir la triste épreuve du secret....» Plus
loin... « Cette crampe terrible dont j’ai déja parlé me saisit tout a coup. Je n’eus
que le temps de me lever (il était a table), et de tomber dans les bras de mon
guichetier. Je reviens a moi au n° 6 dans ceux de Renon, que j’avais blessé en me
débattant contre ses secours ; son sang inondait ma poitrine. .. »¥?*

This, according to Dr. Herpin, was a description of an epileptic seizure. In this case, a clinician
put such trust into the writer’s ability to represent experience that a work of literature served as a
basis for the diagnosis of clinical pathology of its author.

Dr. Herpin also includes a critique of Nodier’s style, in his Dictionnaire universel
d’histoire et de géographie (1858), which he describes as erratic: “On trouve dans ses écrits une
sensibilité vive, mais exaltée; une imagination riche, mais bizarre; son style toujours élégant sent
trop le travail.”*?° Here, one recalls the critic who called Flaubert’s style “epileptic.”

322 Théodore Herpin, Des accés incomplets de ’épilepsie, 60-61.
323 Charles Nodier, Souvenirs de la révolution et de [’empire, Vol. 2 (Paris: Charpentier, 1864).
For Nodier’s description of his experience at the Sainte-Pélagie prison, see 28-58. See pg. 30 for
the epileptic seizure quoted by Dr. Herpin’s. Nodier describes the hallucination of his execution
on 52-58. For an account of the meeting of the Marquis de Sade and Charles Nodier, see Simone
de Beauvoir, Faut-il briiler Sade (Paris: Gallimard, 1955).
324 Théodore Herpin, Les accés incomplets de ’épilepsie, 61.
325 Théodore Herpin, Des accés incomplets de 1’épilepsie, 62.
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According to Dr. Herpin, Nodier’s account of his prison experience includes a
hallucinated scene in which Nodier is taken to be executed. (This brings to mind Flaubert, also
an epileptic, who had such an experience as well. And another epileptic writer, Dostoevsky, not
only endowed his hero, Prince Myshkin in The Idiot, with such a sensation, but made a feeling of
being condemned to death into a central metaphor of his novel.)

I would add that Nodier, who was himself a keen observer of psychic experience,
influenced Dostoevsky with his concept of the “double,” introduced in his novel Jean Shogar
(1818), and Dostoevsky used Nodier’s vivid descriptions of doubling in the depictions of
Rogozhin and Prince Myshkin in The Idiot.3?¢

Dr. John Hughlings Jackson

Like Dr. Herpin, Dr. Jackson was a clinical physician specializing in epilepsy. Like Dr.
Herpin, Dr. Jackson included subjective reports of epileptic patients in his work. Samuel
Greenblatt called Dr. Jackson “one of the great synthesizers of modern neurology”; his work
reflected the complex world of ideas of the 19" century, and his interests extended beyond brain
science.*?” Dr. Jackson studied with leading Victorian brain scientists Thomas Laycock (1812-
1876) and Dr. Charles-Edouard Brown-Séquard (1817-1894).328 Dr. Brown-Séquard introduced
Dr. Jackson to the ideas of the French experimental scientists Frangois Magendie (1793-1855)
and Claude Bernard (1813-1878), and Dr. Jackson applied experimental methods in his clinical
practice, including during his observations of epileptic patients.*? Dr. Jackson had personal
relationships with Victorian thinkers such as Herbert Spencer, Alexander Bain, George Henry
Lewes, and George Eliot.?** Lewes influenced Dr. Jackson’s ideas on the brain’s automatic
functions and the unconscious.?*! In addition to his clinical practice, Dr. Jackson worked as a
prolific medical journalist, beginning in 1861. His articles regularly included case studies of
epileptic patients, including subjective reports and diaries, such as Dr. Z’s. Dr. Jackson’s case
studies focused on the epileptic attacks that involved double consciousness, the “dreamy state,”
and automatic thinking.33?

Efforts to develop the narrative means capable of describing the complex states of
consciousness involved in epilepsy were one of Dr. Jackson’s enduring concerns. Like Dr.

For the original assessment of Nodier’s style, see Marie-Nicolas Bouillet, “La Biographie
Universelle,” Dictionnaire universel d’histoire et de géographie (Paris: Librairie de la Hachette
et C., 1858), 85.
326 See R. Kh. Takubova, “Romanticheskaia povest’ ‘Jean Sbogar’ Sh. Nod’e v tvorcheskoi
retseptsii F. M. Dostoevskogo,” Liberal Arts in Russia 4.5 (2014): 378-387.
For a link between Charles Nodier’s work and Crime and Punishment, see V. A. Nedzvetskii,
Dostoevskii: dopolneniia k kommentariu (Moscow: Nauka, 2005), 351-356.
327 Samuel H. Greenblatt, “The Major Influences on the Early Life and Work of John Hughlings
Jackson,” Bulletin of the History of Medicine 39 (January 1, 1965): 346.
328 Ibid., 347, 353, 363.
329 Ibid., 363-364.
330 See Oswei Temkin, The Falling Sickness, 328-329. See also Samuel H. Greenblatt, “The
Major Influences on the Early Life and Work of John Hughlings Jackson,” 373.
31 Ibid., 370-373. See also Martin N. Raitiere, The Complicity of Friends, 167-170.
332 Samuel H. Greenblatt, “The Major Influences on the Early Life and Work of John Hughlings
Jackson,” 360.
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Herpin, he turned to his patient’s first-person accounts, trying to combine them with the results
of his own clinical observations. While Dr. Herpin, in his efforts to find adequate expression to
the complexities and ambiguities of consciousness, often turned to literature and writers, Dr.
Jackson also used literature, and he mused about the properties of language and the human
“faculty of language.”

In an early medical article from 1866, Dr. Jackson made a statement on the relationship
between the mind and language: “It is probable that the so-called faculty of language ‘resides’
wherever mind resides, and that language is but an outward form of thought.”*3? For Dr. Jackson,
language was also the way to gain insight into the workings of consciousness—into the
innermost domain of thought. Exploring this link in his clinical practice, like others in this
period, he increasingly turned to the written records of epileptic patients. In one of his case
studies, Dr. Jackson copied the diary of a 31-year-old man who experienced periods of
unconsciousness during epileptic episodes:

20th. Unconscious? for perhaps three-quarters of an hour, remember ordering
dinner, but not eating, or paying for it, but did both, and returned to the office,
where I found myself at my desk feeling rather confused, but not otherwise ill;
was obliged to call at the dining-room to ask if I had been ill, and if I had had any
dinner. The answer was no to the former, and yes to the latter question (original
emphasis by the patient).33*

The use of italicized text suggests that, like Dr. Herpin, Dr. Jackson may have been using the
words of his patient, incorporating them into his own, third-person account. Both physicians
seem to have spontaneously come up with the narrative technique of style indirect libre, avant la
lettre.

In other ways, too, the situation of his patients echoed the predicament of patients of Dr.
Herpin. Both patients and their doctors reached for literary metaphors. One of Dr. Jackson’s
patients described being transported to “another world”:

A man, H., aged 29, who consulted me, March 1882, began to be ill in 1873 or
1874 (he could not be more precise). He had “curious sensations,” “a sort of
transplantation to another world, lasting a second or so.” He otherwise described
them by saying that whatever he was doing at the time he (now I use his words)
“imagined I have done this before, imagined I was in exactly the same position
years ago.” He said, too, that it was as if waking from sleep.?*

This patient’s experience recalls Dostoevsky’s epileptic attack, when, as he told Sof’ia
Kovalevskaia that he felt as if, for a moment, he was transported to paradise. (Readers of

333 John Hughlings Jackson, “Clinical Remarks on Cases of Temporary Loss of Speech and of
Power of Expression (Epileptic Aphemia? Aphrasia? Aphasia?), and on Epilepsies,” Medical
Times and Gazette, April 23, 1866, 442.
334 John Hughlings Jackson, “On Temporary Mental Disorders After Epileptic Paroxysms”
[1875], Selected Writings of John Hughlings Jackson, Vol. 1, 126.
335 John Hughlings Jackson, “On a Particular Variety of Epilepsy (‘Intellectual Aura’), One Case
with Symptoms of Organic Brain Disease” [1888], Selected Writings of John Hughlings Jackson,
Vol. 1, 389.
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Dostoevsky would remember that such an experience received a still more elaborate description,
complete with symbolic interpretation, in Dostoevsky’s The Idiot, when it became an experience
of Dostoevsky’s character.)

One of Dr. Jackson’s patients describes an epileptic state that overcame him while
reading a book. Similarly to Flaubert (who felt his consciousness splitting in the act of writing),
this patient had the sensation of doubling in the act of reading:

He describes his mental condition as comparable to that of one suddenly
awakened out of a sound sleep. “He cannot catch hold of the dream, which seems
to be quickly passing from him, and at the same time he cannot yet appreciate the
state of unconsciousness into which he has so suddenly awakened.” He writes
also: “The things around me seem to be moving; and if I am reading, the book
will appear to be going from me, when at once I feel as if all must be a dream,
though well knowing at the same time it must be reality...through it all the fear of
some impending catastrophe seems to be hanging over me.”3%¢

The doubling of consciousness into an actor and an observer, the feeling of unreality, and the
sense of “impending catastrophe,” all of this echoes the experiences, including the “condemned
man,” described both in Flaubert’s letters and in Dostoevsky’s novel. Both clinicians and
novelists, relying on the real-life experience of epilepsy, focused on these motifs, with their far-
reaching symbolic potential.

Another case described a dual state of mind during the epileptic “dreamy state”; Dr.
Jackson includes quotations from their own portrayal of the disease, demonstrating the common
nature of the mental condition of those with epilepsy:

One of my patients stated, as the onset of his fits, two diametrically opposite
conditions of mind. He said: (1) “The ordinary operations of the mind seemed to
stop;” (2) “I seem to think of a thousand different things all in a moment.” He put
it again thus, still making a double statement: (1) “If writing a letter, it becomes a
blank; and (2) the thoughts before-mentioned come.” Here there were very clearly
(1) a negative state, defect of consciousness to his then surroundings; and (2) a
positive state of increased consciousness, a “rising up” of formerly organised
mental states. The patient next lost consciousness; then the negative state became
deeper, and his dreamy state vanished.?’

Dr. Jackson combines his clinical remarks with the patient’s own report, and yet he appeared to
have trouble depicting and explaining the duality, bifurcation, or ambiguity of mental
experience.

In another case, Dr. Jackson’s “highly educated” patient who underwent a similar
experience suggested his own definition for it, adopted by his physician: “double consciousness.”

336 John Hughlings Jackson, “On Right or Left-Sided Spasm at the Onset of Epileptic Paroxysms,
and On Crude Sensation Warnings, and Elaborate Mental States,” Brain 3.2 (July 1, 1880): 202.
337 John Hughlings Jackson, “Lectures on the Diagnosis of Epilepsy” [1879], Selected Writings
of John Hughlings Jackson, Vol. 1, 295.
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A highly educated man described his mental state as one of double consciousness.
In detail he said it was “the past as if present, a blending of past ideas with
present.” (Again, “a peculiar train of ideas as of reminiscence of a former life, or
rather, perhaps, of a former psychologic state.” He then lost consciousness;
returning consciousness was like awakening from a dream or trance; the vision
vanishing in spite of every effort to retain recollection of it. He said, “Sometimes I
think I have it, and then it is gone.” It may seem that the patient was reading
philosophy into his symptoms, but a poor boy described the feeling “in his head”
at the beginning of the seizure as if he had “two minds”—an exactly equivalent
expression. I believe that the expression “double consciousness” is literally
correct.>38

As mentioned above, George Eliot had used the term “double consciousness” in her novels.
Patients, doctors, and novelists combined efforts to describe and define mental experiences that
defied expression

In one truly remarkable clinical account, Dr. Jackson directly addressed the problem of
description. Attempting once again to describe “double consciousness,” he noted that the
pronoun “he” could not adequately pinpoint the subject:

We must never forget this double difference when using the pronoun ‘he.’
There are two ‘he’s,” one standing for the man before his fit, the other for
the man after it. They are two different persons. Although, as we may put
it, they are in the same skin, they do not look or act like the same person;
they are not the same person. [...] The word ‘he’ is a highly technical term
in spite of its apparent simpleness, as is evident if we consider what ‘he’
means in ‘He remembers so and so.” ‘He’ stands in that sentence for the
whole person subjectively, whilst ‘remember so and so’ stands for the
whole person objectively. We might put it, as it were, diagrammically
thus: ‘He remembers so and so,” and ‘He remembers so and so.”3%°

Attempting to describe the bifurcation of his patient’s consciousness, the physician comes to
realize the technical limitations of the third-person pronoun. An epileptic fit made it clear that a
person is not always equal to himself, and the same word “he” cannot adequately describe both.
What is more, how could a self-conscious person be described simultaneously from a subjective
and from an objective point of view?

As we have seen, writers, Flaubert and Dostoevsky, who themselves suffered from
epilepsy and underwent experiences similar to those that befell Dr. Jackson’s patients, addressed
this problem through the instruments of their profession: the result was a narrative technique that
fused subjective and objective perspective, making the third-person pronouns serve a double

338 Jackson, “Lectures on the Diagnosis of Epilepsy” [1879], Vol. 1, Selected Writings of John
Hughlings Jackson, 298. The neurologist Dr. Raitiere suggests that this “educated patient” may,
in fact, be Herbert Spencer, who may have suffered from epilepsy. See The Complicity of
Friends, 181-185.
339 John Hughlings Jackson, “Remarks on Dissolution of the Nervous System as Exemplified by
Certain Post-Epileptic Conditions” [1881], Selected Writings of John Hughlings Jackson, Vol. 2,
26-27.
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duty: style indirect libre. Examining the parallel efforts of clinicians and their patients, we
receive additional confirmation that the epileptic experience stands at the heart of these
novelists’ narrative innovations.

Dr. Jackson’s Patient Dr. Z

Before we turn to literature proper, let us look in more detail at the clinical accounts of
one particular patient of Dr. Jackson: a well-read and articulate physician known as Dr. Z, whose
remarkable self-report was cited at the beginning of this chapter.

Dr. Z became Dr. Jackson’s patient in 1880. A decade earlier, in 1870, Dr. Z (himself a
medical doctor) published a personal account of epilepsy in the medical journal The Practitioner
under another pseudonym, “Quaerens” (“the seeker”). Dr. Jackson came to regard this self-report
as the first description of a “dreamy state” and epileptic “reminiscence” in medical literature.>*
Remarkably, in his account of his mental illness, Dr. Z cited Tennyson, Coleridge, and Dickens
as authors who, apart from clinical material, had already described the sensations that he
attributed to his epileptic condition:

Last year I had the misfortune to become, for the first time in my life, subject to
occasional epilepsy. I well remember that the sensation above described [by
Tennyson, Coleridge, and Dickens], with which I had been familiar from
boyhood, had, shortly before my first seizure at a time of over-work, become
more intense and more frequent than usual. Since my first attack, I have had only
few recurrences of the feeling in question. On two occasions, however, it was
followed next day by an epileptic seizure, and I have since treated its occurrence
as an indication for immediate rest.>*!

Dr. Z points to these literary texts as models for conveying the altered states of mind experienced
before epileptic attacks. Confronted with a difficult task to describe the inexpressible, a well-
educated patient turned to literature.

When, in 1880, Dr. Jackson related this experience in his article, he quoted the patient’s
self-description, and he, too brought up Tennyson, Coleridge, and Dickens:

When he consulted me, February 1880, he had had eighteen severe fits (loss of
consciousness, convulsion, tongue biting), and had had “many hundreds of slight
attacks.” The slight attacks which he still had when I first saw him were so slight
that strangers noticed nothing wrong with him; he is never quite unconscious in
them; the severest of these slight fits only “bemaze” him for a minute or two; he
can go on talking. Here are epileptic attacks with defect (“bemazement”), but not
with loss of consciousness. A medical friend who sees much of Quaerens [Dr. Z]

349 John Hughlings Jackson, “On a Particular Variety of Epilepsy (‘Intellectual Aura’), One Case
with Symptoms of Organic Brain Disease” [1888], Selected Writings of John Hughlings Jackson,
Vol. 1, 386.
Later, in 1899, Dr. Jackson discovered the work of Dr. Herpin which discusses the “dreamy
state, recognizing him as a forgotten expert on the topic.
341 John Hughlings Jackson, “A Prognostic and Therapeutic Indication in Epilepsy,” The
Practitioner 4 (May 1870): 284.
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observes a little flushing in the patient’s face, that he is “as if considering
something,” but only to his intimate friends it is known that he has any kind of
seizure. [...] Quaerens quotes Tennyson, Coleridge, and Dickens about it.>4?

Dr. Jackson here confirms his patient’s appeal to literature as a model for describing the epileptic
mind.

In another self-report, Dr. Z describes a walk in London, which was similar to the city
walks of Dr. Herpin’s epileptic patients, in terms that anticipate Dostoevsky’s description of the
epileptic experiences of his character Prince Myshkin in The Idiot:

Again, in November 1887, after dark—about 6 p.m.—I was walking westwards in
a London street, when I felt a petit-mal coming on of which I can remember no
particulars. My intention was to walk westwards for about half a mile; my
thoughts were occupied with some books I had been reading in a house which I
had just left. With my return of memory (which was incomplete and indistinct I
found myself in a street I did not at first recognise. I was somewhat puzzled, and
looked up at the street corners for information as to the name of the street. I read
the name ‘P—St.” which crossed my path at right angles, and with some difficulty
realised that I was walking not westwards, as I had been intending, but eastwards,
along the street by which I had come, and had, in fact, retraced my steps some
three hundred or four hundred yards. I felt no purpose in doing this, no aim at
going anywhere in particular, and to save further difficulty, and because I was
puzzled, I got into a hansom which was standing still close by me. I have no
recollection of giving the driver any orders, and was in a very unreflective state.
My impression is that the cab-driver drove quickly to the right house, and I
distinctly remember some slight surprise I felt at his knowing the house, and at
finding myself giving him a shilling, when I doubt if I could have explained
where he came from. Immediately after entering the house I realised tolerably
distinctly what had probably happened, and looking at my watch, I calculated that
I had not lost more than five minutes by this, if so much.?#?

Citing his patient’s self-report in his case study, Dr. Jackson added nothing, as if he accepted his
remarkable patient’s authority in conveying his own experience. Readers of Dostoevsky, were
they to encounter this self-report, could have marveled at how close this literary-minded doctor-
patient came to what was found in literature.

A Split Mind, A Split Style: The Case of Prince Myshkin in Dostoevsky’s The Idiot

Dostoevsky’s novel The Idiot represents epilepsy in a special case: the novel’s
protagonist, Prince Myshkin. I would argue that the depiction of epilepsy in this novel is parallel
to cases seen in medical science as recorded by Dr. Herpin and Dr. Jackson, and that several
moments suggest similarities to Flaubert.

342 John Hughlings Jackson, “On a Particular Variety of Epilepsy (‘Intellectual Aura’), One Case
with Symptoms of Organic Brain Disease” [1888], Selected Writings of John Hughlings Jackson,
Vol. 1, 388-389.
343 Ibid., 404.
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The narration of the prince’s epileptic experience begins in Chapter 2 of Part 2, when the
prince arrives in St. Petersburg at the Nikolaevsk railway station and experiences a visual
hallucination in the crowd:

No one met him at the station; but as he was getting off the train, the prince
suddenly thought he caught the gaze of two strange, burning eyes in the crowd
surrounding the arriving people. When he looked more attentively, he could no
longer see them. Of course, he had only imagined it; but it left an unpleasant
impression. Besides, the prince was sad and pensive to begin with and seemed
preoccupied with something. 44

Here, the character’s mind is described as having several different impressions which seem to be
simultaneous, similar to the description of Dr. Z’s epileptic “dreamy state.” In the crowd, the
Prince sees “two strange, burning eyes” which disappear when he looks closer: “When he looked
more attentively, he could no longer see them”. This shift, or split in the prince’s mind is
represented in the narrative through style indirect libre: “Of course, he had only imagined it”
(Konechno, tol’ko pomereshchilos’). The narrative then shifts to an exterior perspective, stating
that the Prince “seemed preoccupied with something” (chem-to kazalsia ozabochennym). These
hallucinated eyes signal the entrance into the text of what I would call the paradox of a shifting
mind, and in this case, the shift in the narrative concerns visual images and doubts to the status of
the real. The dual voice of style indirect libre is linked to the representation of a dual, or split
state of the protagonist’s mind, in which differing states of the character’s mind are represented
in the narrative. Here, it would seem that Dostoevsky embodies the split subjectivity of the
character into the very workings of the narrative.’#

Other characters are aware of this split in the character’s mind, described here from
Lebedev’s point of view:

Lebedev followed him with his eyes. He was struck by the prince’s sudden
absentmindedness. He had forgotten to say “good-bye” as he left, had not even

34 Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Idiot, translated by Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky (New
York: Vintage, 2003), 190. All translations of The Idiot are taken from this edition. [Ero HuKTO
HE BCTPETHJI B BOKCAJIe; HO MPH BBIXOJE U3 BaroHa KHS3I0 BIPYT MOMEPEIIMICS CTPaHHBIH,
TOpSTYMI B3TJISI YbUX-TO BYX IJIa3, B TOJIE, OCAUBIICH MPUOBIBIINX ¢ Toe310M. [lormsies
BHUMAaTeNIbHEE, OH YK€ Hu4ero 0ojee He paznnyiii. KoHeYHO, TOIBKO ITOMEPELIHIOCh; HO
BIICUATIICHUE OCTAIOCH HenpuaTHoe. K ToMy ke KHsI3b 1 0€3 TOro ObUI TPYCTEH U 33 JyMYUB H
YeM-TO Ka3ajcs 03a00ueHHBIM. (8:158)]
345 Corrigan, in his recent book, The Riddle of the Self (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University
Press, 2017) offers a convincing reading of Myshkin’s enigmatic subjectivity in the novel.
Spektor has recently emphasized how it is the protagonist Myshkin’s split subjectivity that
implicates the reader, seen through the lens of Bakhtin’s dialogism (Reader as Accomplice,
2020). Kate Holland makes a convincing argument about Dostoevsky’s novels in the 1870s as
defined by fragmentation. Myshkin’s split mental experience would appear to foreground this
coming turn in the novelist’s work: The Novel in the Age of Disintegration: Dostoevsky and the
Problem of Genre in the 1870s (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 2013).
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nodded his head, which was incompatible with what Lebedev knew of the
prince’s courtesy and attentiveness.>*®

Lebedev observes changes in the prince’s body and personality much in the same way that
clinicians like Dr. Jackson observed their own patients.

The narrative depicts the character’s inner mind as he approaches Rogozhin’s apartment
house on the street:

As he neared the intersection of Gorokhovaya and Sadovaya, he himself was
surprised at his extraordinary agitation; he had never expected that his heart could
pound so painfully. One house, probably because of its peculiar physiognomy,
began to attract his attention from far away, and the prince later recalled saying to
himself: “That’s probably the very house.” He approached with extraordinary
curiosity to verify his guess; he felt that for some reason it would be particularly
unpleasant if he had guessed right (204).34

The prince recognizes the house but seems not to know why: “He approached with extraordinary
curiosity to verify his guess; he felt that for some reason it would be particularly unpleasant if he
had guessed right.” This moment, shown from the character’s internal perspective, suggests that
the prince is aware of the split experience of his own mind, as though his mind reacts
automatically to seeing the building. This description includes not only his feelings in the
moment but also a memory of the experience recalled at a later time.

In another moment inside Rogozhin’s apartment, the narrative describes the prince’s
mind as he encounters Rogozhin’s gaze:

The paleness and, as it were, the quick, fleeting spasm still had not left
Rogozhin’s face. Though he had invited his guest in, his extraordinary
embarrassment persisted. As he was showing the prince to a chair and seating him
at the table, the prince chanced to turn to him and stopped under the impression of
his extremely strange and heavy gaze. It was as if something pierced the prince
and as if at the same time he remembered something—recent, heavy, gloomy. Not
sitting down and standing motionless, he looked for some time straight into
Rogozhin’s eyes; they seemed to flash more intensely in the first moment
(205).348

346 Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Idiot, trans. Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky, 203.
[JTeGeneB mocMoTpen eMy Besiell. Ero mopasuia BHE3aIHas pacCcestHHOCTh KHs3s. Beixos, oH
3a0bUT J1aKe CKa3aTh «IPONIANTEy, IaXKe TOJIOBOM HE KUBHYII, YTO HECOBMECTHO OBLIO €
n3BecTHOIO JIeOeieBy BEKITMBOCTRIO U BHUMATEIBHOCTHIO KHs1341. (8:169)]

347 [Tlomxons k nepekpectky I'opoxosoii u CamoBoOi, OH caM YAUBUIICS CBOEMY
HEOOBIKHOBEHHOMY BOJTHEHHIO; OH U HE 0XKHJIaJl, YTO y HETO C TaKOI0 O0JIbI0 OyaeT OUThCs
cepate. OuH J0M, BEPOSTHO 10 CBOEH 0COOEHHOM (PU3MOHOMUM, €IE U3IAIU CTal IPHUBIIEKATH
€ro BHUMaHHE, U KHsI3b MOMHKJI TIOTOM, YTO CKasal cebe: «ITo, HABEPHO, TOT caMblit 1oM.» C
HEOOBIKHOBEHHBIM JIFOOOMBITCTBOM TIOIXOIMI OH POBEPUTH CBOKO JIOTAJIKY; OH 9yBCTBOBAJI, UTO
eMy To4eMy-TO OyJIeT 0COOCHHO HENPUATHO, ecH oH yrazgai. (8:170)]

348 [BiiemHOCTD M Kak ObI MeJiKasi, Oerias cy1opora BCé ele He moKuaay juna Poroxuna. O

XOTh U TIO3BaJI TOCTS, HO HEOOBIKHOBEHHOE CMYIIIEHHE ero MPOoAoIDKanock. [loka oH monBoant
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Here, seeing Rogozhin’s face leads to a mental shift in the prince, seen through an external
perspective: “it was as if something pierced the prince and as if at the same time he remembered
something—recent, heavy, gloomy.”

Narratologists who work on point of view routinely switch pronouns from third to first
person to reveal complexities in the situation of narrative perspective. A rewriting of this
sentence using first-person pronouns suggests a more complex situation of the narrative
representation of the character’s mind, one that bears resemblance to patient diaries published by
Dr. Jackson and Dr. Herpin and to Flaubert’s epileptic episodes in his letters:

As he was showing me to a chair and seating me at the table, / chanced to turn to
him and stopped under the impression of his extremely strange and heavy gaze. It
was as if something pierced me and as if at the same time / remembered
something—recent, heavy, gloomy.>*

This rewriting of the scene suggests a new way of understanding this epileptic moment: here, the
prince observes a shifting, automatic, and unconscious feeling of being “pierced”; he also
describes a feeling that resembles the memory of “something—recent, heavy, gloomy.” What is
more, Dostoevsky takes what could be the prince’s epileptic diary and as if slips it underneath
the novel’s third person narrative, incorporating the subjectivity of the character into the
narrative. This is not an example of style indirect libre: Dostoevsky incorporates aspects of the
first-person point of view into the third person narrative.

The prince experiences a similar state of mind in front of Hans Holbein’s painting, The
Body of the Dead Christ in the Tomb in Rogozhin’s house:

Over the door to the next room hung a painting rather strange in form, around six
feet wide and no more than ten inches high. It portrayed the Savior just taken
down from the cross. The prince glanced fleetingly at it, as if recalling something,
not stopping, however, wanting to go on through the door. He felt very oppressed
and wanted to be out of the house quickly (217-218).3%°

KHSI351 K KPECJIaM U yCAKMBAJ €70 K CTOJY, TOT CIIy4aiiHo 00epHYJICS K HEMY U OCTAHOBHJICS O]
BIICYATIICHUEM UPE3BBIYAIHO CTPAHHOIO M TSKEJIOTO €ro B3risaa. YTo-To Kak Obl POH3UIIO
KHSI35 1 BMECTE C TEM Kak Obl 4TO-TO €My NPUIIOMHMIIOCH — HEJIABHEE, TSKEN0e, MpauHoe. He
CaIsICh U OCTAHOBUBIIUCH HEMOABMKHO, OH HEKOTOPOE BPEMsI CMOTPEI POroskuHy NpsiMo B
IJ1a3a; OHU €llle KaK Obl CHiIbHEE OJIECHY/IM B TIEpBOe MIrHOBeHue. Hakonen Poroxun
YCMEXHYJICS, HO HECKOJIBKO CMYTHBIIUCH U KaK ObI MOTEPSBIINCH. (8:171)]

349 [Tloka OH TIOABOIMII MeHs K KPECIaM U yCaKUBAJl MeHs K CTOJY, TOT CIIy4aiiHO 00epHyJIcs K
MHe U OCTAHOBUJICS TTOJ1 BIIEYATIEHUEM YPE3BBIYANHO CTPAHHOTO U TSDKEJIOTO €ro B3rsaa. Uro-
TO Kak ObI TIPOH3KJIO MeHs U BMECTE C TEM Kak Obl YTO-TO MHe PUIIOMHHIIOCH — HEJJABHEE,
TSDKEII0€, MpavyHOE. |

330 [Hax qBepbio B CIEAYIONIYIO KOMHATY BHCEIA OJHA KapTHHA, JOBOJIBHO CTPAHHAS 110 CBOEN
dbopMe, OKOJIO IBYX C MOJOBMHOM apIlvH B JUIMHY M HUKaK He 00JIee IECTH BEPUIKOB B BHICOTY.
Omna u3zo0paxana Criacuresis, TOJIBKO Y4TO CHATOrO €O Kpecta. KHsI3b MEIbKOM B3IJIAHYJI Ha HEE,
Kak Obl YTO-TO MPUIIOMHHAS, BIIPOYEM HE OCTAHABIMBASACH, XOTEJ POWTH B JBEPh. EMy GbLIO

OUYEHb TSDKEJIO U XOTEJIOCh TOCKOpee U3 3Toro goma. (8:181)]
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Here, the narrative represents another split experience: he glances at the painting, “as if recalling
something” (kak by chto-to pripominaia). The narrative presents a double of this situation, with
the description of Rogozhin in front of the painting:

Rogozhin suddenly abandoned the painting and went further on his way. Of
course, absentmindedness and the special, strangely irritated mood that had
appeared so unexpectedly in Rogozhin might have explained this abruptness; but
even so the prince thought it somehow odd that a conversation not initiated by
him should be so suddenly broken off, and that Rogozhin did not even answer
him (218).3°!

One could ask: what is going on inside Rogozhin? The text represents Rogozhin from an external
point of view and describes his behavior as shifting (in parallel to the shifting of the prince’s
mind): “Of course, absentmindedness and the special, strangely irritated mood that appeared so
unexpectedly in Rogozhin. . .” In a sense, much like the narrative depicts the prince as aware of
his own split mind, Rogozhin is also described as having an unpredictable, but perceptible shift
in his psyche. The epileptic experience of the prince appears, in this moment, to extend beyond
the description of a single character, as though Rogozhin were his epileptic double.

In these first few chapters of Part 2, the prince’s epileptic experience presents challenges
for the representation of the character’s consciousness in narrative. In these moments, the
narrative describes a situation in the prince’s mind in which he is aware of conflicting and
seemingly automatic, or unconscious shifts in his mind; he is able to observe these phenomena,
which leads to a split in his own experience, and recalls the experience of “double
consciousness” described by physicians; he experiences what seems like the “dreamy state” of
reminiscence; and his mind is presented as conflicted about the status of the real. In
Dostoevsky’s novel, this split experience of the character gives rise to a new way of narrating the
mind, which represents the experience of multiple states of a single mind. At the core of this
style are various “splits” in the narrative: the use of the “dual voice” of style indirect libre, the
adoption of both external and internal perspective to describe the character’s mind, the
transposition of epileptic experience onto other characters, and the description of memory as a
spontaneous act of consciousness. These splits in the narrative amount to what can be called
Dostoevsky’s new, split style of representing the mind.

Myshkin in Petersburg: Epilepsy and Style Indirect Libre

At the beginning of Chapter 5, the narrative returns to the character’s epileptic experience
and describes him walking around in St. Petersburg:

The prince went out and walked mechanically wherever his eyes took him. At the
very beginning of summer in Petersburg there occasionally occur lovely days—
bright, hot, still. As if on purpose, this day was one of those rare days. For some

351 [Porosun BAPYT OPOCKI KAPTHHY ¥ TIOLIEN MPEXKHE0 10poroi Brepen. KoneuHo,

paccessHHOCTh M 0c000€, CTPAaHHO-PA3IPAKUTETHLHOE HACTPOCHHE, TaK BHE3AITHO
oOHapy>kuBIIeecs: B Poroxune, MOrio Obl, mokanyil, OOBbsICHUTB 3Ty MOPHIBYATOCTh; HO
BCE-TaKM KaK-TO YyJHO CTAJIO KHS3I0, UTO TaK BAPYT MpepBajcs pa3roBop, KOTOPHIH He

UM € ¥ Hayvar, ¥ 4To POroxxun naxe u He oTBETUI emy. (8:181)]
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time the prince strolled about aimlessly. He was little acquainted with the city. He
stopped occasionally at street corners in front of some houses, on the squares, on
the bridges; once he stopped at a pastry shop to rest. Occasionally he would start
peering at passersby with great curiosity; but most often he did not notice either
the passersby or precisely where he was going (223).32

In a scene comparable to the experience of Dr. Z (provided at the beginning of this chapter), the
narrative describes the character in an urban landscape. The prince is guided “mechanically” by
his eyes alone: “the prince went out and walked mechanically wherever his eyes took him”
(kniaz’ vyshel i napravilsia mashinal 'no kuda glaza gliadiat). The external perspective reveals
the character walking, even though he seems unaware of what he is doing: “He stopped
occasionally at street corners in front of some houses, on the squares, on the bridges; once he
stopped at a pastry shop to rest.” The prince is oblivious of other people, which is also similar to
the situation of Dr. Z: “most often he did not notice either the passersby or precisely where he
was going.” Here we see another aspect of Dostoevsky’s model for representing the epileptic
mind: the description of the exterior body or an outward form of this experience.

The narrative describes the prince’s sensations while walking:

He was tormentingly tense and uneasy, and at the same time felt an extraordinary
need for solitude. He wanted to be alone and to give himself over to all this
suffering tension completely passively, without looking for the least way out. He
was loath to resolve the questions that overflowed his soul and heart. “What, then,

am I to blame for it all?” he murmured to himself, almost unaware of his words
(224).3%3

Here, the prince’s split mind is marked by a spontaneous emergence of feelings and thoughts,
which suggest a contradictory, doubled experience: “He was tormentingly tense and uneasy, and
at the same time felt an extraordinary need for solitude.” This mental split is also reflected in his
spoken words: “‘What, then, am I to blame for it all?” he murmured to himself, almost unaware
of his words.” This moment suggests the emergence in the text of a split language; in a parallel
to the “dual style” of style indirect libre, this moment reflects the dual state of mind in the
character who is at once aware and unaware of his surroundings and his own body. Much like
Dr. Herpin’s patients, who were recorded suddenly expressing strange sensations in language

352 [KHs13b BBIILIE U HAIIPABHWJICS MALIMHAILHO Ky/a IJa3a risaar. B nauane nera B IleTepOypre

CITy4aroTCsl MHOT/IA NPEJIECTHBIE IHU — CBETJIBIE, XKapKue, Tuxue. Kak HapouHo, 9TOT JeHb ObLI
OJIHHMM W3 TaKUX peaKuX JHeil. HeckonbKko BpeMenu KHA3b Opoaui 6e3 uenu. Ou
OCTaHABJIMBAJICS MHOT/IA HA TIEPEKPECTKAX YIIHIL IIPE] HHBIMU JOMaMH, Ha TUIOMIAIAX, Ha
MOCTaX; OJHAK/IBI 3aI1E] OTIOXHYTh B OJHY KOHAUTEPCKYI0. HOTIa ¢ GOJbIINM
JIO0ONBITCTBOM HAYMHAJI BCMAaTPUBATBCS B MPOXOXKUX; HO Yallle BCETO HE 3aMeyall HU
MPOXO0’KHX, HU TJI€ UMEHHO OH HeT. (8:186)]
353 [OH GBI B MYyYUTEIBHOM HATPSKEHUH U OECTIOKONCTBUE U B TO XKE CAMOE BPEMSI
4yBCTBOBAJI HEOOBIKHOBEHHYIO TIOTPEOHOCTE yeauHeH s, EMy X0Tenoch ObITh OHOMY U
OTIAThCs BCEMY 3TOMY CTPAIaTEIbHOMY HANPSKEHUIO COBEPILEHHO TACCUBHO, HE UIIA
HU Majieiniero Beixoaa. OH ¢ OTBpALIEHUEM HE XOTEJ pa3peliaTh HaXJIbIHYBIIUX B €10
NIy ¥ CEPJIIE BOPOCOB. «UTO *ke, pa3Be s BUHOBAT BO BCEM 3TOM?» — GOPMOTAIl OH
po cebsl, TOUTH HEe CO3HAaBast CBOMX cJIoB. (8:186)]
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during the epileptic experience, Dostoevsky turns to his character’s spoken language to give
another dimension of the character’s complex state of mind.

In the next moment, the prince is described at the Tsarskoe Selo railway station a few
hours later, yet again suggesting a parallel to Dr. Z’s experience at the railway station when he
lost his ticket:

By six o’clock he found himself on the platform of the Tsarskoe Selo railway.
Solitude quickly became unbearable to him; a new impulse ardently seized his
heart, and for a moment a bright light lit up the darkness in which his soul
anguished. He took a ticket for Pavlovsk and was in an impatient hurry to leave;
but something was certainly pursuing him, and this was a reality and not a
fantasy, as he had perhaps been inclined to think. He was about to get on the train
when he suddenly flung the just-purchased ticket to the floor and left the station
again, confused and pensive (224).33*

This passage suggests a new turn in the prince’s epileptic experience, which comes with the new
sensations on the train platform: “Solitude quickly became unbearable to him; a new impulse
ardently seized his heart.” While Dr. Z mostly alludes to several moments of unconscious,
automatic behavior, Dostoevsky’s text is immersed in a doubled, split experience that centers on
a wavering sense of reality: “but something was certainly pursuing him, and this was a reality
and not a fantasy, as he had perhaps been inclined to think.” In this moment, the character’s
doubled experience is seemingly transposed into the voice of a narrator, who stresses that the
experience is real. In this moment, the third-person narrative reflects the character’s shifting
mental state, in which reality and fantasy can be quickly exchanged.

After leaving the train station, the prince is described standing in the street:

A short time later, in the street, it was as if he suddenly remembered, suddenly
realized, something very strange, something that had long been bothering him. He
was suddenly forced to catch himself consciously doing something that had been
going on for a long time, but which he had not noticed till that minute: several
hours ago, even in the Scales, and perhaps even before the Scales, he had begun
now and then suddenly searching for something around him. And he would forget
it, even for a long time, half an hour, and then suddenly turn again uneasily and
search for something (224).3%

354 [K mectr yacam oH ouyTmiics Ha aebapkanepe Llapckocenbekoi KeTe3Hoi JOPOrH.

YenuHeHne CKOpo CTajlo eMy HEBBIHOCHUMO; HOBBIN MOPBIB TOPSY0 OXBATUJI €T0 CepAle, U

Ha MTHOBEHHE SPKUM CBETOM 03apUJICSI MpaK, B KOTOPOM TOCKOBasa Jayma ero. OH B3si1

6uner B [1aBIOBCK U ¢ HETEPIIEHUEM CIIEIINI yeXaTh; HO, YK KOHEYHO, €T0 YTO-TO

Mpecie0Bao, u 3To ObUIa JeCTBUTETLHOCTD, a HEe (DaHTa3us, KaK, MOXET OBbITh, OH

HaKJIOHEeH ObUT qyMaTh. [1ouTH yke caisich K BaroH, OH BAPYT OPOCKIT TOJIBKO YTO

B3SITHI OMJIET Ha TOJ U BBILIEN 00paTHO U3 BOKCaJa, CMYUICHHBINH U 33 1yMUUBBIH.

(8:186)]

355 [HecKOJIbKO BPEMEHH CITYCTS, Ha YJIUIIE, OH BAPYT KaK ObI YTO-TO MPUIIOMHMII, KaK ObI 4TO-TO

BHE3aITHO cO00pa3mil, O4eHb CTPAHHOE, YTO-TO YK JOJITO0 ero 6ecrnokousuiee. EMy Bapyr

MPUILIOCH CO3HATENBHO MOMMAaTh ce0sl Ha OTHOM 3aHATHH, YK€ TaBHO MPOJI0JDKABIIEMCS, HO

KOTOPOT'O OH BCE HE 3amMeyall 0 CaMOil 3TO MHUHYTBI: BOT YK€ HECKOJIBKO YacoB, €Il 1aXke B
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In this moment, the narrative describes the prince’s mental experience of memory: “it was as if
he suddenly remembered, suddenly realized, something very strange” (on vdrug kak by chto-to
pripomnil, kak by chto-to vnezapno soobrazil, ochen’ strannoe). Let us again turn the narrative
into the first person. In this case, the narrative represents the prince’s vague, spontaneous feeling
of memory: “it was as if / suddenly remembered, suddenly realized, something very strange.”
This passage also represents the character’s body, which automatically “turns”: “several hours
ago... he had begun now and then suddenly searching for something around him.” The prince’s
awareness of his automatically turning body recurs several times over the hours: “And he would
forget it, even for a long time, half an hour, and then suddenly turn again uneasily and search for
something.” The prince’s split mind is thus represented through a description of a shifting
awareness of the automatic actions of his body, movements which are linked to other sensations.
With such a move, Dostoevsky transforms the description of the body into a complex way of
rendering the edges of the character’s mind in narrative.

The narrative then turns to various memories that emerge in prince’s mind spontaneously,
as if he were a spectator of his own mind (which recalls Flaubert’s descriptions of his mental
duality):

But he had only just noted to himself this morbid and till then quite unconscious
movement, which had come over him so long ago, when there suddenly flashed
before him another recollection that interested him extremely: he recalled that at
the moment when he noticed that he kept searching around for something, he was
standing on the sidewalk outside a shopwindow and looking with great curiosity
at the goods displayed in the window (224).3%¢

In this moment, the narrative yet again points to an experience of memory that is automatic and
spontaneous: “there suddenly flashed before him another recollection that interested him
extremely.” The prince remembers (seemingly later) that when his body turned, he became
aware of where he was standing: “he recalled that at the moment when he noticed that he kept
searching around for something, he was standing on the sidewalk outside a shopwindow and
looking with great curiosity at the goods displayed in the window.” This moment in the narrative
suggests a multiplicity of converging and spontaneous experiences, which are revealed through a
complex shift from the internal to the external point of view and through a representation of the
link between the body and the unconscious processes of the mind. While clinicians like Dr.
Herpin and Dr. Jackson began to grapple with ways to record and describe such automatic
experience, Dostoevsky, using complex manipulation of the point of view, produced such a
model in a novel.

«Becax», kaxxeTcs jaxe u 10 «BecoB», OH HET-HET U BAPYT HAUYMHAJ KaK Obl HCKATh Y€ro-To
Kpyrom ce0s1. 1 3a0yner, gaxke HaJ0Aro, Ha rmoydaca, ¥ BAPYT OMATh OTJISTHETCS C
OecrokoiicTBOM U umieT Kpyrom. (8:186-187)]
356 [Ho TOIBKO 9TO OH 3aMETUII B ce0€ 3TO GOJNIE3HEHHOE U JI0 CUX MO COBEPIIEHHO
Oecco3HaTebHOE IBUKEHUE, TaK JIABHO YK€ OBJIAJICBIIICE UM, KaK BIPYT MEJIBKHYJIO P HUM U
APYroe BOCIIOMHHAHKE, YPE3BbIYAHO 3aMHTEPECOBABIIIEE €r0: €My BCIOMHHIIOCH, YTO B TY
MHHYTY, KOT/Ia OH 3aMETHJI, YTO BCE HIIET YEro-TO KPyroM celsi, OH CTOSUI Ha TPOTyape y OKHa
OJTHOM JIABKH U ¢ OOJIBIIUM JIFOOOMBITCTBOM Pa3IJIsIbIBajl TOBAP, BHICTABICHHBIN B OKHE.
(8:187)]
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The narrative turns to represent the character’s shifting experience in front of the
shopwindow, with several questions:

He now wanted to make absolutely sure: had he really been standing in front of
that shopwindow just now, perhaps only five minutes ago, had he not imagined it
or confused something? Did that shop and those goods really exist? For indeed he
felt himself in an especially morbid mood that day, almost as he had felt formerly
at the onset of the fits of his former illness. He knew that during this time before a
fit he used to be extraordinarily absentminded and often even confused objects
and persons, unless he looked at the with especially strained attention (224-
225).3%7

As analogous to previous moments, the questions in the passage (“Did that shop and those goods
really exist?”) suggest the indecisive status of the real from the character’s perspective. One
could argue that Dostoevsky adapts the technique critics called style indirect libre for the
purpose of describing the epileptic experience, in which the character is confronted with a
multiplicity of sensations, beset with doubts in the reality of his experience, and challenged in his
understanding of his own mind.

The prince remembers Rogozhin’s eyes and experiences another shift in his mind:

He clearly recalled now that precisely here, standing in front of this window, he
had suddenly turned, as he had earlier, when he had caught Rogozhin’s eyes fixed
on him. Having made sure that he was not mistaken (which, incidentally, he had
been quite sure of even before checking), he abandoned the shop and quickly
walked away from it. All this he absolutely had to think over quickly; it was now
clear that he had not imagined anything at the station either, and that something
absolutely real had happened to him, which was absolutely connected with all his
earlier uneasiness. But some invincible inner loathing again got the upper hand:
he did not want to think anything over, he did not think anything over (225).2¢

357 [EMy 3ax0TeJI0Ch TeNeph HEMPEMEHHO TIPOBEPHTH: JICHCTBUTENLHO JIK OH CTOSI celuac,

MOJKET OBITh, BCETO IMSITh MUHYT Ha3aJl, IPeJ] OKHOM ITOH JIABKH, HE TTIOMEPEIIIIIOCH JTU MY, HE
cMmerian gy o yero? CyllecTByeT JIM B CaMOM JIeJie 3Ta JIaBKa U 3TOT ToBap? Beas oH U B camoM
JieJie 9yBCTBYET ce0sl CErOAHsI B 0COOEHHO 0OJIE3HEHHOM HACTPOCHUH, IIOYTH B TOM K€, KAaKOe
OBIBAJIO C HUM MPEXKJIe IPHU HaYalle IPUIIAKOB €To MpexHel 0one3nn. OH 3HANT, YTO B TAKOE
MPEIIPHUITAIOYHOE BpeMsi OH ObIBaeT HEOOBIKHOBEHHO PACCESIH U 9acTO JIaXKE CMEIINBAET
MIPEeIMETHI U JINIIA, €CJIU TIISIUT Ha HUX 0€3 0c000ro, HanpsbKkeHHOTo BHUMaHHS. (8:187)]
358 [OH ICHO BCIIOMHUII TENEPD, YTO UMEHHO TYT, CTOS IIPE STUM OKHOM, OH BAPYT 0OEpHYJICS,
TOYHO J1aBeua, Korja rnoimai Ha cebe ria3za PoroxkuHa. YBEpHUBIIKCE, 9TO OH HE omuOcs (B 4eM,
BIIPOYEM, OH U JIO IOBEPKHU OBLT COBEPILIEHHO YBEPEH), OH OPOCHII JIABKY U TTOCKOPEE MOIIEIT OT
Hee. Beé 310 Hano ckopee 001yMaTh, HEMPEMEHHO; TETepb SICHO ObLIO, YTO EMY He
MOMEPEIIMIIOCH U B BOKCAJIE, YTO C HUM CIIYYHJIOCh HETIPEMEHHO YTO-TO JIEUCTBUTEIIBHOE U
HEMPEMEHHO CBSI3aHHOE CO BCEM 3TUM MPEKHUM ero OecrokoiictBoM. Ho kakoe-To BHyTpeHHEee
HenoOeMMoe OTBPAIICHHE OTATH MEPECHIIAIIO: OH HE 3aX0TeNl HUUero 00 {yMbIBaTh, OH HE CTaj
001yMbIBaTh. (8:187)]
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The narrative describes the character’s body turning, which reveals Rogozhin’s eyes looking at
him: “he had suddenly turned, as he had earlier, when he had caught Rogozhin’s eyes fixed on
him.” In the next moment, the narrative describes another shift in the character’s mind, as the
prince is suddenly convinced of the reality of his vision: “Having made sure that he was not
mistaken (which, incidentally, he had been quite sure of even before checking), he abandoned
the shop.” The prince’s spontaneous confidence suggests a new split in his mind: “he had not
imagined anything at the station either, and that something absolutely real had happened to him.”
Here, Dostoevsky turns to a shifting experience of reality, where memories serve as
reinterpretations of previous experiences.

In another episode, the narrative describes a “contemplative state” (sozertsatel noe
sostoianie), a term that Dostoevsky also used for his epileptic experience in his notebooks:

There was a sort of lure in his contemplative state right then. His memories and
reason clung to every external object, and he liked that: he kept wanting to forget
something present, essential, but with the first glance around him he at once
recognized his dark thought again, the thought he had wanted so much to be rid
of. He remembered talking earlier with the waiter in the hotel restaurant, over
dinner, about an extremely strange recent murder, which had caused much noise
and talk. But as soon as he remembered it, something peculiar suddenly happened
to him again. An extraordinary, irrepressible desire, almost a temptation, suddenly
gripped his whole will. He got up from the bench and walked out of the garden
straight to the Petersburg side (227).3%°

Here, one may again recall Flaubert’s epileptic experience, which, as critics suggested, was
transposed into the very décor (scenery) of his novels. A similar situation appears in Myshkin’s
mind: and here, he is drawn not into his inner experience but to the outer world. Then, he is
brought back to that inner state of mind, signaled by the phrase “sort of” (kakaia-to): “There was
a sort of lure in his contemplative state right then” (V tepereshnem ego sozertsatel ’'nom sostoianii
byla dlia nego kakaia-to primanka). The narrative then turns to a description of the prince’s
memory, which is linked to other spontaneous thoughts within the prince: “He remembered
talking earlier with the waiter [...] But as soon as he remembered it [...] An extraordinary,
irrepressible desire, almost a temptation, gripped his whole will.” Drawing such a subtle
connection of the body and the mind, Dostoevsky suggests a new way of representing memory in

359 [B TemeperiHeM ero co3epuarebHOM COCTOSAHUM ObLIA JUIA HETO Kakas-To npumanka. Ox

MPUWICTUIIICA BOCIIOMUHAHUSMHU U YMOM K Ka)XIOMy BHELIHEMY IPEIMETY, U €MY ITO
HPaBUJIOCh: €My BCE XOTEJIOCh YTO-TO 3a0bITh, HACTOAIIEE, HACYIIIHOE, HO IIPU TIEPBOM B3IJISIIE
KpYroM ceOst OH TOTYAC K€ OISATh Y3HaBaJ CBOIO MPAYHYIO MBICIIb, MBICIIb, OT KOTOPOH eMy TaKk
XOTeNoch 0TBs3aThes. OH OBUIO BCIIOMHHMJI, YTO J1aBe4ya FOBOPUII € TIOJIOBBIM B TPAKTUPE 32
00e1oM 00 0JTHOM HeJlaBHEM UpEe3BBIYAHO CTPaHHOM YOHICTBE, HaJeNaBIIeM IIyMy U
pasroBopoB. Ho TOJIbKO YTO OH BCIIOMHHJI 00 3TOM, C HUM BJPYT OMSATH CIIYYHUIIOCH YTO-TO
ocobOenHoe. UpesBbIuaiiHoe, HEOTpa3UMOe JKeJIaHue, MOYTH co0Ia3H, BAPYT OLENEHUIIN BCIO €ro
Bouito. OH BCTall CO CKaMbH U TowIen u3 caja npsimo Ha [lerepOyprekyro ctopony. JlaBeua, Ha
HabepexHoW HeBbl, OH MOMPOCHI KAaKOTO-TO IPOXO0’KETo, YTOOBI MMoKasai eMy yepe3 HeBy
[TetepOyprckyro cropony. (8:189)]
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narrative form: here, memory is linked to the unseen states of consciousness, experienced as
vague sensations on the edge of awareness.

An Impending Attack

In another turn, the narrative shows the prince’s mind as fixated on other people,
Rogozhin and Lebedev:

Here he had long been getting together with Rogozhin, close together, together in
a “brotherly” way—but did he know Rogozhin? And anyhow, what chaos, what
turmoil, what ugliness there sometimes is in all that! But even so, what a nasty
and all-satisfied little pimple that nephew of Lebedev’s is! But, anyhow, what am
I saying? (the prince went on in his reverie). Was it he who killed those six
beings, those six people? I seem to be mixing things up...how strange it is! My
head is spinning...But what a sympathetic, what a sweet face Lebedev’s elder
daughter has, the one who stood there with the baby, what an innocent, what an
almost childlike expression, and what an almost childlike laughter! Strange that
he had almost forgotten that face and remembered it only now (228).3°

This passage begins with a sentence in style indirect libre: “Here he had long been getting
together with Rogozhin...but did he know Rogozhin?” (Vot on dolgo skhodilsia s
Rogozhinym...a znaet li on Rogozhina?) In the middle of the passage, the narrative represents the
prince’s thoughts in the first person: “But, anyhow, who am 1? (the prince went on in his
reverie)...I seem to be mixing things up...how strange it is! My head is spinning” (4 vprochem,
chto zhe ia? (prodolzhalos’ mechtat’sia kniazyu)...1a kak budto smeshivayu...kak eto stranno! U
menia golova chto-to kruzhitsia). Here, the narrative slips out of style indirect libre and into the
“stream of consciousness” technique, depicting a moment of the character’s brief awareness of
his own double position as both an observer and a participant in the scene. Here, Dostoevsky
again transforms the narrative techniques we know as style indirect libre into a method for
representing several simultaneous currents in the consciousness of a single character.

The narrative represents the prince’s epileptic experience yet again through an external
perspective, again adopting style indirect libre:

The prince looked at her absentmindedly, turned, and went back to his hotel. But
he left looking not at all the same as when he had rung at Mrs. Filissov’s door.
Again, and as if in one instant, an extraordinary change came over him: again, he
walked along pale, weak, suffering, agitated; his knees trembled, and a vague, lost

360 [Bot o moaro cxomuics ¢ PoroxuHbiM, 61HM3K0 CXOIUIKNCH, «OPATCKU» CXOIMINCH, — a
3HaeT i OH PoroxkuHa? A BmpoueM, Kakoi MHOT/Ia TYT, BO BCEM 3TOM, Xa0c, Kakoi cyMOyp,
Kakoe 0e300pa3ue! U kakoif e, 0JHaKO, TAIKWIA U BCEIOBOIBHBIN MPHIIMIUK 3TOT JaBEITHHMA
wieMstHHAK JleGeneBa! A Brpodem, 9To ke s1? (IPOA0IKaIOCh MEUTAThCS KHSI3I0) pa3Be OH yOuII
9TH CYIIECTBA, ITHX IIeCTh YenoBek? S kak OyATO CMENIMBalo. .. KaK 3TO CTpaHHO! Y MeHs
roJI0Ba YTO-TO KPY>KUTCA... A KaKOe CUMITATUYHOE, KAKOe MUJIOE JIMLIO Y CTaplieil noyepu
Jlebenesa, BOT y TOH, KOTOpast CTOsIIIa C peOCHKOM, KaKO€ HEBUHHOE, KAKOE MOYTH JETCKOE
BBIpKEHHUE M KaKOM 1mouTu AeTckuii cMex! CTpaHHO, 9TO OH MOYTH 3a0bLT 3TO JIUIO U TENepPh

TOJBKO O HeM BCroMHMII. (8:190)]
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smile wandered over his blue lips: his “sudden idea” had suddenly been
confirmed and justified, and—again he believed in his demon! (231, Translation
adjusted.)’®!

Here, the prince’s internal changes are observed from the outside: “Again, and as if in one
instant, an extraordinary change came over him: again, he walked along pale, weak, suffering,
agitated.” The narrative then describes his body: “he walked along pale, weak, suffering,
agitated; his knees trembled, and a vague, lost smile wandered over his blue lips.” These
instantaneous and unconscious changes within the prince—as seen earlier in his walk in St.
Petersburg—are again represented in the text from an external perspective. The prince’s
hallucination of the demon is then mentioned, which suggests that the narrative yet again
penetrates his mind, from an internal perspective: “again he believed in his demon!” (on opiat’
veril svoemu demonu!). (Arguably, such a moment is similar to a clinical report, in which the
observer notes changes in the character’s body that help to penetrate his mind, either observing
the patient exclaim, “My demon!” or exclaiming, “His demon again!” for him.)

In the next moment, the narrative yet again combines style indirect libre with the
description of the prince’s physical symptoms, where a “cold shiver” suggests that somehow he
has seen Rogozhin’s eyes (even if he is not aware of seeing them):

But had it been confirmed? Had it been justified? Why this trembling again, this
cold sweat, this gloom and inner cold? Was it because he had just seen those eyes
again? But had he not left the Summer Garden with the sole purpose of seeing
them? That was what his “sudden idea” consisted in. He insistently wanted to see
“today’s eyes,” so as to be ultimately certain that he would meet them there
without fail, near that house. That had been his convulsive desire, and why, then,
was he so crushed and astounded now, when he really saw them? As if he had not
expected it! Yes, they were those same eyes (and there was no longer any doubt
that they were the same!) that had flashed at him that morning, in the crowd, as he
was getting off the train at the Nikolaevsk station; the same eyes (perfectly the
same!) whose flashing gaze he had caught later that day behind his back, as he
was sitting in a chair at Rogozhin’s. Rogozhin had denied it; he had asked with a
twisted, icy smile: “Whose eyes were they?” (231-232).362

361 [Kusi3b paccestHHO TIOTISIEN Ha Hee, TTIOBEPHYIICS M TI0TEN Hasa [ B CBOKO rocTuHuily. Ho on

BBIILIEIN HE C TEM YK€ BUJIOM, C KaKuM 3BOHMI K PuincoBoit. C HUM MPOU30IILIA OMSTh, U KaK ObI
B OJIHO MTHOBEHUE, HEOOBIKHOBEHHAS TIEPEMEHA: OH OTISITH N OJICTHBIN, CIIa0bIid,
CTpa/IaloLIHii, B3BOJIHOBAHHBIH; KOJIEHA €T0 JPO’KaIM, M CMyTHAs, MOTEPsIHHASA yIbIOKa Opouia
Ha MOCHHEJNBIX T'y0ax ero: «BHe3alHas ues» ero BAPYT MOATBEPAMNIACH U ONpaBIanach, U — OH
OMSITh BepuJl cBoeMy JeMoHy! (8:192)]

362 [Ho noxrBepauiack u? Ho onpasaanack mu? IToueMy ¢ HUM OIISAT 9Ta POKb, ITOT MOT
XOJIOJHBIN, ATOT MpPaK U X0J0/ AyIeBHbIN? IloToMy 1, 9TO ONATH OH YBUIEIN celYac ITH
enasa? Ho Beaws oH 1 momien ke u3 JIeTHero caja eIMHCTBEHHO ¢ TeM, 4To0 uX yBuaaTh! B aTom
BeJIb U COCTOsAJIA €r0 «BHEe3amHas uaes». OH HaCTOMYMBO 3aX0TeN YBUIIATh 3TH «/IaBEIIHHE
r71a3a», YT00 OKOHYATEIBHO YOIUTHCS, YTO OH HEMPEMEHHO BCTPETUT UX MdM, J ITOTO JIOMA.
370 OBUIO CYAOPOXKHOE KEAaHHE €ro, U OTYETO XKe OH TaK Pa3/IaBJIeH U MOPaXKEH Teeph TEM,
4TO UX B caMoM jene ceifuac yBuaen? Touno He oxunan! Jla, 3To Obutn me camvie T1a3a (U B

TOM, YTO me camvle, HET YK€ HUKAKOI0 TENepb COMHEHHs! ), KOTOPbIE CBEPKHYJIM HA HETO
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Dostoevsky uses style indirect libre to represent the split epileptic experience and depict it from
several perspectives, including an indeterminate point of view: “Why this trembling again, this
cold sweat, this gloom and inner cold? Was it because he had just seen those eyes again?” It is
unclear who is speaking here. The narrative then follows the internal mind, and style indirect
libre seems to be tied again to the character’s experience, as he reacts to seeing the eyes: “That
had been his convulsive desire, and why, then, was he so crushed and astounded now, when he
really saw them? As if he had not expected it! Yes, they were those same eyes.” Here, the
narrative, linked to both the external and internal perspectives of the prince’s shifting mind,
represents a multiplicity in the character, and when at times we hear the character’s voice, it
sounds as if an unnamed narrator (perhaps an observing clinician?) takes on this style. This
technique, arising in the description of the split epileptic consciousness of the character, seems
dislocated from its original source.

The narrative returns to an earlier moment at the Tsarskoe Selo rail station:

And a short time ago, at the Tsarskoe Selo station, when he was getting on the
train to go to Aglaya and suddenly saw those eyes again, now for the third time
that day—the prince had wanted terribly to go up to Rogozhin and tell A4im
“whose eyes they were”! But he had run out of the station and recovered himself
only in front of the cutler’s shop at the moment when he was standing and
evaluating at sixty kopecks the cost of a certain object with a staghorn handle. A
strange and terrible demon had fastened on to him definitively, and would no
longer let him go. This demon had whispered to him in the Summer Garden, as he
sat oblivious under a linden tree” (232).33

Here, the narrative allows for new impressions of the prince’s mind, including a demon that had
whispered to him while he was unaware: “This demon had whispered to him in the Summer
Garden, as he sat oblivious under a linden tree.” These moments of unconsciousness, revealed
through memory, suggest a conflicting experience of a single moment, captured, through
memory, only later in the narrative.

The narrative describes the prince’s fixation on the image of Rogozhin, an image which
reflects the prince’s growing epileptic disturbance, as if Rogozhin embodies that experience:

And why had he, the prince, not gone up to him now, but turned away from him
as if noticing nothing, though their eyes had met? (Yes, their eyes had met! And
they had looked at each other.) Hadn’t he wanted to take him by the hand and go

yTPOM, B TOJINE, KOT/Ia OH BBIXOAWJ U3 BaroHa HUKOIJIaeBCKOM JKeNEe3HON JOPOTH; T€ CamMmble
(coBepIIeHHO Te cambie!), B3TJISL] KOTOPBIX OH MOKWMAaJ MOTOM JaBeya, y ce0s 3a Tuieuami,
cagsch Ha cTyn y Poroxuna. (8:192-193)]
363 [ KkHA310 y/KACHO 3aX0TEJIOCh, EIEe HENAABHO, B BOKcase 1lapcKocenbCKo 10por, — Koraa
OH CaJINJICS B BaroH, 4TOOBI €XaTh K ATJiae, ¥ BAPYT OISATh YBUAET 3TH TJa3a, yKe B TPETUH pas
B ATOT JICHb, — MOJONTH K POroXXKuHy U cKa3ath emy, «4bu 3T0 ObutH T11a3a»! Ho oH BeIOEk)aT U3
BOKCaJIa U OYHYJICS TOJIBKO IMpeJ] JIABKOM HOKOBIIMKA B TY MUHYTY, KaK CTOSUI U OLICHUBAJ B
HIECTHAECAT KOMEEK OJUH MPEIMET, C OJICHBUM uepeHKOM. CTpaHHBIN U y>KaCHBIN JEMOH
MIPUBS3AJICS K HEMY OKOHUYATENIBHO M YK€ HE XOTEJ OCTaBJIATh €ro 6osee. DTOT IEMOH MIETHYI
emy B JleTHeM cafy, KOTJia OH CUEN, 3a0bIBIINCH, O JUMOH. (8:193)]
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there with him? Hadn’t he wanted to go to him tomorrow and tell him that he had
called on her? Hadn’t he renounced his demon as he went there, halfway there,
when joy had suddenly filled his soul? Or was there in fact something in
Rogozhin, that is, in foday’s whole image of the man, in the totality of his words,
movements, actions, glances, something that might justify the prince’s terrible
foreboding and the disturbing whisperings of his demon? Something visible in
itself, but difficult to analyze and speak about, impossible to justify by sufficient
reasons, but which nevertheless produced, despite all this difficulty and
impossibility, a perfectly whole and irrefutable impression, which involuntarily
turned into the fullest conviction? (232-233).3%4

The narrative, in style indirect libre, represents several conflicted moments in the character’s

mind, all related to Rogozhin. In one moment, the narrative describes Rogozhin’s “whole

image”: “Something visible in itself, but difficult to analyze and speak about [...] which

nevertheless produced [...] a perfectly whole and irrefutable impression, which involuntarily

turned into the fullest conviction.” Here, Rogozhin’s personality, as experienced by the prince,

appears to him as split, as if the prince’s internal state is projected onto the image of another.
The image of Rogozhin appears in a dark gateway before the seizure:

And at the moment when he set off impulsively, after a momentary pause, he was
right at the opening of the gateway, right at the entrance to it from the street. And
suddenly, in the depths of the gateway, in the semidarkness, just by the door to the
stairs, he saw a man. This man seemed to be waiting for something, but flashed
quickly and vanished. The prince could not make the man out clearly and, of
course, could not tell for certain who he was. Besides, so many people might pass
through there. It was a hotel, and there was constant walking and running up and
down the corridors. But he suddenly felt the fullest and most irrefutable
conviction that he had recognized the man and that the man was most certainly
Rogozhin (233-234).39

364 [A mouemy e OH, KHsI3b, HE MOIOIIEN TENEPh K HEMY CaM M TIOBEPHYJI OT HETO, KaK ObI

HUYETO HE 3aMETHB, XOTS IJ1a3a UX ¥ BCTPETHIIUCH. (Jla, Ti1a3a uX BCTPETUIIUCH! U OHU
MOCMOTpEIH JPYT Ha Apyra). Beb OH e caM XOTell JaBeya B3STh €ro 3a PyKy M IIOUTH myoa
BMecTe ¢ HUM? Belb OH caM ke XOTel 3aBTpa MATH K HEMY U CKa3aTh, 4To OH ObL1 y Hee? Benb
OTPEKCS JKE OH CaM OT CBOETO JIEMOHA, €Il WIS Ty/a, Ha TI0JIOBUHE J0POTH, KOT[a PagocTh
BJIPYT HAIOJHKIA ero ayiny? Viu B caMoM Jerie ObLIo YTO-TO Takoe B POroXuHE, TO €CTh B
LENIOM Cce200HswHeM 00pa3e ITOro YeNIoBeKa, BO BCEH COBOKYITHOCTH €r0 CIIOH, JIBMKEHHI,
MIOCTYIIKOB, B3IJISAI0B, YTO MOTJIO ONPAB/IbIBATE yXKACHBIE TIPEIUYBCTBHS KHS3s M BO3MYIIAOIIHE
HAILENITBIBAHMSA €ro JeMoHa? HeuTo Takoe, 4To BUAUTCS caMo OO0, HO YTO TPYIHO
aHAJU3MPOBATH U PACCKA3aTh, HEBO3MOYKHO ONPABAATH JOCTATOYHBIMH IIPUYMHAMM, HO 9TO,
OJIHAKO K€, IPOM3BOIUT, HECMOTPS Ha BCIO 3TY TPYAHOCTh U HEBO3MOXKHOCTH, COBEPIIEHHO
IELHOE U HEOTPA3UMOE BIIEYATIIEHUE, HEBOJILHO TIEPEXOIALIEe B MONHElIee yoexaenne?. .
(8:193-194)].

365 [B 10 ke Bpemsl, KOT/1a OH TIOPBIBUCTO JBUHYJICS C MECTA MOCIIE MTHOBEHHOM OCTAHOBKH, OH
HaXOJMJICS B CAMOM Hayajie BOPOT, Y CaMOT0 BXOJa T10]] BOPOTA ¢ YIHIbL. M BAPYT OH yBUJET B
ri1yOUHE BOPOT, B MOJYTEMHOTE, Y CAMOTO BXOJIa Ha JIECTHHILY, OJHOTO 4eJIoBeKa. UeI0BeK 3TOT

Kak OyJTO 4ero-To BBDKHJIAN, HO OBICTPO MPOMEIBKHYI U ucue3. YesoBeka 3Toro KHs3b HE MOT
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The narrative suggests that this image may be a hallucination: “The man seemed to be waiting
for something, but flashed quickly and vanished.” The confirmation that it is Rogozhin also
emerges from the prince’s split mind: “But he suddenly felt the fullest and most irrefutable
conviction that he had recognized the man and that the man was most certainly Rogozhin.” At
this point, the reader may be skeptical of the assertion that this really is Rogozhin, given the
spontaneous shifts between “reality” and “fantasy.” One may ask: does he hallucinate the image
of Rogozhin?

In the next moment, the narrative represents a situation in which the “real” image and the
“fantasy” image of Rogozhin converge, as if the two split halves of his mind coincide:

Today’s two eyes, the same ones, suddenly met his gaze. The man hiding in the
niche also had time to take one step out of it. For a second the two stood face to
face, almost touching. Suddenly the prince seized him by the shoulders and turned
back to the stairs, closer to the light: he wanted to see his face more clearly.
Rogozhin’s eyes flashed and a furious smile distorted his face. His right hand
rose, and something gleamed in it; the prince did not even think of stopping him.
He remembered only that he seemed to have cried out: “Parfyon, I don’t believe
it!” (234).366

As an embodiment of the conjoining of the two split states of the prince’s mind, the two bodies
(and two parts of the prince’s double consciousness) nearly collide: “For a second the two stood
face to face, almost touching.” As though seizing the opportunity to confirm his sense of reality,
the prince grabs Rogozhin’s shoulders: “Suddenly the prince seized him by the shoulders and
back to the stairs, closer to the light: he wanted to see his face more clearly.” Whether Rogozhin
is real or not, it would seem as though the character perceives him as if he were a hallucination,
where even what seems to be real is transformed by the character’s epileptic mind.

The scene ends with the prince’s epileptic seizure and total unconsciousness, and he lets
out a horrific scream that is described as the voice of “someone else” (kto-to drugoi):

He had had a fit of epilepsy, which had left him very long ago. It is known that
these fits, falling fits properly speaking, come instantaneously. In these moments
the face, especially the eyes, suddenly become extremely distorted. Convulsions
and spasms seize the whole body and all the features of the face. A dreadful,
unimaginable scream, unlike anything, bursts from the breast; everything human

pasrisAeTh SICHO M, KOHEYHO, HUKAaK Obl HE MOT CKa3aTh HABEPHO: KTO OH TakoB? K ToMy ke TyT
TaK MHOT'O MOTJIO ITPOXOAUTS JIFOJEH; TyT ObUIa TOCTUHUIIA, U OECIPEPHIBHO MPOXOIMIN U
npoberanu B KOpUIOpHI U 00paTHO. Ho OH BAPYT MOYyBCTBOBAJ caMO€ TOJTHOE U HEOTPAa3UMOe
yOeXAeHHe, YTO OH ATOTO YeJIOBEKa y3HAIl M U4TO 3TOT YeJIOBEK HerpeMeHHO PoroxuH. (8:194)]
366 [TIBa maBewnHue 1iasa, me gice camvie, BIPYT BCTPETUIIUCH C €TO B3MJIAA0M. YeIoBekK,
TAUBIIUNCS B HUIIIE, TOXKE yCIIEN YK€ CTYIHUTh U3 Hee oauH mar. OnHy cekyHy 00a cTosum
ApyT Tepes APYroM MOYTH BILIOTh. BIpyr KHA3b CXBAaTUII €r0 32 IUICYH U MIOBEPHYJI Ha3al, K
JiecTHUIlE, OJIMKE K CBETY: OH SICHEe XOTel BUIETh NuIo. [ naza PoroxxuHa 3acBepkanu, u
OemeHas ynplOKa ckasmuia ero auno. [IpaBas pyka ero noaHsuack, 1 4To-To OJIECHYJIO B HEl;
KHS3b HE lyMaJl €e ocTaHaBIuBaTh. OH MOMHUII TOJIBKO, YTO, KakeTcsl, KpukHy:—Ilapden, e
Bepro!.. (8:195)]
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suddenly disappears, as it were, in this scream, and it is quite impossible, or at
least very difficult, for the observer to imagine and allow that this is the man
himself screaming. It may even seem as if someone else were screaming inside
the man (234-235).3¢7

As the height of the character’s epileptic attack, the scream acts as a final moment in the split
experience, and the character’s voice itself is described as “another’s.”

What we have seen is by far exceeds narrative techniques accepted as the time. Depicting
the mind of an epileptic character Dostoevsky transforms what critics call style indirect libre into
complex techniques for rendering the consciousness of the character and devises a new way of
representing the mind. He offers a model for depicting multiple states of consciousness, linked to
the body and to the outside impressions (the cityscape and the other characters) and a
spontaneous emergence of thoughts and memories. Working from his own epileptic experience
and from his knowledge of contemporary medical research—and, as I tried to show—working in
parallel to the contemporary medical research—the novelist incorporates the workings of the
mind of an epileptic character into the very texture of the narrative, creating a technique for
capturing the complexities of human consciousness.

Epilepsy and the Immortal Soul

Dostoevsky’s interest in epilepsy is by no means limited to its clinical and experiential
aspects, and it does not stop with using epileptic experience to develop new ways to narrate the
complexity of human consciousness. The theme of epilepsy also had far-reaching religious and
mystical connotations, and it is part of a major allegorical plane in the novel: for the novelist,
Myshkin’s epileptic experience is central to the idea that the hero is a holy fool or a Christ-like
figure who appears in modern Russian society at the very moment when scientific ideas have
replaced the belief in God and the immortal soul: an apocalyptic moment.*%® Thus, behind

367 [C UM cITyqunIICs IPUNagoK SIUIENICHH, YKE OYE€Hb JaBHO OCTaBUBIIEH ero. 3BECTHO, UTO

MIPUIIAAKH SIHIICTICHH, COOCTBEHHO camast nadyyas, IPUXOAiaT MTHOBEHHO. B 3To MrHoBeHune
BIPYT YPE3BBIUAIHO HCKaXKAETCA JIULI0, 0COOCHHO B3IJIsil. KOHBYJIBCUH U CyJOPOTH OBJIAJICBAIOT
BCEM TEJIOM M BceMH uepTamu juna. CTpairHblii, HeBOOOpa3UMBIH U HU HA YTO HE TIOX0XKUN
BOILIb BBIPBIBAETCS U3 TPYJIU; B 9TOM BOIUIE BIPYT HCYE3aeT KaK Obl BCE YEOBEUECKOE, M HUKAK
HEBO3MOXHO, 10 KpaiiHel Mepe OYeHb TPYAHO, HAOII0AATENI0 BOOOPA3UTh U JOITYCTUTh, YTO 3TO
KPUUUT 3TOT )K€ caMblil uesoBek. [IpencraBisercs 1axe, 4To KPUUUT Kak ObI KTO-TO IPYTOii,
HaxOoJAIIUNACS BHYTPHU 3TOTO uenoBeka. (8:195)]
368 Much has been written on the hero-Christ allegory in the context of apocalyptic time in the
novel, in particular that Dostoevsky had tried to depict a “positively beautiful individual” in this
character. Michael Holquist in Dostoevsky and the Novel (1977) looks at the Dostoevsky’s
engagement in The Idiot with Christology through the special temporal experience of epilepsy. In
a broader perspective, Harriet Murav’s Holy Foolishness: Dostoevsky’s Novels and the Poetics
of Cultural Critique (1992) examines the ways in which Dostoevsky's adoption and reinvention
of the image of the holy fool from the Russian Orthodox tradition interacts with Dostoevsky’s
critique of reliance on the scientific paradigms (including Claude Bernard's physiology) for the
understanding of human psyche. David Bethea, in The Shape of the Apocalypse in Modern
Russian Fiction (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989) considers this novel’s engagement
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images of Myshkin’s epileptic experience stands not only a new model of the workings of the
mind in narrative, but also an engagement with theological concerns that were central to
Dostoevsky’s thinking. The novelist transforms the theme of epilepsy into a theological concern
far beyond the reach of medical science.

The scenes of Myshkin’s arrival in Petersburg in the beginning of the novel may be seen
as a part of a larger theme: the collision of a theological questions in a society rapidly embracing
an atheistic worldview. Myshkin, as a Christ-like figure, appears in a society that has begun to
reject religion, and his arrival has been read as an allegory of Christ’s second coming: Christ
comes to a modern society, Russia, at a time when the progress of modern ideas affects all
spheres of life, including the belief in God, leading to a rise in atheism and a rejection of the
belief in the immortality of the soul.

In this context, Myshkin’s epilepsy signals not only a radically different way to think
about the nature of consciousness, but also as a condition that reveals a higher plane of spiritual
existence, with far-reaching theological implications. This is vividly shown in Chapter 5 of Part
2, when Myshkin recalls the moment just before the seizure, linking this experience with a
special sense of time:

Those moments were precisely only an extraordinary intensification of self-
awareness—if there was a need to express this condition in a single word—self-
awareness and at the same time a self-sense immediate in the highest degree. [...]
“At that moment,” as he had once said to Rogozhin in Moscow, when they got
together there, “at that moment I was somehow able to understand the
extraordinary phrase that time shall be no more” (226-227).3%°

The phrase “time shall be no more” comes from the Book of Revelation (Revelation 10:6; also
Matthew 24: 40-41) and refers to the apocalyptic rupture of time, and it has obvious
philosophical and theological connotations.

Paul Fung, in his recent book Dostoevsky and the Epileptic Mode of Being (2015), has
described this moment as one that “interrupts lived experience, nullifying a sense of self-
possession and completeness.”>’°As readers of the novel know well, this moment is followed by

with the apocalypse as a broad concern in Russian culture (62-104). See also Roger Cox, Robert
Hollander, and W. J. Leatherbarrow on the apocalyptic theme in Dostoevsky’s The Idiot.
369 [MruoBeHMs 9TH ObLIIM UMEHHO OJIHUM TOJILKO HEOOBIKHOBEHHBIM YCUIIEHHEM CAMOCO3HAHMUS,
— eciu ObI HaJI0 OBUTO BBIPA3UTh 3TO COCTOSHUE OJJHUM CJIOBOM, — CAaMOCO3HAHUS H B TO XKE
BpEMsi CaMOOIIYIICHUS B BBICIICH CTEIIEHN HEMOCPEACTBEHHOTO. ECITi B Ty CEKyHIy, TO €CTh B
CaMbIii TIOCJIETHUI CO3HATEIbHBII MOMEHT TIpe]l IIPUIAAKOM, MY CIy4ajoCh YCIIEBATh SICHO U
CO3HATEJBHO CKa3aTh cebe: «Jla, 33 ’TOT MOMEHT MOXKHO OTAATh BCIO )KH3HB!», — TO, KOHEYHO,
3TOT MOMEHT CaM 110 ce0e ¥ CTOWJI BCEH KU3HM. [...| «B 3TOT MOMEHT, — Kak rOBOPHUII OH
onHax el Poroxkuny, B MoCKBe, BO BpeMsl UX TAMOILITHUX CXOJIOK, —B 3TOT MOMEHT MHE KaK-TO
CTAaHOBUTCSI TOHSATHO HEOOBIYAITHOE CIIOBO O TOM, UTO 8pemeHu bonvute He 6ydem.» (8:188-189)]
370 Paul Fung, Dostoevsky and the Epileptic Mode of Being (London: Legenda, 2015), 2. Fung
treats this moment in the context of his idea of the “epileptic mode of being” as a special
existential and philosophical theme in the novel, see Dostoevsky and the Epileptic Mode of Being
Chapter 3; on the apocalyptic theme, 83-86. In his Introduction, Fung provides a brief survey of
authors and scholars who saw epilepsy as a special temporality, including the mystical meanings
of this condition. Holquist discusses this moment, Dostoevsky and the Novel, 113. Dalton
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a horrible scream of suffering, fall, unconsciousness, darkness, and when the character finally
does recover, he emerges disoriented, depressed, and inarticulate, a state which gradually
subsides as he comes back to consciousness. Michael Holquist argues in his classic study,
Dostoevsky and the Novel, that, through moments such as these, we may liken Myshkin to
Christ: “he re-enacts the life-death-and-transfiguration of Christ, as if Christ were not the
messiah, but as if he were an individual” and “whose meaning is inner, particular.”>"!

Dostoevsky engages with this rupture of time not only in the scene with the epileptic
seizure but broadly throughout the whole novel. Such is the overarching metaphor of the novel:
the “man condemned to death.” It is introduced on the novels first pages: the idea of a man
condemned to death is endlessly repeated by Myshkin, who inappropriately brings up the topic in
drawing room conversations.>’? This suggests a further link of Myshkin to Christ, who lived his
life as a “condemned man.” The theme of the “condemned man” can be understood as a broader
metaphor of Russian society, with its embrace of atheism: if there is no God and no immortality
of the soul, then, every man and the whole society has been condemned to death and is living
through its last moments.*”® Myshkin’s experience, and his “resurrection” after the epileptic
seizure back to life, thus offers an alternative to the atheistic, scientific Russian world of the 19"
century that had long rejected the idea of the immortal soul.

Thus, in its treatment of epilepsy, the novel shows a double engagement, with the
psychological, or clinical, and religious, or theological: in the novel’s narrative, medical science
meets religion. While for clinicians at the time, epilepsy was a way of offering a more complex
understanding of the mind, for Dostoevsky, it was an entry into an entirely different spiritual
realm. What is at stake in this novel is not merely Dostoevsky’s engagement with the experience
of epilepsy as a psychological phenomenon that calls for new ways to represent consciousness in
narrative, but rather with the way that this pathological condition offers a way into the mysteries
of the human soul.

(Unconscious Structure in the Idiot) considers the temporality of the epileptic seizure from a
psychoanalytic perspective, especially 115-116; 133.
371 Michael Holquist, Dostoevsky and the Novel, 107.
372 Al’fred Bem argues that Dostoevsky engaged with the issue of the condemned man through
Victor Hugo, and that in The Idiot he explores Hugo’s theme on the level of its psychological
and spiritual meaning: “Pered litsom smerti,” in O Dostojevském : sbornik stati a materialu, eds.
Julius Dolansky and Radegast Parolek (Prague: Slovenska knihovna, 1972), 150-182. Knapp in
The Annihilation of Inertia (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1998) also speaks of
the influence of Hugo on his thinking (66-101). See also Pevear & Volokhonsky 201; Holquist
discusses this moment in Dostoevsky and the Novel, 113. This moment has been recently
revisited by Paul Fung, who treated it in the context of his idea of the “epileptic mode of being”
as a special existential and philosophical theme in the novel: Dostoevsky and the Epileptic Mode
of Being (2015), Chapter 3; on the apocalyptic theme, 83-86.
373 Mochulsky links the apocalyptic theme in The Idiot to the culture of the 1860s in Russia:
Dostoevsky: His Life and Work, trans. Michael A. Minihan (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1967), especially 357-358.
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Chapter Three
Narrative of the Mind in Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina

Introduction

In the opening chapter of Leo Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina, Stepan Arkad’ich Oblonsky,
known as Stiva, wakes in his study after falling asleep on his couch. After recalling a pleasant
dream of a lavish dinner served “‘on glass tables (yes—and the tables were singing / mio
Tesoro,’)” Stiva is suddenly reminded of a painful situation: on the previous day his wife Dolly
discovered a note from the French governess exposing his extramarital affair.3’* As the reader
will recall, Stiva is struck not by the shame of the discovery of the affair, but by his awkward,
involuntary smile in the moment of being confronted by Dolly: “Instead of being offended, of
denying, justifying, asking forgiveness, even remaining indifferent—any of which would have
been better than what he did! — his face quite involuntarily (‘reflexes of the brain’, thought
Stepan Arkad’ich, who liked physiology) smiled all at once its habitual, kind and therefore stupid
smile.””> Stiva assigns blame for his predicament not to his own transgressions but to the
reflexive, mechanical function of his brain working independently from his will. In this moment,
he recalls the phrase “reflexes of the brain” to describe his smile, and some readers of the novel
would have recognized the title of Ivan Sechenov’s 1863 treatise Reflexes of the Brain, a work
which described the nature of cerebral reflexes of the nervous system and their influence on
psychic experience. Sechenov’s work had found renewed recent interest in the Russian press in
the years before the serialization of Tolstoy’s novel, and in the early 1870s, an intense debate had
emerged on the pages of the liberal journal The Herald of Europe between Sechenov, a scientist
and active proponent of the new physiological psychology, and Konstantin Kavelin, a liberal
publicist with a keen interest in psychology and sociology. This debate centered on the role of
physiology (including Sechenov’s discovery of cerebral reflexes) and philosophy (and the
traditional philosophical approach to human consciousness) in the study of psychology. For
Stiva, Sechenov’s model of “reflexes” appeared to momentarily absolve him from the moral
responsibility of his careless reaction to his wife’s discovery that he was unfaithful. However, in
the novel this solution, grounded in science, appears to be short-lived even for the hero, when he
thinks further about the matter: ““That stupid smile is to blame for it all,” thought Stepan
Arkad’ich. ‘But what to do, then? What to do?’ he kept saying despairingly to himself, and could
find no answer” (3).37¢ Calling attention to this debate about the role of physiology in
psychology, Tolstoy seems to suggest that the science of the brain exemplified by Sechenov’s
Reflexes of the Brain could offer no lasting solution to the higher concerns of life.

Questions of psychology are found again in Chapter 7 of the first part of the novel, with
the arrival of one of the novel’s main protagonists, Konstantin Dmitrievich Levin. Levin pays a

374 L. N. Tolstoi, Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii, Vol. 18, 4. Translations of Tolstoy’s novel are
from Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky, New York: Penguin, 2000.
375 [BMeCTO TOro 4T06 OCKOPOUTBCS, OTPEKATHLCS, OTPABIBIBATHCS, IPOCKUTD MIPOIIEHHUS,
ocTaBaThCA JaXke paBHOIYIIHBIM — BCe ObLIO OBl JIydIlle TOTO, 4TO OH Celas! — ero JIMIo
COBEPILEHHO HEBOJIBHO («pedIieKChl TOJOBHOTO MO3Tay, moaymain Crenan Apkaabuy, KOTOPBIT
00U (PU3HOIIOTHIO), COBEPIIIEHHO HEBOJIBHO BAPYT YIBIOHYJIOCH IPUBBIYHOIO, TOOPOIO U
MOTOMY TJIYyTO0 yIbIOKOit. (18:4)]
376 [«BceMy BUHOM 3Ta Tiymas yabiokay, nyman Crenan Apkaasud. «Ho uto xe nenars? 4o
JeNaTh?» ¢ OTYassHUEM TOBOPUI OH cebe u He Haxoaui oTBeTa. (18:5)]
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visit to his half-brother, Sergei Ivanovich Koznyshev, and he finds him engaged in an intense
discussion with a professor of philosophy from Kharkov; the two intellectuals are discussing an
important question: “Is there a borderline between psychological and physiological phenomena
in human activity, and where does it lie?”” For Levin (the reader is told), this debate concerned
questions that had been at the center of his own thinking. The reader may have noticed that the
conversation followed closely the debate in The Herald of Europe between Kavelin and
Sechenov. Tolstoy provides a broader context and his own formulations of the main problems:

Levin had come across the articles they were discussing in magazines, and had
read them, being interested in them as a development of the bases of natural
science, familiar to him from his studies at the university, but he had never
brought together these scientific conclusions about the animal origin of man,
about reflexes, biology and sociology, with those questions about the meaning of
life and death which lately had been coming more and more often to his mind.
Listening to his brother’s conversation with the professor, he noticed that they
connected the scientific questions with the inner, spiritual ones, several times
almost touched upon them, but that each time they came close to what seemed to
him the most important thing, they hastily retreated and again dug deeper into the
realm of fine distinctions, reservations, quotations, allusions, references to
authorities, and he had difficulty understanding what they were talking about

(2 4).377

For Levin, “scientific conclusions” could offer little to penetrate the “inner, spiritual” questions,
and his thinking on the subject paralleled Tolstoy’s understanding of the new discoveries of brain
science as related to the workings of the human mind. While several chapters earlier Stiva had
turned to physiology to escape from his own moral predicament, Levin, like Tolstoy himself,
found the scientific approach incompatible with spiritual concerns.

Koznyshev and the professor debate whether physiology can explain mental life. In the
middle of the heated discussion, the professor refers to many authorities (whose fictitious names,
fboth Russian and German, “Pripasov,” “Wurst,” and “Knaust,” sound like brands of sausages);
in response, Levin interjects with a question that perplexes the two debaters:

But here again it seemed to Levin that, having approached the most important
thing, they were once ore moving away, and he decided to put a question to the
professor. “Therefore, if my senses are destroyed, if my body dies, there can be no
further existence?” The professor, vexed and as if mentally pained by the

377 [JTeBuH BCTpEYAl B )KypHAJIAX CTAThH, O KOTOPHIX IIJIa PEYb, U YMTAJ X, HHTEPECYSACH UMH,

KaK pa3BUTHEM 3HAKOMBIX EMY, KaK ECTECTBEHHHUKY 10 YHUBEPCHUTETY, OCHOB €CTECTBO3HAHMS,
HO HU KOT/Ia He COJIMKAJ 3TUX HAYYHBIX BBIBOJOB O MIPOUCXOXKICHUH YEIOBEKa KaK KMBOTHOTO,
0 pednexcax, 0 OMOIIOTUN U COLMOIIOTHH, C TEMHU BOIIPOCAMH O 3HAYCHUH KU3HU U CMEPTHU IS
ce0st caMoro, KOTOpBIE B MOCIIEAHEE BpEeMs Yallle U yalle Ipuxoauian emy Ha yMm. Crymas
pasroBop Opara c npoeccopom, OH 3amMeyall, YTO OHU CBSI3bIBAJIM HayUHBIE BOIIPOCHI C
3alylIEBHBIMH, HECKOJIBKO pa3 MOYTH MOAXOAMIN K TUM BOIIPOCaM, HO KaXKAbIH pa3, Kak
TOJIBKO OHH MOJXOAMIIN OJIM3KO K CaMOMY IJIaBHOMY, KaK eMy Ka3aJloch, OHU TOTYAC JKe
MIOCIIEIIHO OTIAJISITUCH U OISAThH YIIyOJIsITUCh B 001aCTh TOHKUX MOJIPa3/IelIeHNu i, OTOBOPOK,
LIUTAT, HAMEKOB, CCbIJIOK Ha aBTOPUTETHI, U OH C TPYJIOM IIOHUMAJL, O 4yeM pedb. (18:27-28)]
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interruption, turned to the strange questioner, who looked more like a barge-
hauler than a philosopher, then shifted his gaze to Sergei Ivanovich as if to ask:
but what can one say to that? But Sergei Ivanovich, who spoke with far less strain
and one-sidedness than the professor, and in whose head there still remained room
enough both for responding to the professor and for understanding the simple and
natural point of view from which the question had been put, smiled and said:
“That question we still have no right to answer...” “We have no data,” the
professor confirmed and went on with his arguments. “No,” he said, “I will point
out that if, as Pripasov states directly, sensation does have its basis in impression,
we must distinguish strictly between these two concepts.” Levin listened no more
and waited until the professor left (24-25).378

As Levin suggested with this interruption of the learned conversation, science, in its focus on
physiology, offered no model for the inner, spiritual realm that extended beyond the life of the
body.

Natural science could not explain the meaning of life and death, the mysteries of the
human consciousness and the immortality of the soul. Levin’s question, enacted in many
situations of the novel, suggests that literature was in a special position to offer a different
perspective on the workings of the human psyche, which exceeded the possibilities of
contemporary science.

In this chapter, I will show that Tolstoy offered an alternative view of the problems of
consciousness debated in the “thick journals.” Like other 19" century novelists in Western
Europe and in Russia, Tolstoy closely followed these debates, which often focused on the
advantages and limitations of physiological psychology and the new science of the brain. His
keen interest in these issues can be seen in his correspondence with his learned friend Nikolai
Strakhov.3” Importantly, despite his reservations about scientific explanations of the working of
the human psyche, Tolstoy found it necessary to respond to science: he could not merely ignore

378 [Ho Tyt JIeBUHY OISATH MOKA3aI0Ch, YTO OHHU, HOJOMIA K CAMOMY IJIABHOMY, OIISTh OTXOMST,

Y OH PEUIMJICS NPEATIOKUTH Mpodeccopy Borpoc. — CTalio ObITh, €CIH 1yBCTBA MOH
YHUYTOXEHBI, €CIIH TEJIO MOE YMPET, CYIIECTBOBAHUSI HUKAKOTO YK HE MOXKET OBITh? — CITPOCHI
oH. [Tpodeccop ¢ mocamoit u kak OyJATO YMCTBEHHOIO OOJIBIO OT MEPEPhIBA OTIISHYJICS Ha
CTPaHHOTO BOMPOIIATEIIS, IIOX0XKETo OoJiee Ha Oypiaka, 4yeM Ha ¢uinocoda, U mepeHec ria3a Ha
Cepres MBanoBmua, kak Obl criparmBas: 9To X TyT ropoputs? Ho Cepreit IBanOoBHY, KOTOPBIi
JaJIeKO HE C TEM YCHJIMEM U OJHOCTOPOHHOCTBIO TOBOPHII, KaK Mpodeccop, 'y KOTOPOro B
TOJIOBE OCTaBAJICS IPOCTOP VISl TOTO, YTOO M OTBEYATh MPOQeccopy U BMECTE IOHUMATD Ty
MPOCTYIO U €CTECTBEHHYIO TOYKY 3pPEHHUsI, C KOTOPOii OBUI ClIeNIaH BOTIPOC, YIBIOHYJICS U CKa3all:
— DTOT BONPOC MBI HE UMEEM €lIle MIpaBa pemarh. ..— He uMeeM JaHHBIX, — TOATBEPIHIT
npodeccop U MpoaoIKaI CBOU JOBOABL. — HeT, — roBopuit oH, — st yKa3bIBaro Ha TO, 4TO
€CIIH, Kak npsiMo roBoput [Ipunacos, oulyiieHre ¥ UMEET CBOUM OCHOBaHHEM BIICYATIICHUE, TO
MBI JIOJDKHBI CTPOTO pa3jinyaTh STH JABa MOHATHs. JIEBUH He cymiai OOJbIIe U yKAal, Koraa
yenet npodeccop. (18:28)]
379 Scholars of Tolstoy have described the complex relationship between Tolstoy and Strakhov
concerning the questions of science. Donna Orwin, “Strakhov’s World as a Whole: A Missing
Link between Dostoevsky and Tolstoy.” Irina Paperno provides the most comprehensive study of
Tolstoy’s correspondence with Strakhov, including the question of the soul, in “Who, What Am
1?77 39-59.
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this new attempt to define the “soul.” Through his character Levin, Tolstoy formulated the
conflict in his own terms: as a conflict between natural science, on the one hand, and the inner
spiritual questions about the meaning of life and death, on the other.

This chapter will consider the novel’s representation of the inner life of characters in the
context of scientific debates of the time, especially the way in which Tolstoy’s models of the
mind emerged from his sharp disagreement with scientific methods and conclusions. Arguably,
the debates that unfolded in the journals were at the center of Tolstoy’s thinking, and he was
especially interested in such issues as the nature of the unconscious or involuntary workings of
the mind and brain, the definition of “soul” and the relationship between body and soul, and
more. Try as he may, Tolstoy could not fully extricate himself from the scientific ideas of the
time. Most importantly, what I will demonstrate is that Tolstoy’s interest in the workings of the
human mind, broadly conceived, was not limited to his engagement with concepts and ideas
including the concepts of the science of the brain, discussed by his characters. That interest also
shaped Tolstoy’s representation of his characters’ consciousness in the form and textures of his
narrative.

Kavelin and Sechenov

In October 1867, Sechenov wrote a series of letters to his wife, M. A. Bokova, which
concerned the debate about psychology and physiology and methods of research in physiological
psychology.?®® Sechenov had been living in the town of Graz, Austria, conducting research on
the nervous system of frogs and dogs, and he described his experiments in his letters, along with
the discussion of aims and methods of psychology.*8! In her letters to Sechenov, Bokova had
urged him to read work by Johann Friedrich Herbart, Friedrich Eduard Beneke, Alexander Bain,
Herbert Spencer, and others, in order to investigate the role that a physiologist could play in the
study of psychic phenomena.*®? Sechenov wrote that he had become so interested in psychology
that the topic made him sleepless at night:

You accuse me of laziness towards psychology completely in vain. On the
contrary, I am studying it extremely passionately ever since I received Bain,
Herbart, Beneke, and the journal fiir exakte Philosophie. Thoughts about
psychological questions after an evening of reading excite me so much that they
often interfere with sleep.3®?

380 Todes provides a summary of the correspondence with Bokova, in particular how these letters
can be understood as a precursor to his later essays on psychology in response to Kavelin’s Tasks
of Psychology. Daniel Todes, “From Radicalism to Scientific Convention: Biological Psychology
in Russia from Sechenov to Pavlov,” 266-270.
381 Ibid., 266.
382 Several articles at the time discussed the issue of empirical methods in psychology in Western
Europe, but Bokova may have been inspired by a recent article by Matvei Mikhailovich Troitskii
in Russkii Vestnik which mentioned many of the writers that she suggested Sechenov should
read, such as Bain (this was one the earliest mentions of Bain in the Russian press). Troitskii,
“Uspekhi psikhologicheskoi metody v Anglii so Bekona i Lokka,” published in Russkii Vestnik
in February/March 1867.
383 [B j1eHM K ICUXOJIOTMHU BbI OOBUHSIETE MEHS COBEPLIEHHO HANPACHO. S 3aHMMAIOCh €10
HA00O0POT Upe3BBIYAMHO CTPACTHO, C TEX MOp, Kak nosyuni bena, ['epbapta, beneke u xypHan
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These concerns were not entirely new to him: Sechenov had investigated the link between
psychic acts and the science of the brain in his famous essay Reflexes of the Brain (1863), and he
had long worked on modeling the workings of the mind as the result of the function of the
nervous system. In between the publication of that essay and his letters to Bokova, new work by
Western European empirical psychologists, Alexander Bain, Wilhelm Wundt, and others,
popularized in Russian journals, brought new attention to the question of whether psychology
should be considered a natural science in its own right, alongside physiology, chemistry, and
physics. At this time, psychologists began to adopt methods from the natural sciences, including
physiology of the brain and nervous system, and these methods clashed with the work of those
psychologists who had been trained in the practice of psychology as a branch of philosophy,
including the German idealist philosophy of Kant, Hegel, Fichte, and Schelling. Sechenov’s
thoughts on the matter in his letters offer a starting point for what would become a major debate
about the intersection of physiology and psychology, culminating in his heated debate with
Kavelin in the pages of the liberal journal The Herald of Europe in 1872-1874. These letters also
point to a recurring tension in Sechenov’s thinking as he tried to develop a new language for the
scientific study of psychic life. Importantly, these letters show how Sechenov himself struggled
with concepts that had their origin not in science but in philosophy.

In his letters to his wife, Sechenov wrote extensively on the question of psychology,
interspersing his thoughts with descriptions of his ongoing experiments on frogs and references
to the earlier essay Reflexes of the Brain. Significantly, the terminology applied to the activity of
the brain, as well as other concepts of psychology, was used metaphorically by both Sechenov
and Bokova, to describe their personal feelings. When Bokova urged Sechenov to read
psychology, he made it clear that he had no interest in reading psychological work by German
idealist philosophers. As he wrote in one letter (October 10, 1867), he would only read a select
few among German philosophers while he waited for the works of science to arrive: “Bain has
not yet been sent; Beneke and Herbart did not come either; and from German philosophers I will
not read anyone except these two.”*#* In another letter (October 18), he spoke of his distrust of
idealist philosophy as opposed to what he called “physiological psychology,” based on
observation and experimentation in the pursuit of physiological laws. Upon receiving a work of
German philosophy, he wrote, “attempting to read it, I positively understood not a word. [...] I
will not have the spirit [u menia dukha ne stanet] to study German metaphysics.”%> Note that
despite his clear aversion to such words as “soul” and “spirit,” Sechenov nevertheless liberally
employed them (perhaps ironically?) to speak of his own feelings.

fiir exakte Philosophie. Pa3mbIniuienns 0 mCUX0IOTHYECKUX BOMIPOCAX MOCIIC BEYSPHETO YTCHUS
TaK BOJHYIOT MeHsI, 4T0o MemaroT yacto cnath. (I. M. Sechenov, Nauchnoe Nasledstvo, Tom
Tretii: Ivan Mikhailovich Sechenov, Neopublikovannye raboty, perepiska i dokumenty [Moscow:
Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, 1956], 237)]
384 [Bena Bce ewme He npucnany; beneke u ['ep6apt ToXke HE MPUEXaNH; a U3 HEMENKUX (GuIocod
sl HUKOTO He OyJly YMTaTh, KpoMe 3THX IBYX (/bid., 236)]
385 [To cite this passage in full: Tak kak s 3aKa3bIBajI B 3[€IIHEM KHIKHOM MarasuHe BCe
¢dmnocopckre KHUTH, TO HA THAX MHE npuciand Zum Ausehen (sic) Takyro HOBEHIIyIO
6ennbepy, 4To s, IpoOys YUTATh, MOJIOKUTEIFHO HE MOHSUT HU cioBa. M 3TuM, Kak
OKa3bIBAaeTCsl, 3aHMMAIOCh CTOSIIIEE BpeMs ellle ThMa HeMIleB. [Ipr3Haloch OTKPOBEHHO — Ha
u3ydeHne HeMelKon MeTadu3uku (00 yeM ObIJIO TOBOPEHO C BaMH), y MEHS JIyXa HE CTaHeT.
(Ibid., 237-238)]
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In these letters, Sechenov stated that he planned to develop a new branch of
psychology—*“medical” or “physiological” psychology—that would do away with the methods
and principles of German transcendental philosophy, such as the idea of the independent
existence of the “soul.” In one letter, describing his excitement about a trip to meet with
psychologists of the Herbart school in Leipzig, he stressed that psychology should avoid the

concept of the soul entirely:3%

You are right, my precious one [moe zoloto], this trip will be a great blessing for
me, because it will bring into the circle of my brain activity [moei mozgovoi
deiatel 'nosti] those elements to which my soul [moia dusha] has always been
striving. Moreover, whatever you say, it is still extremely pleasant to end the
official activity with an act that logically follows from everything that has
preceded it. You understand by this I mean my swan song—medical psychology.
Since my whole soul [dusha] sits in it, it is clear that I can only produce in this
direction. On this basis, to your question, what am I doing for myself, I answer as
follows: so far, I have learned positively that a person studying psychology has
nothing to look at in the German transcendentalists, that is, in Kant, Fichte,
Schelling, and Hegel, and that the only psychological school in Germany worth
studying is the Herbart school. I am sitting over him at the present time with the
greatest pleasure, because I find in his teaching a lot that is enlightening and
sound; but at the same time I cannot be surprised coming across, side-by-side with
the sound aspects, a naive conviction that the metaphysical development of
concepts about the soul [poniatii ob dushe] can create a theory of psychic
development, that is, give the science of mental life roundness and
completeness.¥’

One may first note here a glaring contradiction: in the very moment when Sechenov approaches
the topic of the “naive” concept of the soul, he himself turns to the word “soul” to describe his

386 Tt is unclear whether the trip mentioned here is the same one he plans in a letter in the next
week.
387 [Bel mpaBbl, MOE 30JI0TO, 9Ta MOE3/KA OYIET Ui MEHsI BEJIMKMM 0J1aroM, OTOMY YTO OHa
BHECET B KPYT' MO MO3TOBOM JEATEIBHOCTH T€ JIIEMEHTHI, K KOTOPBIM Y MEHS BCErla pBajiach
aymia. [IputoM, 4TO HU TOBOPHUTE, @ 3aKOHUUTH OPHUIMATIBHYIO AEATEIbHOCTh aKTOM, JIOTHYECKU
BBITEKAIOILINM U3 BCETO MPEAIECTBYIOIET0, BCE-TaKU KpaifHe MPHUATHO. BbI moHMMaeTe, 4To 1noj
3THUM S5 pa3yMero MOIO JIEOETUHYIO IECHb — MEIUIIMHCKYIO TICUX0JI0TrHi0. Tak Kak BCst MOsI Ty1ia
CHIIUT B HEH, TO MOHATHO, YTO IMPOU3BOAUTSH 51 MOTY TOJIKO B 3TOM HarmpasieHuu. Ha stom
OCHOBAHHWH, Ha BOTIPOC Balll, YTO 5 IeJat0 I ceOs, OTBEYAIO CIEAYIONIIMM 00pa3oM: 10 CHX IOp
s y3HAJ C MOJIOKUTEITBLHOCTHIO, YTO YEJIOBEKY, H3yYaIoLIeMy IICUXOJIOTHIO, HEUETO 3arisiIbIBaTh
B HEMEIIKUX TPAHCLICHICHTAIUCTOB, T. €. B KanTa, ®uxre, llennunra u ['erens, u uro
€IMHCTBEHHAs, IOCTOMHAs N3yYeHHs NICUXOJIOTHYECKast KoIa B 'epMaHuy ecTh IIKOJIa
I'epbapra. Hag HUM 51 ¥ CHOKY B HAcTOsIIEE BpeMs C BEIMYAUIIINM yIOBOJIbCTBUEM, TIOTOMY YTO
HAXO0XXy B €r0 YYEHHUHU Ype3BbIYaifHO MHOTO CBETJIOTO M 3J0POBOT0; HO BMECTE C TEM HE MOTY He
YIUBIATHCS, BCTpEUasi, psAAOM C 3IpaBbIMH CTOPOHAMH, HAUBHOE YOEKICHUE, YTO
MeTa(pU3MIECKUM pa3BUTHEM MOHATHI 00 AyIIe MOXKHO CO3/1aTh TEOPHUIO IICUXHMYECKON
JESITeIbHOCTH, T. €. IPUATh HAyKe O MCUXUYECKOMN JKU3HU 3aKPYTJIEHHOCTh U 3aKOHUEHHOCTD.
(Ibid., 239-240)]
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own feelings: he states that the trip “will bring into the circle of my brain activity those elements
for which my soul has always been striving.” In this striking moment, the language of science
(“brain activity”) overlaps with the transcendental (or religious) concept of the “soul,”
suggesting that underlying even Sechenov’s scientific language was the familiar vocabulary of
religion and metaphysics. Even describing “medical psychology,” a field based on moving
beyond transcendental concepts from philosophy, he yet again turns to the metaphor of the soul,
describing medical psychology as a place in which “my whole soul is sitting.” While Sechenov
would not use such language in his publications on the topic, his private letters suggest that, even
for the scientist, the language of science and the traditional language based on the idiom of
religion and idealist philosophy, with their frequent recourse to the “soul,” had yet to be
separated, neither happily coinciding, nor fully apart.

Nevertheless, in the course of this correspondence, Sechenov began drawing up concrete
plans to further study “physiological psychology.” In one letter, he wrote of his intention to
travel to Leipzig in the coming summer to meet with the adherents of the Herbart school of
psychology.’® Another plan was to write an entirely new work on the topic. In a brief outline of
this project in February 1868, he stressed that psychology needed to be rethought as an
experimental science and needed to discard the idea of the soul entirely.?® “Metaphysics,” as

388 Sechenov described the meeting in a letter on November 4: “With regards to psychology, I
have the following plan in my head. The main representatives of the Herbart school live in
Leipzig; in any case, I will have to be there (for the sake of a meeting with Ludwig), so, as you
have said, you wish for physiologists to take part in the development of psychology—I am a
physiologist and have such intentions; so it would please you for during my stay in Leipzig that
there would be arranged systematic debates on the fundamental questions of psychology. If this
thought came true, it would be extremely useful for me. But I will arrange this already for
summer, 2 months before returning to Russia. Write your thoughts regarding this point.”
[OTHOCUTENBHO MCUXOJIOTHU Y MEHS B TOJIOBE €CTh CJICIYIOIINI TUIaH. [ JTaBHbIE PEeICTaBUTEIH
I'epOapTOBCKOI MIKOJIBI )KUBYT B T. JIeWnure; TaMm MHe OBITH BO BCAKOM CiIydae npuziercs (paau
cBuIaHus ¢ JIFOIBUrOM), TOTOMY YTO BOT MOJI BBI JKEJIA€Te, YTOOBI B pa3pabOTKe IICUXOJIOTHH
NPUHUMANU y4acTHe ¥ (U3N0I0TH, — 5 PU3MOJIOT U ¢ TAKMMHU HAMEPEHUSIME; TaK HE YTOIHO JIA
BO BpeMsi MOETO IpeObIBaHus B JIGHNIIUIe YCTPOUTH CUCTEMaTHYeCKue 1e0aThl 00 OCHOBHBIX
BOIPOCax Mcuxojoruu. Eciu Obl 3Ta MBICIB OCYIIECTBUIIACH, OBLIO OBI 1711 MEHS KpaitHe
nosie3no. Ho 31o s ycTporo yxe jetoM, Mecsina 3a 2 10 Bo3BpaiueHus B Poccuto. Hanmmre
Ballle MHCHHE U OTHOCHUTENHLHO ATOro myHKTa. (/bid., 240-241)]

389 Sechenov described the situation in German psychology, echoing his comments from earlier
letters: “So, even in Germany, a predominantly speculative country, only one school is still of the
opinion that metaphysics should play a role in psychology, and this school also recognizes that
metaphysics is needed only for the construction of psychological theories, in order to impart
unity to the whole doctrine about the manifestation of the spirit as a unity and as roundness. For
a person brought up in the spirit of the natural sciences, ever since there was no need for theories
to deal with things that are positively inexplicable, such as the kind of essence is there of all
psychic acts—he simply says, then, that we do not understand and cannot understand the essence
of phenomena in the present time; therefore, metaphysics is useless in psychology.” [Urak, naxe
B ['epMaHuy, CHEKYIATUBHOM CTpaHe MO MPEHMYIIECTBY, TOJIBKO OJIHA LIKOJIA PUACPIKHUBACTCS
ele MHEeHUs, YTO MeTau3nKa T0JDKHA UTPATh POJIb B ICHXOJIOTUH, Ja U 9Ta MIKOJIA IPU3HAET,
4T0 MeTahu3uKa Hy>KHA TOJBKO JUIS HOCTPOCHHS ICHXOJIOTUYECKUX TEOPHid, YTOOBI MPHUIATh

BCCMY YUCHHUIO O MPOABJICHUAX AyXad CAUHCTBO U 3aKPYTJICHHOCTD. I[JISI YCJI0BCKA, BOCIIMTAHHOI'O
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Sechenov wrote in sharp terms, “is useless in psychology.”*° In his outline of this project,
Sechenov advanced two major points. The first was that psychology should be built upon the
study of mental illness, and in particular, he argued that the most immediate need for psychology
with a physiological basis was the work of a psychiatrist.>*! His second point was that
psychology should be a “natural science” following the models proposed by Alexander Bain,
Herbert Spencer, and the Herbart school.**> He confided in Bokova that his plans included
rudimentary psychological experiments: “I will tell you a secret that in my head have begun to
spin forms of psychological experiments. They are still in their nascent form, but I think they
will evolve with time.”3%3 This work would never appear, but the ideas would soon be found in
his debate with Kavelin on the pages of The Herald of Europe. What Kavelin would never see
was how Sechenov made recourse to such concepts as the “soul” in his private letters to his wife.

At the same time that Sechenov was imagining a science-based, “medical” psychology in
his letters to his wife, Kavelin was writing about the intersection of physiology and psychology
in his articles published in the popular press.’** Kavelin’s approach to psychology was informed
by his liberal, positivist worldview, which sought to transform this field into what the historian
of science Daniel Todes called an “objective study of culture, social institutions, etc., as the
reflection of human consciousness.”** In his essays on psychology in the 1860s, Kavelin argued
that psychology was too dependent on general theories and did not pay enough attention to the
precise observation of psychic data. In one essay, “Thoughts on Scientific Directions,” published
in The St. Petersburg News (Sankt Peterburgskie Novosti) in 1865 and written as a direct
response to Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain, Kavelin asserted that both “materialist” and
“idealist” schools of psychology presented an inexact understanding of the mind: idealist
philosophy “consisted of a dead scheme of general laws and formulas,” and materialists relied on
too “general conditions, causes.”*® Both were too broad to be applied to the specificities of

B JIyX€ €CTECTBCHHBIX HAYK, HEOOXOJUMOCTH B TEOPHSIX HET C TOM MUHYTHI, KaK OH HMEET JEJIO0 C
BEIIaMH TOJOKUTEILHO HEOObSICHIUMBIMHU, KAKOBA CYLTHOCTh BCEX IMCUXUUECKHX aKTOB — OH
MPOCTO TOBOPHT TOT/A, YTO CYIIHOCTbH SIBJICHUI MBI HE TOHUMAEM U TIOHMMATh B HACTOSIIICE
BpEMs HE MOXKEM; CTajo OBITh MeTapu3MKa B IICUX0J0ruu OecnonesHa. (Ibid., 246)]
390 Ibid., 246.
31 Ibid., 244-245.
392 As he wrote to Bokova, “Psychology, according to the method of working with its material,
belongs, as you know, to the sciences that are not completely established—the experimental
principle still coexists for the time being with the purely speculative (as is seen, for example, the
now-dominant Herbart school in Germany).” [TIcuxonorus, 1mo cnoco0y o0padaThIBaHUsI CBOETO
Marepuaa, IpUHAJICKHT, KaK U3BECTHO, K HAyKaM He BIIOJIHE YCTAHOBHBLIMMCS — B HEH
Y)KHBAIOTCS MOKa eIlle psaoM (Kak MOKa3bIBaeT, HApUMep, TOCIIOACTBYIOIIAs TENeph B
I'epmanuu mkosa I'epOapra) OMBITHOE HAYAJIO C YUCTO YMO3PUTENbHBIM. (/bid., 245)]
393 [Coo06ury Bam 10 CeKpeTy, YTo B TOJIOBE Y MEHS HAYMHAIOT YIKE BEPTETHCS (POPMBI
MICHXOJIOTUYECKUX ONbITOB. OHU ellie B 3apOIbIIIeBON (OpMe, HO AyMar0, 4TO CO BPEMEHEM
pazoBwtorcs. (Ibid., 246)]
394 Daniel Todes provides a thorough study on Kavelin’s articles on psychology and his liberal
positivist framework in “From Radicalism to Scientific Convention: Biological Psychology in
Russia from Sechenov to Pavlov,” 219-233.
395 Ibid., 233.
3% Konstantin Kavelin, Sobranie Sochinenii, Vol. 3 (St. Petersburg: Tip. M. M. Stasiulevicha,
1897-1900), 255-256. Todes (“From Radicalism to Scientific Convention: Biological
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psychic life, and psychology, as a “science of the soul,” would need a foundation not only in
general laws and principles, but in specific, positive facts based on the observation of psychic
acts. In another article, “Contemporary German Psychology” (1868), Kavelin closely paralleled
Sechenov’s characterization of German transcendental philosophy. Similarly to Sechenov,
Kavelin argued that German philosophers had failed to observe the workings of the mind in any
exact way: “[they] do not suspect the real, positive content of mental operations” and “transfer
their human soul to transcendental space and fall into incredible fantasies.”**” On the contrary,
English psychologists were admirable because they were “the first to have looked at psychic
facts as an object of actual scientific study.”*® In contrast, the British, in Kavelin’s point of
view, “do not know and do not understand the processes of the soul.”?*’

These articles by Kavelin formed the foundation of his thinking about psychology that
would appear in The Tasks of Psychology, a work that he began to draft in 1868; it appeared in
1872. Sechenov would soon write a blistering response to this treatise in the pages of the same
journal, The Herald of Europe, and the debate would then make its way into the opening chapters
of Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina.**® In this work, as he had described earlier, Kavelin offered a
blueprint for psychology that combined methods of physiology and philosophy. In the opening
pages, he decried the development of psychology in Russia as too dependent on the science of
the brain and not focused enough on the age-old principle of the inner, independent nature of the
soul. Physiologists, he argued, had prepared “rich material for psychology” but “cannot be called
the researchers of mental life.”*"! For Kavelin, psychology should not be based in idealist or
materialist philosophy alone, but should emerge as a “positive science” that reconciled new
developments in physiology with the description of general principles and laws governing
psychic activity.**> The “soul,” in Kavelin’s view, could not be divorced from the study of the
body; it required both philosophy and physiology to grasp the complexities of psychic
experience in their entirety: “In psychology different phenomena are mixed, and it vacillates
between philosophy and physiology.”*% The “soul,” as Kavelin argued, was as “real” as the
physical sensations in the nervous system: “Thousands of pieces of data show that psychic

Psychology in Russia from Sechenov to Pavlov”) notes that this article responded in agreement
to an article in Otechestvennye Zapiski, “Chelovek prostoi li chustvushchii avtomat?” in which
the author had criticized Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain. Todes, “From Radicalism to
Scientific Convention: Biological Psychology in Russia from Sechenov to Pavlov,” 202-204.
397 Konstantin Kavelin, “Nemetskaia sovremennaia psikhologiia,” Vestnik Evropy (January
1868): 312.
398 Ibid., 309-310.
399 Ibid., 312.
400 Joravsky describes the debate between Kavelin and Sechenov as emerging as a result of
debates about psychology between the two as fellow “Russian liberals.” Joravsky, Russian
Psychology, 97. Joravsky’s comprehensive study of the debate reveals that the two had much in
common intellectually in their thinking about the workings of the mind. His description of the
debate can be found in Russian Psychology, 96-101.
401 TOHM noAroTOBIAIOT GOraThlil MaTEpHAI ISk TICKXOJIOTHHU, HO HAa3BaTh UX MCCIIEN0BATEISIMH
ncuxudeckoil xu3nu Henb3s. (Konstantin Kavelin, Zadachi Psikhologii [St. Petersburg: 1872],
)]
402 Todes describes Kavelin’s work on psychology as a “positive science” in “From Radicalism
to Scientific Convention: Biological Psychology in Russia from Sechenov to Pavlov,” 225-226.
403 Kavelin, Zadachi Psikhologii, 11.
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phenomena do not remain without deep action and influence not only on our body, but also on
the world around a person. It follows that the soul, to which psychic phenomena are attributed, is
also one of the figures in the real world [est’ odin iz deiatelei i v real ’nom mire].”*** In this vein,
Kavelin stressed that the laws of physiology could not resolve what he saw as the contradictions
between psychic experience and the nervous system, seen in the disconnect between inner
thoughts, on the one hand, and sensations from outer stimuli, on the other. A science of the
“soul” should, in Kavelin’s view, be built upon the understanding of the soul as separate from the
body.

Asserting the independent nature of the soul did not mean that physiology was no longer
needed. Quite the contrary: Kavelin argued that a psychologist should have knowledge of
physiology in order to gain a more complete understanding of the workings of the mind.
However, such parallels between body and soul, Kavelin argued (echoing terms that Sechenov
had earlier used in his essay Reflexes of the Brain), should not suggest that the physiology of
“reflexes”—the material conditions of the body—be seen as the sole explanation for the
workings of the mind:

Materialism does not deny these facts, but explains them in its own way. That
which we call mental process, in his view is a nervous or brain reflex that does
not presuppose either a special mental environment or the participation of the will
and is performed mechanically, as the result of external impressions and physical
sensations. This assumption seems to be supported by the fact that many mental
processes occur not only without any participation of the will, but even
completely unconsciously. The discovery of reflexes and apparatuses that arrest
reflexes sheds light on the previously dark and unknown area of involuntary
movements and explained their mechanism; but we do not think that this great
discovery could explain all psychic phenomena. That involuntary movements
exist, that they are performed mechanically, was known long before the scientific
observations of mental phenomena. The discovery of reflexes and their arresting
apparatuses, as stated, only explained their mechanism, their causes.*%3

404 [Takum 06pa3oM, THICSYH JAHHBIX MOKA3BIBAIOT, YTO IICUXMYECKHE SIBJICHUE HE OCTAOTCS 0€3

ri1yOOKOT0O JACUCTBUS U BIMSHUS HE TOJHKO Ha HAIle TEJIO, HO U Ha OKPY KAOIIUI YeTOBeKa MHUP.
OTcroza cieyer, 4ro ayiia, KOTOPOi MPUIUCHIBAIOTCS TICUXUYECKUE SIBIICHUS, €CTh OJUH U3
nesireneii u B peansHoM Mupe. (Konstantin Kavelin, Zadachi Psikhologii, 21)]

405 [MarepuanusM He OTPUIIAET BCEX OTHX (PAKTOB, HO OOBACHIET UX MO-CBOeEMY. TO, YTO MEI
Ha3bIBaEM TICUXUYECKUM MPOIIECCOM, TO B €TI0 TJ1a3aX HEPBHBIM WA TOJIOBHOU pedJiekc,
KOTOPBII HE TIPENoiaraeT Hu 0CO00H MCUXUYECKOW CPeJibl, HA YYaCTHE BOJIH U COBEPIIACTCS
MEXaHUYECKH, BCIICACTBUEC BHEITHUX BIICUATICHUH MM U3NICCKHUX OIIYIICHUI. DTO
NPEANONI0KEHUE KaK OYyATO MOAKPEIUISETCS TEM, YTO MHOXKECTBO TICUXMYECKUX MPOLIECCOB
COBEPIIAIOTCS HE TOJIBKO 0€3 BCAKOTO YYacTHE BOJIH, HO JIaKE COBEPILICHHO OECCO3HATEIBHO.
OtkpbITHE pPe(IIEKCOB U allapaToB, 3aAePKUBAOIINX PEQIISKCHI, TPOJIUIIO CBET HA COBCEM JI0
TEX MOP TEMHYIO U HETIOHSITHYIO 00JIACTh HEMPOU3BOJIBHBIX JBMKECHUI U OOBSICHUIIO MX
MEXaHU3M; HO MBI HE [yMaeM, 4To0 3TO BEJIIMKOE OTKPHITHE OOBSICHUIIO BCE ICUXUICCKHE
siBJicHHsI. YTO HEMPOU3BOJIbHBIC TBUKCHUS CYIIECTBYIOT, YTO OHH COBEPIIAIOTCS
MEXaHMYECKU,—ATO OBLIO U3BECTHO 33/I0JITO 10 HAYYHBIX HAOIIOICHUI HaJl ICUXHYECKIMHU
sBrieHusIMUA. OTKpbITHE PeIICKCOB M 3aICPKUBAIOIINX alllapaToB, KaK CKa3aHO, TOJIBKO
OOBSICHWIIO MX MEXaHU3M, UX puduHbL. (/bid., 31)]
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Here, Kavelin recalls the terms of Sechenov’s essay, using the language of “reflexes” and the
argument about the “mechanical” foundation of the brain. He thus revealed that, years later, the
language of “reflexes of the brain” still exercised power over this debate. (For readers of the
liberal press, such as Stiva in Anna Karenina, this description would have evoked Sechenov’s
essay.) Thus, in these statements, Kavelin did not deny the existence of the “cerebral reflexes” or
even their complex influence on the workings of the mind. Nevertheless, he did not believe that
physiology could offer an exhaustive model for the complex, independent workings of the inner
psychic world. For Kavelin, psychology could not be built upon the foundation of brain science,
since physiology offered only a parallel to the workings of the mind. Moreover, it can be argued
that Kavelin was bringing to light the idea that psychology and physiology in many ways shared
concepts and could not in the end be completely extricated from each other.

Sechenov recognized the implicit criticism in Kavelin’s treatise and soon wrote a
blistering response that was published later in the same journal, “Notes on Kavelin’s Book ‘The
Tasks of Psychology.”” In this essay, Sechenov argued that Kavelin’s model of psychology—
which placed philosophy alongside physiology and maintained the independence of the soul
from the body—could not be considered a scientific method for understanding the nature of
psychic experience. (Yet again, we can remember his use of the word “soul” in his private
letters.) Rather, Sechenov proposed that psychologists learn from the methods of the natural
sciences to bolster their ideas beyond what he considered pure speculation. “If psychologists,”
wrote Sechenov, “lived by science [po-nauchnomu], then the results of their views of life would
have penetrated into the public domain.”*¢ For Sechenov, Kavelin (like other psychologists
trained in philosophy) “[moves] from concrete facts to general principles, the same big mistake
that ruined all of philosophy.”*” Psychology had yet to adopt rigorous scientific methods
because of its basis in philosophy: “[P]hilosophical teachings, on whose ruins we live, collapsed
and left psychology an untouched science [ostavili psikhologiiu nepochatoi naukoi].”**® The use
of the “science” of physiology in the study of psychic life had the promise of renewing
psychology as a field of study.

Of particular concern for Sechenov, as we have seen in his letters to Bokova, was the
insistence by philosophers on the existence of the soul as an entity independent of the body and
under the guidance of its own laws. Such a concept, while useful as a “guiding principle,” had no
place in psychology:

Keep the soul in practical life, as the noblest part of man; accept it even in science
as a general ground concept, in the same way that natural scientists regard matter.
Let it even be the guiding star in psychological investigations. But how is it
possible to explain anything by the inexplicable! That is taking up a thing not

406 [Ecyint ObI IICHXOJIONH KUK TIO-HAYYHOMY, TO PE3YJIBTATBI HX 00pa3a JKU3HU JaBHO Obl

NPOHUKJIH B IyOJIHMKY, TOJJOOHO TOMY KaK B He€ IIPOHUKAIOT CBEJICHHUSI, BRIpaOaThIBACMBbIC
TUTUEHOW U AUETETUKOM, XOTsI 3T HAYKH NIPUHAAJIEKAT TOKE K KpaiiHe Maiio pa3BUThIM. (I. M.
Sechenov, Izbrannye Proizvedeniia,Vol. 1, 130)]
407 [Teneps s mocraparock qoKa3ars [...] uto 1. KaBenuH, nepexoas 0T KOHKPETHBIX (PaKTOB
cpasy K oOLIMM HayajiaM, BIIAJAeT B Ty XK€ IPOMAIHYIO OIINOKY, KOTOpas MOryousa BCo
¢bunocoduto. (Ibid., 133)]
408 [[®@]unocodckue yuenus, Ha 0OIOMKAX KOTOPHIX MbI JKMBEM, PYIIMINCH M OCTABJISIIH
MICUXOJIOTHIO HeovYaToi Haykou. (Ibid.)]
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from the beginning but from the end. The moral of all this reasoning is as follows:
Mr. Kavelin starts out in his philosophical system from shaky, unproven facts,
and then takes the very step that has been the chief ruin of philosophy.**

Sechenov stressed that the introduction of philosophical concepts such as the “soul” in the study
of psychology ran contrary to scientific methods (here, he reprised his thoughts expressed both in
Reflexes of the Brain and in his private letters to Bokova.) For Sechenov, psychic acts emerged
not independently in the “soul,” but as a result of stimulation of the nervous system. “These
[psychic] acts,” as Sechenov concluded near the end of his review, “are born ... in consciousness
always as a consequence, and never voluntarily [nikogda proizvol 'no].”*!° For Sechenov, the
methods of science would not allow for the independent existence of the soul, which he decried
as merely a fiction with no basis in reality. Despite his refusal to agree with Kavelin’s approach,
he nevertheless felt compelled to enter into this dialogue that concerned the question of the soul:
a scientist needed to respond to philosophical ideas.

Sechenov expanded his thoughts on the topic in a second essay on psychology, “For
Whom and How to Develop Psychology?” In this work, he argued that psychology must leave
behind the theories of the mind developed by philosophers and should be transformed into an
experimental science based on physiology. The article’s abstract, appearing at the beginning of
the work, stated as much in blunt terms: “Only a physiologist can be a psychologist-analyst.”*!!

In the essay, Sechenov’s first task was to return to the debate about the body and the soul.
For Sechenov, as a physiologist, no line could be drawn between the soul and the body, which he
here recast in the language of science as “psychic phenomena” and “processes in the body”:

It is well known that in the past, the greatest minds compared the bodily and
spiritual life of a person and usually found only deep differences between them
and no similarities. Indeed, it was really like this: the philosophers of previous
times stood—and quite rightly—in relation to psychic facts from the point of view
of the vitalists in relation to phenomena of the body: but this was due to the fact
that physiology did not exist at that time, and bodily phenomena were not so
discerned that the analogy of some of them with mental activities could catch the
eye. Now it is a different matter: physiology presents a whole series of data that
establishes the relationship of mental phenomena with the so-called nervous
processes in the body, purely somatic acts.*!?

409 Translation from David Joravsky, Russian Psychology, 99.

[OcTaBbTe Aylly B IPaKTHYECKON )KU3HU KaK OJIarOpOJAHEHIIYIO YacTh YelloBeKa, IPUHUMaiTe
€e U B HayKe 3a o0lee Havyaso, MoJ00HO TOMY KaK HAaTypaJIMCTBI CMOTPST Ha MaTEPHIO; ITyCTh
OHa Jjake OyJIeT IMyTeBOIHON 3BE3/10i B ICHXOJIOTHUECKIX M3BICKAHUSX; HO KaK YK€ BO3MOXKHO
OOBSCHHUTB YTO OBbI TO HH OBLIO HEOOBSICHUMBIM! Be/ib 3T0 3HAUUT MPUHUMATHCS 32 BEIb HE C
Havasa, a ¢ KOHIa. Mopajb BCEro 3TOro pacCykIeHUs TakoBa: I'. KaBelIMH BBIXOJHUT B CBOCH
¢dunocodckoii crucreme U3 PaKTOB MIATKUX, HEPOBEPCHHBIX U JIENIACT BCIIEH 33 TEM TOT CaMBblid
mar, KOTOpbIi TmaBHeHM 006pazom noryoun dunocodwuto. (Ibid., 139)]

410 [AKTBI 5TH pOIATCS, CIEN0BATENBHO, B CO3HAHUY 6Ce20d KAK NOCIeOCMEUe, HUKO20ad—
npouseonvHo. (Ibid., 168)]

41 [“nenx010roM-aHATUTHKOM MOYKET OBITh TONBKO (usuonor” (Ibid., 172)]

412 [M3BecTHO, UTO B MIPOLLIOM BEJIMYANIINE YMBI CPABHUBAIIU TEIECHYIO M JyXOBHYIO KH3Hb
YeJI0BEKa U HAXOAMIH OOBIKHOBEHHO TOJIBKO TITyOOKHE pa3iindusi MKy HMH, a HE CXOJICTBA.
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For Sechenov, the division of the body and the soul no longer held up to the rigor of science, and
here, unlike in his personal letters, he rendered these ideas in the language of science. His
conclusion rebuked the central thesis of Kavelin’s work on psychology, which, in Sechenov’s
view, rested on the separation of the soul and the body: “A clear border between ... the bodily,
nervous acts and phenomena which are recognized by everyone as already psychic does not exist
in any conceivable respect.”*!3 In this sense, by demonstrating that there was no separation
between the physiology of the body and psychic activity, Sechenov asserted that physiology was
the only way to model the workings of the mind. What is more, Sechenov believed that
psychology rooted in physiology would have set more modest goals for the study of the nature of
consciousness. The field would need to be a “science of real facts,” and would need to “separate
psychic realities from the psychic fictions with which the human consciousness is stuffed up to
this day.”*!* Rather than grand theories, psychologists “[must] not raise to the level of
unshakeable truth anything that cannot be confirmed by rigorous experiments.”*!> The mysteries
of the workings of the mind, for Sechenov, should not lead to hypotheses that have no basis in
experimental data, but should rather remain in the realm of the mysterious: “It is true that
brilliant, comprehensive theories will disappear from psychology; in its scientific content, on the
contrary, there will be terrible gaps; in the vast majority of cases, the laconic ‘we don’t know”
will take the place of explanation; the essence of psychic phenomena, as far as they are
expressed by consciousness, will remain in all cases without exception an impenetrable
secret.”*1® Psychology would thus be “freed...from transcendental absurdities” where the

Jleno, nedCTBUTENBHO, OBLIO TaK: (PUIOCO(PHI MPEKHUX BPEMEH CTOSUIM—U COBEPIICHHO
3aKOHHO—TIIO OTHOIIECHHIO K MICUXUYCCKUM (DaKTaM Ha TOYKE 3PECHUSI BUTAIUCTOB I10
OTHOIICHHUIO K SIBJICHUSIM TeJa: HO 3TO MPOUCXOIUIIO OTTOTO, UTO (PHU3UOJIOTHUU B TO BPeMsI HE
CYIIIECTBOBAJIO, U TEJIECHBIC SIBJIICHUS HE OBUTH HACTOJIBKO PACUJICHEHBI, YTOOBI aHAIOTUS
HEKOTOPBIX UX HUX C TICUXUYECKUMU JACSITETbHOCTSIMH MOTJIa OpOCUThCS B Taza. Temeps ke
APYyToe AeN0: (huzuoniozus npedcmasiiem yeavlil psao OaHHbIX, KOMOPbIMU YCMAHABNIUBAETNCS
POOCMB0 NCUXUYECKUX S8NEHUL C MAK HA3bIBAEMbIMU HEPEHBIMU NPOYeccamu 6 meie, aKmamu
yucmo comamuveckumu. (Ibid., 178-179)]
413 [ SIcHO# TpaHMIbI MEX/Y 3aBEIOMO COMATHYECKMMH, T. €. TEJIECHBIMH, HEPBHBIMU aKTAMH U
SIBIICHUSIMU, KOTOPBIC BCEMH MTPU3HAIOTCS YIKE IICUXMYSCKUMH, HE CYIIECTBYET HU B OJJHOM
MBICTUMOM oTHoIeHuH. (Ibid., 179-180)]
414 [Kak Hayka 0 IeWCTBUTENBHBIX (AaKTaX OHA M03a00THTCA MPEXKIE BCETO OTAEIUTD
MICUXUYECKUE PEATLHOCTU OT MCUXHUECKUX (PUKIIUH, KOTOPBIMU 3aMPYKEHO YEITIOBEUYECKOE
co3HaHwue 1o cue Bpemsi. (Ibid., 194)]
415 [Kak onbITHast HayKa OHA HE BO3BEIET HA CTENEHb HEMOKOJIEOUMOM HCTHHBI HUYETO, UTO HE
MOJKET OBITh TIOATBEPKICHO CTPOTHM OTIBITOM; Ha ’TOM OCHOBAaHUU U JIOOBITBHIX €€ pe3ylibTaTax
TUIMOTETHYECKOEe OYAET CTPOTrO OTIEICHO OT MOJOKUTENBHOTO. (Ibid.)]
416 [M3 memxonoruu ucyes3HyT, npasja, OecTsInie, BCEOObEMITIOIINE TEOPHUH; B HAYIHOM
coJiepKaHuu ee OyayT, HA00OPOT, CTpALIHBIE MPOOEIIBI; HA MECTO OOBSICHEHUH B OTPOMHOM
OOJIBIIMHCTBE CIIYYaeB BBHICTYIUT JJAKOHUYECKOE "HE 3HaeM"; CYIIHOCTh MICUXUYECKUX SBICHHIA,
HACKOJIbKO OHM BBIPAXKAaIOTCSl CO3HATENILHOCTHIO, OCTAHETCS BO BCEX 0€3 HCKITIOUEHUS CITydasx
HEMPOHUIIAEMOH TallHOM (T10100HO, BIIPOYEM, CYIIIHOCTH BCEX SIBJICHUH HA CBETE),—H TEM HE
MEHee TICHXOJIOTHS CAeNaeT OrPOMHBIN 1iar Brepen. (Ibid., 194-195)]
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“arbitrary and the fantastic will be replaced by the more or less likely.”*'” “And all this,”
Sechenov wrote, “can be done only by physiology.”*'8

Sechenov’s responses did little to convince Kavelin, who, in his subsequent responses to
Sechenov’s essays in The Herald of Europe, still argued that psychology must recognize the
inner, independent laws in the workings of the soul, conceived as separate, yet sometimes
parallel, to the physiology of the body.

Despite the disagreements expressed in a public debate on the pages of a “thick journal,”
as we have seen from Sechenov’s personal letters, the larger conversation was carried out in a
shared language. From the evidence of Sechenov’s correspondence, it would appear that even
though in his professional writings he operated in the language of science, even for a scientist a
clear dividing line between body and soul, science and philosophy had yet to be found.

I hope to have shown that the initial conversation between the characters of Tolstoy’s
Anna Karenina was informed by and commented on the debates that unfolded at the time in
popular journals. As seen both in the discussions between Sechenov and Kavelin and in the
discussion at Koznyshev’s at the beginning of Tolstoy’s novel, the conflict between physiology
and idealist philosophy could not find a clear resolution. Tolstoy, who obviously read the journal
articles, would chart a different way to approach the “question of the soul” further in his novel.
For Tolstoy, the “question of the soul” required answers formulated in a different way, from
outside of science. As I will show, such an answer would be formulated in the language of
literature, namely, by mobilizing the resources of narrative form.

Strakhov and Tolstoy Discuss the Soul

Before we turn to the novel, let us look at Tolstoy’s private letters surrounding his work
on Anna Karenina. In November 1875, as Tolstoy was working on the third part of his novel, he
wrote to his close friend and interlocuter Nikolai Strakhov, a well-known literary critics and
popularizer of philosophy. This letter posed a question that had been the subject of their letters
before: what role do science and philosophy play in the understanding of the inner world of man
(including the soul, will and reason)? In a letter of November 30, 1875, Tolstoy stated that
science, as opposed to philosophy, had little role in understanding the inner nature of experience:

Consequently, the scientific method of correcting and redefining the concepts that
make up science is inapplicable to philosophy, to that knowledge that has as its
subject the soul, life, thought, joy, etc. [...] Philosophy, by its very task, cannot
eliminate any aspect of the phenomena that occupy it. The very subjects that
philosophy studies, — life, the soul, will, reason, are not subject to dissection, to
the elimination of certain aspects. Phenomena that comprise the subject of the
sciences are phenomena that we know crudely in the external world, while the

417 [Ee 000011EHUS ¥ BBIBOJIBI, 3aMBIKAsICh B TECHBIE IIPEIEIIBI PEANBHBIX AHAIOTHIA,
BBICBOOOJISITCS U3-TI0] BIUSHHS JIMYHBIX BKYCOB U HAKJIOHHOCTEH UCCIIEIOBATES, JOBOAUBIINX
MICUXOJIOTHUIO MHOT/IA /IO TPAHCIICHICHTAIbHBIX a0CYpJIOB, U IPHOOPETYT XapaKkTep 00bEKTUBHBIX
HAYYHBIX THIIOTE3. JINYHO, MPOU3BOJIbHOE U (PAaHTACTUYHOE 3aMEHUTCS Yepe3 3T0 0oJiee WilH
MeHee BeposTHBIM. ([bid., 195)]

8 U 6ce amo moacem coenamov 00Ha MoNbKo u3uon02UA, MAK KAK OHA 0OHA OEPAHCUN. 6 CEOUX

PYKAX K04 K UCMUHHO HAYYHOMY aHaau3y ncuxuyeckux seienuil. (Ibid.)]
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phenomena that make up the subject of philosophy are all cognized by us in the
inner world directly, and we can observe them from the inner world.*"”

These subjects—*“life, soul, will, reason”—would become major questions in the correspondence
between Tolstoy and Strakhov in the coming years, and these questions would be reflected on the
pages of Tolstoy’s novel, with special focus on the issue of the soul. The basic question raised
above—how can we observe experiences which can only be seen from the inside?—was one
raised constantly by Tolstoy, both in his letters and in his novel. The voluminous philosophical
(as they called it) correspondence between Tolstoy and Strakhov often engaged with issues
related to philosophy, literature, religion, among other topics, and the discussion of the soul
emerged as a central concern, formulated in relation to the contemporary debates that unfolded in
the public domain, primarily in the “thick journals.” In their correspondence, Strakhov and
Tolstoy grappled with the difficulties of defining the soul in a way that showed that they found
little help in the approaches discussed at the time in journals.

The discussion between Tolstoy and Strakhov began with Tolstoy announcing that he
was writing a work that would address “the question of the soul.” In a letter on February 14/15,
1876, Tolstoy wrote to Strakhov about his essay, “On the Soul and Its Life Outside of the Life
That is Known and Understood by Us,” in which he hoped to formulate an opposition to
materialist philosophy and experimental brain science (the essay remained unfinished and, in
Tolstoy’s lifetime, unpublished).*?° In the essay, which he sent to Strakhov, Tolstoy began with
criticism of materialists: one of the fundamental missteps of materialism was that the nature of
living things could be understood through laws governing the material, non-living realm.**! To
explain the falseness of this claim, Tolstoy turned to the frog, a common example used by
Sechenov, both in his famous essay Reflexes of the Brain and in his private letters to his wife. As
Tolstoy wrote, “by exposing the frog to the touch of a red-hot wire, we will observe the effect

419 [CrnenoBarenbHo, K GUIOCOPUH, K TOMY 3HAHHIO, KOTOPOE UMEET MIPEIAMETOM YLy, KU3Hb,

MBICJIb, PAJIOCTh U T. JI., HAYYHBII PUEM TONPABJICHUS U IEPEONPEICIICHHs TeX MOHATHIA, U3
KOTOPBIX COCTOUT HAayKa, HEMIPUIIOKHM. [...] Dunocodus xe 1mo camoii CBOeH 3a1a4e He MOXKET
YCTPaHUTh HA OJJHOM CTOPOHBI U3 TEX SIBIICHUH, KOTOpPBIC 3aHUMAIOT ee. CaMble MPeMETHI,
KOTOPBIMH 3aHUMaeTCs QUITOCO(Hs, — )KU3HB, AyIIa, BOJIS, Pa3yM, HE MOJUIEKAT pacCEUCHHIO,
YCTPaHEHHUIO H3BECTHBIX CTOPOH. SIBIICHHSI, COCTABIISIONINE PEIMET HAYK, CYTh SIBICHHUS,
MO3HABaeMbIe HAMU ITOCPEIICTBEHHO B BHEIIHEM MUPE, SIBJICHUS e, COCTABJISIONINE TIPEIMET
¢dunocodum, Bce MO3HAIOTCS HAMH B BHYTPEHHEM MUPE HEMTOCPEIACTBEHHO, U MBI MOYXEM
HaOmonate ux u3 BHyTpeHHero mupa. (Leo Tolstoy and Nikolaj Strakhov, Complete
Correspondence, Vol. 1, 233)]
420 As Tolstoy wrote in this letter, “I am also sending a letter about many things, as you will
see—mainly about why there can be no materialistic philosophy and what I recognized as the
source of all knowledge.” [Ilockuiato Toke TUCHMO O MHOTOM, KaK Bbl YBHJIUTE, —
NPEUMYILIECTBEHHO JKE€ O TOM, II0YEMY HE MOXKET OBITh MAaTEPhSUTUCTUUECKON PHIOCODUH U YTO
s IPU3HAI0 UCTOYHUKOM BCSIKOTO mo3Hauus. (Leo Tolstoy & Nikolaj Strakhov, Complete
Correspondence, Vol. 1, 250)]
421 Paperno notes that Tolstoy’s description of life and death was inspired by Strakhov’s World
as Whole. “Who, What Am [?”, 42.
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that this touch will have on the frog alone, and not on the table on which it sits.”*?? For Tolstoy,

the frog was not merely dead material: it acted differently. The novelist extended this argument

further, arguing that materialism had nothing to say not only about living things, but specifically
about the inner experience of a living being:

Materialism wants to know the soul, the essence of the life of individuals, through
experiment. An experiment is undeniable when observing the movements of other
animals and myself through the instrument of the senses (sight, hearing). But
experiment on the senses, on sensations, cannot be done. An internal experiment
is contradictio in adjecto. An external experiment convinces by repeating
countless times that the sun shines at 2 o’clock. But I look at the sun and it is not
shining (eclipse) and the feeling of darkness destroys all data of the experiment.
There can be no experiment on internal cognition [poznavaniia]. Consequently,
sensation is an instrument of cognition that is completely opposite to an
experiment. This instrument of cognition is the human soul, it needs to be
defined.**

While scientists had attempted to experimentally observe the workings of the mind, for Tolstoy,
such experiments completely missed the idea of “internal cognition” (that is, the inner psychic
activity). In contrast, to know the soul [uznat” dushu]—and Tolstoy consistently used the word
“soul” for psychic activity—this concept “must be defined” [ego nado opredelit’].

Further, Tolstoy offered a rudimentary definition of the soul. For him, the “soul” was
located at the juncture of two poles, between the external “whole world” and the separate internal
“I” [ia]: “The question follows: Why does the whole world fall into two parts. One, the whole
world, which is accessible to me by experience, and the other, the I, which is accessible to me by
sensation. This distinction is the task of defining the soul.”*?* In this sense, the “soul” was not to
be understood primarily through the workings of the mind, the will, emotions, or any form of
cognition, but a recognition that one is alive as separate from the rest of the world, and not
accessible through observation. While psychologists (and materialists) located the workings of
the mind in the brain, Tolstoy sought a definition that could not be limited to the workings of the

422 [TloaBepras JAATyIIKY IPUKOCHOBEHUIO PACKAIEHHOM MPOBOJIOKH, MBI Oy1eM HaOIIOAATh TO

BJIMSIHUE, KOTOPOE MPOU3BEIET ATO MPUKOCHOBEHHE HA OJHY TOJBKO JIATYIIKY, a HE Ha CTOJI, Ha
kotopom oHa cunuT (L. N. Tolstoi, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, Vol. 17, 341)]

423 [MaTepHrai3M X04€eT OMBITOM Y3HATh Oyuly, CyIIHOCTD KM3HH HHAUBUAYYMOB. OIbIT
HECOMHEHEH TPU HAOJIOICHUN IBMYKEHHI APYTHX KHUBOTHBIX H MEHSI CAMOTO TIOCPEICTBOM
OpyAus 4yBCTB (3peHusi, ciryxa). Ho onbITa Hasl 4yBCTBAaMH OLIYIIEHHEM HENb3s JeTaTh.
BuyTtpennuit onsit ecth contradictio in adjecto. OnbIT BHEIIHHMA yOeKIaeT MOCPEACTBOM
MOBTOPEHUS OECYMCICHHOTO KOJIMYECTBA pa3 TOro, YTO COJIHIIE CBETUT B 2 yaca. Ho st cMoTpro
Ha COJIHIIE, OHO HE CBETHT (3aTMEHHE) U OIIYIICHUE TEMHOTHI pa3pyIlaeT BCe JaHHbIC OIbITA.
JInsi BHyTpEHHETO NIO3HABAHUSI HE MOXKET OBbITh onbITa. ClieI0BaTEIBbHO, OIIYIICHUE €CTh
COBEPIICHHO MPOTHBOIOIOKHOE ONBITY OPYIUE MO3HABAHHS. DTO TO OpPY/HE IO3HABAHUS €CTh
Jyllia YeJIoBeKa, ero Haao onpenenuts. (17:350)]

424 [“Bompoc cnenyrommuii: [Touemy Bech MUp pacrnanaercs Ha jase yactu. OnHy, — BECh MUD, —
KOTOpasi JOCTYITHA MHE OIBITOM, a JIPYTYIO, — 5, KOTOpasi IOCTYITHA MHE OILIYIIEHUEM. DTO

pasrpaHudeHue ecTh 3aava onpeaenenus aymu.” (17:350)]
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mind (thinking): “Before all thinking,” Tolstoy wrote, “the first thing we know is that we
live.”425

Here Tolstoy turned to philosophy, evoking Descartes’s formulation, cogito ergo sum
(here, translated as “I think, because I live”). He stressed the importance of “I live”: “I don’t
know to what extent Descartes’s expression is accurate: I think, therefore I live; but I know, that
if I say “I know,” for sure [there is] one thing above all myself: that I live.”*?® For Tolstoy, the
understanding of “I think because I live” turned the question of the soul (which included, but was
not limited to the workings of the mind, feeling, and the will) as accessible only through lived
experience of the “I.” Essentially, this was different not only from the physiological, or
materialist, models of the brain but from much of philosophy as well. For Tolstoy, both science
and academic philosophy were antithetical to life itself: he saw the soul—understood as the
immortal soul—as inaccessible to scientific observation and experimentation, on the one hand,
and to philosophical formulations, on the other.*?” For the “I,” the experience of one’s “life” was
a key to all wisdom, including the mysteries of the soul.

Tolstoy then returned to a question found in the conversation that Levin overheard at
Koznyshev’s when Levin had pointedly asked about the nature of existence after death:
“Therefore, if my senses are destroyed, if my body dies, there can be no further existence?” In
his essay “On the Soul,” the question of death became a barrier for Tolstoy in his attempts to
define the soul, which he saw as exceeding his own bodily limits:

When life is destroyed, then for me, as an observer, there is only one derivation of
life, that is, a dead matter, or such a substance whose life I do not understand. I
cannot say that everything is destroyed, for there remains: 1) the abstraction of
life, matter (the body), another derivation of life—offspring, and a 3rd—traces of
the impact on other people. All of this is not united and incomprehensible to
me.428

Similarly to Levin in Anna Karenina, Tolstoy argued that the issue of what happens after death
could be answered neither by materialists nor by philosophers. He had stressed that the soul
could be understood only by an awareness that one lives—but what about when one dies? While
materialists and idealists had focused on the workings of the mind in the living body, for Tolstoy,
the definition of the “soul” (here not only as the psychic activity but as “the immortal soul”)
appeared to exceed the limitations of his own experience as a living person, making the task of
defining the “soul” impossible.

425 L. N. Tolstoi, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, Vol. 17, 351.

426 [He 3Har0, B KAKOM CTENEHU TOYHO BhIpakeHHe JleKapTa: st MBICIIO, TOTOMY s KMBY; HO 3HAIO,
9TO, €CITU 51 CKAKY, 5 3HAK) HECOMHEHHO 0OHO npedicoe 8ce2o cebs: mo, umo s dHcugy.” (17:351)]
427 Donna Orwin describes Tolstoy’s resistance to philosophy as part of his “antiphilosophical
stance.” See “Tolstoy’s Antiphilosophical Philosophy in Anna Karenina,” in Approaches to
Teaching Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina, eds. Liza Knapp and Amy Mandelker (New York: The
Modern Language Association of America, 2003), 95-103.

428 [Korma yHUUTOXKAETCS KU3Hb, TO UL MEHS KaK HAOJIIONATENs OCTAETCS OJHO OTBICYEHHE
KHM3HH, T. €. MEPTBOE BEILIECTBO, MJIM TAaKOE BELIECTBO, XKU3Hb KOTOPOTO 5 He noHumaro. 51 He
MOTY CKa3aTh, YTO YHUYTOXKAETCS BCe, MO0 ocTaeTcs: 1) OTBIEUEHUE )KU3HU, BEIIECTBO (TEJO),
Jpyroe OTBIEYEHNE KU3HU — IOTOMCTBO, U 3-€ — CJIe/Ibl BO3AEHCTBUS Ha Ipyrux jatoaeil. Bee xe

9TO HE O0BEIUHEHO U HEMOHITHO MHE. (17:352)]
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Upon receiving the essay from Tolstoy, Strakhov wrote (on April 8, 1876) with praise
(which he later qualified): Tolstoy’s essay was “a new attempt to follow the same path on which
Descartes, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, and Schopenhauer walked.”*?° These philosophers, like
Tolstoy, had “also started from themselves [iz sebia], from Cogito, ergo sum, from the self [iz
ia], from the consciousness of will, -- and from there they derived an understanding of the rest of
what exists.”**? For Strakhov, the strongest claims centered on the issue of “life,” which he
copied in his letter directly from Tolstoy’s essay: “‘First of all I know that I live.’; “The main
question of philosophy is: what is life? what death?’; ‘Without solving this question, it is
impossible to speak about the dead, not only as the foundation of the living, but in general as
something existing’;—these formulae of yours are strong and clear.”*’!

He then turned attention to Tolstoy’s characterizations of materialism, with which he
agreed: “the materialist does not know the essence of material, and he is glad of it, he thinks that
he has in his hands that same mysterious root of things that we are looking for.”**? While
materialists had discovered the “mysterious root of things” (here, one may assume that for
Tolstoy the “mysterious root” would mean here the “soul”), such a question could not be located
in scientific laws but must begin in understanding the “self” (in Tolstoy’s terms, “I,” or the
“conscious I7):

In the end, it will always turn out that the person from whom we began is the limit
to which existence reaches. He is the conscious I; he alone has conscious
thinking; he is the best, clearest form of will; he is the most alive thing of all
living things. This circle is inevitable. Meanwhile, it is contrary to human nature,
contrary to the instinctive concept of knowledge that everyone has.**

While conspicuously not using the word “soul” throughout his entire letter, it would seem as

429 [TlepeunTaBIIy ONSATH M ONATH Baie nuceMo 16-ro ¢espais (kak 310 1aBHO!), s yBHIEN, U4TO

KpoMe HeOOBIIUX 0OMOJIBOK, JOJKECH COTIACUTHCS CO BceM. Bo3paxkeHnue Moe OyeT COCTOSTh
HE B OTPHUIIAHUH OTACTBHBIX MBICIICH UIIM CAMOTO XO/1a PACCYKACHHIA, & B TOM, YTO 3TOT XOJI, 10
MOEeMY MHEHUIO, HE MOXKET MIPUBECTH K TOMY, 4ero Mbl ¢ Bamu umem. (Leo Tolstoy & Nikolaj
Strakhov, Complete Correspondence, Vol. 1, 256)]
430 [Bamre mucpMO €CTh HOBast MOTBITKA IOMTH 110 TOMY K€ IyTH, [0 KOTOpOMY Itk J{ekapT,
®uxre, [llenmuar, ['erens, [llonenraysp. OHu TouHO Takke HaunHamM u3 ceds, ot Cogito, ergo
sum, OT i, OT CO3HAHHUS BOJIH, — M OTCIO/Ia BBIBOJIUIIU MOHATHE 00 OCTaJIbHOM CYIIECTBYIOIIEM.
Barre moHrMaH#e 3TOTO K€ X0/1a MBICJICH MPEICTABISET TOIBKO OOJIBIIYIO OOIIHOCTh U
KOHKPETHOCTh, — BETIMKUE JOCTOUHCTBA. (Ibid.)]
1 [«IIpexne Beero s 3HAI0, UTO s KHUBY»; «IJIABHBINA BONPOC (PUIOCO(PUH €CTh: UTO TAKOE
’KH3HB? 4TO TaKOE CMEPTH?»; «HE PEIIUB ATOTO BOIPOCA, HEIIb3s1 TOBOPUTH O MEPTBOM, HE
TOJIBKO KaK 00 OCHOBaHWH )KHBOTO, HO M BOOOIIIE KaK O YeM-TO CYIIECCTBYIOIEM»; — 3TH Bamm
(bopMyIIBl YAUBUTEIBHO CUIIBHBI U ICHBI. (/bid.)]
432 [MaTepHanicT He 3HAET CYHIHOCTh MAaTEPHHU, K OH 3TOMY PaJl, OH JyMAET, YTO y HETO B PyKax
TOT CaMblil TANHCTBEHHBIH KOPEHbH BeIlle, KOTOPOro MbI uitieM. (/bid.)]
433 [B koHIIe KOHIIOB BCET/Ia OKAXKETCS, YTO YEIOBEK, OT KOTOPOTO MbI HAYAIIH, U €CTh TOT
npeed, 10 KOTOporo A0xXoaut cymiee. OH eCTh CO3HATENBLHOE 5; OH OMH 00J1aiaeT
CO3HATEJIBHBIM MBIIUICHHEM; OH €CTh JIy4llas, sicCHeimas (hopMa BOJIHM; OH CaMO€ )KHBOE U3
BCETO )KHUBYIIET0. DTOT KPYT Hen30exxeH. Mex1y TeM OH IPOTUBEH MPUPOJIE YETIOBEYECKOIH,
MPOTHBEH TOMY HHCTHHKTUBHOMY TOHSTHIO O TIO3HAHUH, KOTOPOE eCTh Y Kaxkaoro. (Ibid., 257)]
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though Strakhov had begun to follow Tolstoy’s understanding of the concept, arguing that the
“mysterious root of things”—often so easily described by materialists as originating in scientific
laws—required a different search, one that began from within the lived experience of the
“conscious mind” and would culminate in a definition of the soul.

And yet Strakhov qualified his praise of Tolstoy’s philosophical reflections: “You are
trying to contain your views in the formulas of general knowledge. I am certain that the results
[...] will be one hundred times more impoverished than [...] your poetic meditations. Consider,
for instance, whether I can place the view on life diffused in your [literary works] above what
Schopenhauer or Hegel or anyone has to say about life?”*** And he turned the conversation to
Anna Karenina.

In the next year, Strakhov wrote to Tolstoy with his intention to write a work on
psychology. The issue had occupied his attention with increasing frequency, through his reading
of works such as Thomas Reid’s Inquiry into the Human Mind among others.*** Strakhov
understood psychology in its traditional meaning, “the study of the soul,” as he responded to
major new developments in psychology, especially works of empirical psychologists from
Western Europe such as the Herbart school in Germany and Alexander Bain in England. The
work, published in the next year under the title On the Fundamental Concepts of Psychology (Ob
osnovnykh poniatiiakh psikhologii), returned to the question of the soul along similar lines of
Tolstoy’s own essay. Like Tolstoy, he argued that materialism (and other empirical
psychological methods common in Western Europe) had no role in modeling the workings of the
mind. Importantly, Strakhov claimed that such scientists, try as they may, made speculative,
unscientific claims that were far from the empirical methods that they strove to uphold.**¢ For

434 [Bel mbITaetecs [...] npusectr Baiuu B3rusapl B GOpMyIibl OOLIKHOBEHHOTO 3HAHUSL. S

3apaHee yBEPEH, YTO pe3yJIbTaThl, KOTOpbie Brl moyunte OyayT B cTO pa3 OeHee CoepKaHus
Bammx nostrueckux cozepuanuid. [locynure, Haripumep, MOTy JIU 5 B3TUISA HA )KU3Hb, Pa3JIUThIN
B Bammx npou3sBeeHusIX, HE CTaBUTh OECKOHEYHO BBIIIE TOTO, YTO TOJIKYET O )KHU3HU
[omneprayap, unu I'erens, nnn kro Bam yronuo? (Ibid.)]
This turn from philosophy to fiction has been discussed by Irina Paperno in “Who, What Am I?”,
43.
435 Tolstoy mentioned Schopenhauer’s recommendation of Thomas Reid in the letter: “Maybe
you will like what I write about psychology. I was knocked down by the fact that some points,
which had been clear to me for a long time, are still shown in such a confused and shaky way. As
if on purpose, I had read Th. Reid’s Inquiry Into the Human Mind—an excellent book, and
Schopenhauer also recommends it. It has been a long time since I felt such pleasure as from this
book.” [Moxet 0bITh, BamM moHpaBHUTCS TO, YTO HAMHUIITY O IICUXOJOTHH. MeHs mo0UIIO0 TO, YTO
HEKOTOPBIC MYHKTBI, TABHO JUISI MEHS SICHBIC, IO CHX ITOP BBICTABJISIFOTCS TaK ITyTaHO U IIATKO.
Kak napouno, s nepen atum npouuntain 7h. Reid Inquiry into the human mind, — npeBocxoanyto
KHUTY — ee pekomeHnayeT u [llonenraysp. JlaBHO yXe 51 He HCIIBITHIBA TAKOTO YIOBOJIBCTBHS,
Kak oT 3To¥ KHUTH.| Leo Tolstoy & Nikolaj Strakhov, Complete Correspondence, Vol. 1, 368.
436 In the letter, Strakhov describes how such scientists had fallen into the trap of dogmatic,
speculative statements in their scientific work: “Such errors are almost the most often
encountered and dominate in the so-called empirical sciences. The author, having proclaimed at
the beginning that speculation must be completely banished from science, and that every
scientific concept and position must be obtained by experiment, according to the strict rules of
induction, immediately begins to state his subject completely dogmatically, that is, gives us
ready-made terms, divisions, general laws and explanations, without indicating how they were
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Strakhov, scientists, in responding to the philosophical question of the soul, veered far from the
scientific method, as seen most poignantly in the example of Sechenov’s Reflexes of the Brain.

To contrast with the physiological observation of the brain, Strakhov offered his own
understanding of the “soul” by describing the subjective experience available to himself alone,
seen in dreams, impressions, and images:

This dream is my dream; these impressions and images belong to me; these
feelings and aspirations in me are accomplished, they exist, inside of me. All of
this—it is mine, all forms one sphere, which I usually call my inner world, my
psychic states, mental states, sufferings, and actions. This is the realm of my soul.
By soul I am here calling not some certain entity, having a certain nature, but
simply myself, how much I am the owner of the subjective world I have
described. All psychic phenomena, of which I am convinced of their undoubted
existence, belong to me; all of them all constitute my belonging in some kind of
sense; whatever they all undoubtedly belong to: there will be my soul, my I. Such
is the most definite and direct meaning of Descartes’s ego cogito ergo sum. [...]
Psychic, subjective phenomena must before all be considered undeniable;
therefore, the undeniable part of my existence is primarily my soul and not my
body.*’

Strakhov’s idea here paralleled what Tolstoy had attempted in his earlier essay, where he had
linked the soul with the life of the “I.”” Also like Tolstoy, he turned to Descartes’s formulation,
ego cogito ergo sum, and here, Strakhov translated “cogito” not as “I think” but as “soul,”
possibly an influence from Tolstoy’s thinking on the subject in his essay. He also followed

obtained.” [[TomoOHbIe OMMOKM €ABa-TH HE Yallle BCETO BCTPEUYAIOTCS U TOCIIOACTBYIOT B TaK-
Ha3bIBAEMBIX SMITUPUYECKUX HayKaX. ABTOpP, IPOBO3IJIACKB B Hayase, YTO YMO3PEHUE TOJIKHO
OBITh COBEPIIIEHHO M3THAHO U3 HAYKH, U YTO KaX/10€ HAyYHOE MOHATHE U MOJIOKEHUE TOJDKHO
OBITH T0OBIBAEMO ITyTEM ONBITA, 10 CTPOTUM MPABUIIAM MHAYKIMHU, TOT Yac-)KE HAUNHACT
u3JaraTh CBOH MpeIMeT COBEPIIEHHO JOIrMAaTHYECKU, TO-€CTh, TAeT HaM F'OTOBBIE TEPMHHBI,
JIeJIeHus1, OOIIME 3aKOHBI 1 0OBSICHEHUS, HE YKa3bIBasi TOTO, KaK OHU JOOBITHI, U HE 3a00TACH
HUMAaJIO O TOM, YTOOBI JOKa3aTh MPABMIBHOCTh UX JOOBIBAHUS U HEBO3MOXKHOCTh HUKAKUX UHBIX
pesynbratoB. (Nikolai Strakhov, Ob osnovnykh poniatiiakh psikhologii,” Zhurnal Ministerstva
Narodnogo Prosveshcheniia [May 1878]: 29)]
37 [310T COH—MOM COH; 9TH MPEICTABIEHNS M 00pa3sbl—MHE MPUHAJIEKAT; OTH 9yBCTBA U
CTpEMJICHHS BO MHE COBEPILIAIOTCS, CYIIECTBYIOT BHYTpU MeHs. Bce aTo—Moe, Bce oOpazyer
OJHY cepy, KOTOPYIO 51 OOBIKHOBEHHO HA3bIBal0 CBOUM BHYTPEHHHM MUPOM, CBOMMHU
MICUXUYECKUMU COCTOSTHUSIMU, CTPAIAHUSAMHU U ICUCTBUSAMH. ITO—O00IacTh MOeH aymiu. J{ymioit
s Ha3bIBAIO 3/I€Ch MOKA HE KaKOe-HUOYb OMpeIeTICHHOE CYIIECTBO, UMEIOIIEE ONPeIeIeHHYIO
IPUPOJY, a IPOCTO CAMOTO ce0sl, Ha CKOJIBKO 5 00JIaAaTeNb JO3BAHHOTO MHOIO CyOBEKTHBHOTO
Mmupa. Bce ncuxndeckue sSBiIeHUs, B HECOMHEHHOM CYIIECTBOBAHUU KOTOPHIX 51 yOEIHUIICS, MHE
MIPUHAJIEKAT; BCE OHU B KAKOM OBl TO HU OBIJIO CMBICJIE COCTABIISIOT MOIO IPUHA/ATICKHOCTB; TO,
YeMy OHHM Bce HECOMHEHHO MPHHAIeKAT, U OyJeT Mos Ayia, Moe 5. BOT caMblii onpeieneHHbIn
u npsAMo cmblca [exapTa ego cogito ergo sum. [...] [H]ecoMHEHHBIMU HYKHO IIPEXKIE BCETO
CUUTATh ICUXUYECKHUE, CYOBEKTHBHBIC SIBICHHS; TIOOTOMY X HECOMHEHHAS 4aCTh MOETO
CYIIECTBOBaHMSA €CTh MPEXkKAE BCero Mos aymia, a He teno. (Nikolai Strakhov, Ob osnovnykh
poniatiakh psikhologii i fiziologii [Kiev: Izdanie tret’e, 1904],14)]
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Tolstoy’s lead by arguing that one can know the soul not through the body (as materialists had
argued) but through the experience of the “I” [ia].

Tolstoy soon replied to Strakhov with his view of the work on psychology. In a letter of
May 29, 1878, Tolstoy extolled Strakhov’s foundations of psychology for avoiding what he
called the “falsity of the idealists and the realists,” as well as defining the soul, “as if by
accident.”*® While he agreed with Strakhov’s statements about the soul, he was less sure of
Strakhov’s division of the soul into disparate pieces—‘cognition,” “feeling,” and “will,” parts
that Tolstoy felt were arbitrary.*® Nevertheless, Tolstoy felt that Strakhov had proved that
philosophy would be insufficient to understand the soul.**° Despite praising the erudition of
Strakhov’s study and his agreement on the essay’s main arguments, Tolstoy, at the end of his
letter, made an appeal to Strakhov to write an account of his own life, which was not at all a part
of the essay but which Tolstoy saw as central to penetrating the soul: “In this sense, I asked you:
‘what do you live by,” and you answered incorrectly, joking about the most important thing, and
you said: ‘I do not live.””**! For Tolstoy, psychology, as the “study of the soul,” should begin in
the telling of what he lives by, a task that Strakhov had yet to fulfill.**?

In a later letter, Strakhov attempted to describe his mental state [dushevnoe sostoianie]
and his soul [dusha] by describing how he lives:

Describe your current state of mind [dushevnoe sostoianie]. | am inevitably drawn
into this state; one can neither expect new strength from oneself, nor even hope
for a chance to act in a different and better way. The question is: what do I live
by? What do I seek from myself and in what do I suppose is good, without the
aspiration for which I would be ashamed to live? It seems to me that it is possible
to write a curious sketch, only a very sad one. Yes, this is the reason why it is
difficult for me to write memoirs: you need to keep a certain tone, and I will not

438 «“You really are only establishing the foundations of psychology, but you are the first to
prove—and without polemics, without dispute, the falsity of the idealism of Kant and
Schopenhauer and the falsity of materialism. It is not enough that you define the soul, as if by
accident, which is the strongest and most convincing method of evidence.” [BbI neficTBUTENBHO
TOJILKO YCTaHABJIMBACTE OCHOBAHMUSI TICUXOJIOTHH, HO BBI IIEPBBIN JI0OKa3bIBacTe — 1 0€3
MOJIEMUKH, 0€3 cropa, JI0KHOCTh uiaeann3ma Kanra u llloneHrayepa u J10)KHOCTh MaTEPhsUTH3MA.
Maito 3TOro BBl JOKa3bIBaeTE AYIIY, Kak OyITO HEUYasHHO, YTO €CTh CAaMbIi CHIIbHBIN U
yOemuTeNnbHbIN npueM nokazatenscTB. (Leo Tolstoy & Nikolaj Strakhov, Complete
Correspondence, Vol. 1, 446)]
439 In the letter, Strakhov noted, “[Y]ou divide the subject into cognition, feeling, and will. For
this division, knowledge is needed. And is this division correct? If we admit this division, then a
lot will already be derived from it alone.” [BbI nenute cyObeKT Ha MO3HAHUE, YYBCTBO U BOJIIO.
JIns neneHust Hy>kKHO To3HaHKe. — M BepHO Jn 310 Aenenue? Eciau 1omycTuTh 9TO IeNieHre, TO
13 HETro OJIHOTO yxke OyzaeT BeiBeieHo MHoroe. (Leo Tolstoy & Nikolaj Strakhov, Complete
Correspondence, Vol. 1, 446.)]
40 Leo Tolstoy & Nikolaj Strakhov, Complete Correspondence, Vol. 1, 446-447.
441 [B 9TOM-TO CMBICIIE 51 CIIPALIMBAJ BAC: YEM BbI JKHUBETE, — U BbI HEMPABUIIBHO, IIYTS O
BakHelIIeM, ToBopurte: s He )uBY. (Leo Tolstoy & Nikolaj Strakhov, Complete Correspondence,
Vol. 1, 447)]
442 Paperno describes this letter and Tolstoy’s criticism of Strakhov in “Who, What Am I”’?, 51-
52.
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find the right one. My soul is so shaken that I could write in a solemn, light,
comic, or sad tone, but in a simple [tone] I cannot.**3

Here, Strakhov struggled to find the words and tone to match what he called his inner “mental
state” and his “soul” in the context of his lived experience, stating that his “soul” was so
“shaken” that he could not find the correct form.

In the end, Strakhov had not yet defined the soul or explained it through his own
experience, a difficulty he shared with Tolstoy. In many moments in their correspondence,
Strakhov and Tolstoy were in part responding to a discussion about the body and the soul in
debates between Sechenov and Kavelin and in many other discussions of the day. Despite
Tolstoy’s especially strong distrust of science, it would appear that he had yet to find a definition
of the soul that was independent of the discussion by scientists, especially the question of the
inner vs. the outer, which, in his turn, Sechenov struggled to define.

The conversations that Strakhov and Tolstoy held in their correspondence have not
brought a clear resolution to either the writer or the critic and philosopher. Nevertheless, this
conversation provided a roadmap for similar struggles to define the soul that would be found in
Tolstoy’s novel. In the end, Tolstoy did turn his attention to (borrowing Strakhov’s formula) the
view of life diffused in a literary work. To reiterate, Tolstoy’s understanding of the workings of
the human psyche, or human soul, was embodied in the narrative texture of his novel.

The Character’s Soul in Anna Karenina

As seen in the last section, Tolstoy and his correspondent Strakhov struggled to give a
definition to the soul in their personal writings, in their letters and philosophical essays. In the
novel, I will argue, the representation of the character’s soul, understood in the context of
Tolstoy’s thoughts on the topic, models similar concerns by literary means. While Tolstoy (and
Strakhov as well) struggled to give definition to the soul, in the novel, the representation of the
soul in the character offered a more complex model than the philosophical debate. Importantly,
the question of the soul in the novel departs from the discussion found in the letters and in the
debates in the journals: in the novel the concept is explored not only on a thematic level, but in
the representation of the character’s consciousness, that is, in the narrative form, offering a new
dimension to a problem explored in the language of science, philosophy or psychology.

Early in the novel, in Chapter 10 of Part 1, we find Levin about to meet with Stiva
Oblonsky after the ice-skating scene, when Levin intended to propose. Levin, still thinking about
his encounter with Kitty, is distracted by memories that “fill all his soul” despite the animated
world around him:

443 [Onucars CBOE HBIHEIIHEE JYIIEBHOE COCTOSHUE. B 3TO COCTOSIHUE s 3arHAH HEU3OEKHO;

HEJIB3sI HU JKJAaTh OT ceOsl HOBBIX CHII, HU Ja)Ke HAJCSIThCS Ha CIydail JeCTBOBATh B HHOM M
nyuiem poje. CripaimuBaeTcs, 4eM 5 xkuBy? Yero ot ce0s 100KMBarOCh U B YeM IOJIararo TO
xopoiiee, 6e3 CTpeMIICHHUS] K KOTOPOMY MHE ObLTO OBl CTBIIHO KUTh? MHE MpeCTaBIsAeTCs,
MOJKHO HAIKMCATh JIIOOOIBITHBIN 3TIO/I, TOJILKO OYCHb IPYCTHBIN. [la, BOT MpUYHHA, TOYEMY MHE
TPYAHO MHUCATh BOCIOMUHAHHUS: HY)KHO JIeP)KaTh M3BECTHBIN TOH, a 51 HE HAly HACTOSIIETO.
Jlyiia y MeHs Tak paciiataHa, 4To s MOT Obl HaIlUCaTh B TOPKECTBEHHOM, B CBETJIOM, B
KOMHUYECKOM, B OTYASHHOM—HO B IPOCTOM He cyMmero. (Leo Tolstoy & Nikolaj Strakhov,
Complete Correspondence, Vol. 1,473.)]
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As Levin entered the hotel with Oblonsky, he could not help noticing a certain
special expression, as if of restrained radiance, on the face and in the whole figure
of Stepan Arkadyich. Oblonsky took off his coat and with his hat cocked passed
into the restaurant, giving orders to the Tartars in tailcoats who clung to him,
napkins over their arms. Bowing right and left to their joyful greetings of
acquaintances who turned up there, as everywhere, he went to the bar, followed
his glass of vodka with a bit of fish, and said something to the painted
Frenchwoman in ribbons, lace and ringlets who was sitting at the counter, so that
even this Frenchwoman burst into genuine laughter. Levin did not drink vodka, if
only because this Frenchwoman, who seemed to consist entirely of other people’s
hair, poudre de riz and vinaigre de toilette, was offensive to him. He hastened to
step away from her as from a dirty spot. His whole soul was overflowing with the
remembrance of Kitty, and in his eyes shone a smile of triumph and happiness
(33).444

At the beginning of the scene, the text focuses on Levin’s observations of the bodies of others:
we see Stiva’s expression, the Tatars, a Frenchwoman with “someone else’s hair.” All the while,
at first, there are few details about Levin’s inner thoughts, feelings, and memories. This changes
when Levin moves away from these distractions, “as if from a dirty place”: “His whole soul was
overflowing with the memory of Kitty, and a smile of triumph and happiness shone in his eyes.”
Importantly, it is at this moment that the text appears to shift from Levin’s perspective to a view
of his eyes. Rather than offering specific detail about his memories, the text presents the
character’s soul as full of vague recollections. At the very moment that the text describes the
soul, we see a switch to a view of his body, in particular his eyes as a window to his soul.

Later in the scene, Levin again attempts to ignore the physical world around him in order
to be able to focus on what is transpiring in his soul:

[Stiva] wanted Levin to be cheerful. Yet it was not that Levin was not cheerful: he
felt constrained. With what he had in his soul [dushe], it was eerie and awkward
for him to be in a tavern, next to private rooms where one dined in the company
of ladies, amidst this hustle and bustle. These surroundings of bronze, mirrors,

444 [Korna JIesun Bormen ¢ OGIOHCKMM B TOCTHHHMILY, OH HE MOT HE 3aMETHTh HEKOTOPOH
0COOEHHOCTH BBIPAXEHHUsI, KaK Obl CICPKAHHOTO CUSTHUS, Ha JIUIIEe U BO Beelt gurype Crenana
Apxkanprda. OOJOHCKUH CHAJ MajJbTO U CO HUIATION HAOEKPEHb MPOILEN B CTOJIOBYIO, OTJaBast
NPUKa3aHus JIUITHYBIIUM K HeMy Tatapam Bo (pakax u ¢ canderkamu. Kiansscs HampaBo u
HAJIEBO HAIIEIIINMCS U TYT, KaK Be3/e, PaJOCTHO BCTPEYABILINM €r0 3HAKOMbIM, OH MOJOMIEN K
Oydety, 3aKycui1 BOAKY pPbIOKOH, U UTO-TO TaKOE CKa3ajl PacKpaIleHHOMW, B ICHTOUKAX,
KpyKeBax M 3aBUTylIKax PpaHIly)KEHKe, CUJIEBILIEH 3a KOHTOPKOM, 4TO faxe 3Ta OpaHIy)KeHKa
HCKPEHHO 3acMestack. JIEBUH e TOJIBKO OTTOTO HE BBINMUI BOAKH, YTO €My OCKOpOHTEIbHA
ObL1a 9 Ta DpaHIy)KEeHKa, BCS COCTAaBICHHAs, Ka3aJI0Ch, U3 UyKHUX BoJioc, poudre de riz u vinaigre
de toilette. OH, Kak OT TPSA3HOTO MECTA, OCHEIIHO OTOIIEN OT Hee. Bes aymma ero Oblna
NepenojHeHa BocoMUHanueM o Kutu, u B riia3ax ero cBeTuiIach yjablOKa TOPKECTBA U CYACTHSI.
(18:37)]
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gas-lights, Tatars—it was all offensive to him. He was afraid to soil what was
overflowing in his soul (35).44°

In this moment, the appearance of Levin’s soul in the text is marked by a feeling of disconnect
between the character and the surrounding world, and this feeling emerges automatically, or
unconsciously, outside of the character’s direct control and as something he fears (“On 6osuics
3araykarh TO, YTO MEPENOJIHSAIO €ro Ayury.”)

In another moment in the scene, Levin’s soul becomes visible to Stiva from an exterior
point of view, the view of the body. An inner perspective of the self and an outer perspective of
the other offer different insight into the soul:

He now repented with all his soul that he had begun this conversation with Stepan
Arkadyich. His special feeling had been defiled by talk of rivalry with some
Petersburg officer, by Stepan Arkadyich’s suppositions and advice. Stepan
Arkadyich smiled. He understood what was going on in Levin’s soul (40).44¢

As before, Levin attempts to preserve the feeling in his soul, despite the distractions in the world
around him. Stiva becomes aware of Levin’s soul from an exterior perspective, reading in his
body what Levin experiences as subtle mental changes. In this first scene, we are given not a
total view of Levin’s soul, but a continuous shift between the inner and outer perspectives, the
perspective of the self and the perspective of the other, where each view offers parts of an
emerging model through which to represent the character’s soul. Most importantly, the novel
does not rely on the character’s inner mental life alone in order to give form to the soul in the
narrative: here, Stiva’s perspective makes Levin’s soul transparent for the reader. For Tolstoy,
this would closely parallel his own attempt, in his letters, to define the soul as not limited to
mental experience alone. Here, the representation of Levin’s experiences suggests that, by
comparison with the discussion in Tolstoy’s correspondence with Strakhov, a more complex
situation of the soul, which remained inaccessible to Tolstoy in his philosophical formulations,
began to emerge in the novel, one that involved both inner and outer perspective, both inside the
“I” and outside of the “I.”

The situation of other characters offers a continuing unfolding of the novel’s
representation of the soul, based on the interchange of the inner and outer perspective. This is
especially seen in the scenes with Kitty in Chapter 12 of Part 1. Kitty’s mother recognizes the
changes in Kitty’s soul at a moment when Kitty herself is unable to articulate her conflicted
feelings about Vronsky and Levin: “‘Never, mama, none,” Kitty answered, blushing and looking
straight into her mother’s face. ‘But I have nothing to tell now. I...I...even if I wanted to, I don’t
know what to say or how...I don’t know...” ‘No, she can’t tell a lie with such eyes,” her mother

45 [Emy xotenock, uto6sl JleBun 0oLt Bece. Ho JIeBUH He TO 4TO ObLIT HE BECEN, OH ObLI

crecHeH. C TeM, 4To OBIJIO y HETo B JyIle, eMy KYTKO U HEJIOBKO OBUIO B TPAKTHPE, MEXTY
kaOuHeTamH, rjae obeqanu ¢ JaMaMu, CpeIy 3TOH OETOTHU U CYeTHH; 3Ta 00CTaHOBKA OPOH3,
3epKaJl, Tasa, Tarap — BCE 3TO ObUIO eMy ockopOuTenbHO. OH 0osIICs 3amaykaTh TO, YTO
nepenoiHsio ero aymy. (18:39)]
446 [Teneps OH BCEIO MyLION pacKauBaJICs, YTO HAYAN STOT pa3roBop co CTenanoM ApKajabHdeM.
Ero ocobennoe uyBcTBO OBIJIO OCKBEPHEHO Pa3rOBOPOM O KOHKYPEHIIMH KaKOT0-TO
neTepOyprcekoro odpuiepa, mpeanoiokeHusMu u coperamu Crenana Apkaapuda. CTenan
Apxkaapud ynpiOHyscs. OH MOHUMAJ, YTO JAeiaiock B ayiue JleBuna. (18:44)]
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thought, smiling at her excitement and happiness. The princess was smiling at how immense and
significant everything now happening in her soul must seem to the poor dear” (46).**” Here, at
the moment when Kitty is unable to articulate her feelings, her “soul” becomes (like Levin’s to
Stiva) transparent to her mother. Yet again, the inner mind appears to offer an incomplete picture
of the soul: the novel reaches outside of the character.

In the beginning of the next chapter, we find Kitty alone in her room experiencing several
different feelings towards Levin, her heart beating. She looks in the mirror, and what she sees
appears to parallel her mother’s exterior perspective: “Going upstairs to dress for the evening and
glancing in the mirror, she noticed with joy that she was having one of her good days and was in
full possession of her powers, which she needed for what lay ahead of her: she felt in herself an
external calm and a free grace of movement.”**® Later in Chapter 15 of Part 1, the feelings in
Kitty’s soul are described in more explicit terms. In bed on a pillow [podushka, similar in sound
to the word soul, dusha], Kitty remembers Levin’s face, and the text turns to the conflicted
impressions “in her soul,” similar to those she experienced in front of the mirror:

When the evening was over, Kitty told her mother about her conversation with
Levin, and, despite all the pity she felt for Levin, she was glad at the thought that
she had been proposed to. She had no doubt that she had acted rightly. But when
she went to bed, she could not fall asleep for a long time. One impression pursued
her relentlessly. It was Levin’s face with its scowling eyebrows and his kind eyes
looking out from under them with gloomy sullenness, as he stood listening to her
father and glancing at her and Vronsky. And she felt such pity for him that tears
came to her eyes. But she immediately thought of the one she had exchanged him
for. She vividly recalled that manly, firm face, the noble calm and the kindness
towards all that shone in him; she recalled the love for her and of the ones she
loved, and again she felt joy in her soul [ei opiat’ stalo radostno na dushe] and
with a smile of happiness she lay back on the pillow [legla na podushku]. “It’s a
pity, a pity, but what to do? It’s not my fault [Zhalko, zhalko, no chto zhe delat?
la ne vinovata]” she kept saying to herself; yet her inner voice was saying
something else [govorila ona sebe; no vautrennii golos govoril ei drugoe].
Whether she repented of having led Levin on, or of having rejected him, she did
not know. But her happiness was poisoned by doubts. “Lord have mercy, Lord

447 [Hukorma, MaMa, HUKaKOM, — oTBedana KuTu, HOKpacHeB M B3IJISHYB OPSAMO B JIMIO MATEPH.

— Ho MHe Hedero roBopuTh Tenepsk. f... s... ecnu Obl XOTeNa,s He 3HA0, YTO CKa3aTh Kak... s
He 3Halo... » «Her, HempaB/ly HE MOXKET OHA CKa3aTh C ITUMH TJla3aMm», TIOAyMajla Math,
yIBIOAsICh Ha €€ BOJHEHHE U cyacThe. KHATHHS yipi0anack ToMy, Kak OTPOMHO ¥ 3HAYHUTEIIBHO
Ka)keTcsl ei, OeJHsDKKE, TO, YTO IIPOUCXOIUT TeTeph B ee nymie. KHsIruus ynpioanace Tomy, Kak
OIPOMHO ¥ 3HAYHUTEIILHO KaKETCsl i, OeTHSKKE, TO, YTO MPOUCXOAUT TEIeph B €€ AyIIIe.
(18:50)]
48 Ibid., 47. [B3oiias HaBepX OJEThCS LIS BEUepa U B3IJIAHYB B 3€PKAjIO, OHA C PaJOCThIO
3aMeTWIIa, YTO OHA B OJJTHOM M3 CBOMX XOPOIIMX JJHEH M B IIOJIHOM 00JIaJaHMU BCEMU CBOMMU
CHJIAMHU, a 3TO €if TaK Hy>KHO OBLIO JJIs TPECTOSIIECTO: OHA YYBCTBOBAJIA B c€0€ BHELIHIOKO
TUIIMHY U cBOOOHYIO Tparmio aBmkenuil. (18:51)] Amy Mandelker has described similar
moments of the character’s vision Anna Karenina in the context of Anna in “Illustrate and
Condemn: The Phenomenology of Vision in Anna Karenina,” Tolstoy Studies Journal 8 (1995-
1996): 46-60.
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have mercy, Lord have mercy!” she kept saying to herself till she fell asleep (54-
5 5).449

In this moment, the pillow [podushka] appears as an exterior manifestation of the character’s
soul [dusha], marking a moment of internal conflict similar to her feelings earlier in the scene at
the mirror. The pillow, an exterior object, offers a physical manifestation of the split between her
conscious thoughts and the independent workings of her soul, seen at first from the perspective
of the mother (and similar to when Stiva sees Levin’s soul). Moreover, what emerges in the text
is a sound motif: the word soul [dusha] is embodied in the text, seen here in the word pillow
[podushka]. Thus, language works not only through the concept (the word dusha is repeated
several times), but also through the sound of “d” and “sh.” A split appears to emerge between
Kitty’s soul and her conscious thoughts and feelings, resolved only with her repetition of the
phrase “Lord have mercy.” (This split can also be seen in the previous scene, with the apparent
disconnect between Kitty’s thoughts and the feeling of joy she sees in her body reflected in the
mirror.)

The pillow makes appearances in the novel in several other moments of inner mental
discord in the character, so that the repetition of “d” and “sh” works as a sound motif evoking the
word soul [dusha].**° In a pivotal scene in Chapter 29 of Part 1, when Anna sits in the train car
intensely contemplating her nascent feeling for Vronsky, she takes out a small pillow
[podushechkal, putting it on her lap: “Still in the same preoccupied mood [dukhe] that she had
been in all day, Anna settled herself with pleasure and precision for the journey; with her small,
deft hands she unclasped her little red bag [zaperla krasnyi meshochek], took out a small pillow
[podushechkal], put it on her knees, reclasped the bag, and, after neatly covering her legs, calmly

449 [Korma Beuep koHumsicst, Kutu pacckasana MaTepu 0 pasroBope ee ¢ JIEBUHbIM, U, HECMOTPSI

Ha BCIO KaJIOCTh, KOTOPYIO OHA UCHIbITaNIA K JIeBUHY, ee paioBajia MbICIb, YTO €i OBLIO ClIeIaHo
npeuiokeHue. Y Hee He ObLIIO COMHEHHMs, YTO OHA MOCTYMWIA Kak cienoBaino. Ho B moctenu oHa
JI0JIT0 HE Moryia 3acHyTh. O/IHO BIeYaTIeHHE HEOTCTYITHO MPECIIEA0BANIO0 €e. TO ObLIO JTUIIO0
JleBrHA ¢ HaCYNJICHHBIMH OPOBSIMH U MPAYHO-YHBUIO CMOTPSIIMMU H3-T10/1 HUX JOOPBIMU
rJa3aMu, KaK OH CTOsUJI, CJIyllas OTLA U B3IJIsbIBasl HA Hee U Ha BpoHckoro. U el Tak xaiko
CTaJIO €T0, YTO CIIe3bl HABEPHYJIUCH Ha T1a3a. Ho ToTyac e oHa moayMaia o TOM, Ha KOro OHa
npomensiia ero. OHa )KMBO BCIIOMHHJIA 3TO MY>KECTBEHHOE, TBEP/I0€ JIUIO, 3TO 0JIaropoHoe
CTIOKOMCTBHE M CBETSIIYIOCS BO BCEM JOOPOTY KO BCEM; BCIIOMHMJIA JIFOOOBB K cebe TOro, Koro
OHa JII00MIIa, U €i1 OMATH CTaJI0 PaJlOCTHO HA JyIIE, U OHA C YJIBIOKOI cyacTus Jieria Ha
noaymky. «2Kanko, jxaiko, HO 4TO ke JenaTh? Sl He BUHOBaTa», TOBOpUJIa OHa cede; HO
BHYTPEHHUU I'0JI0C TOBOPHUII €1 Apyroe. B ToMm 1 oHa packanBasiach, 4To 3aBickia JIeBuHa, win
B TOM, YTO OTKa3ajla, — OHa He 3Haia. Ho cuacThe ee Obl10 oTpaBiieHo coMHeHUsIMH. «[ ocnioau
nomuityH, ['ocnoau momunyi, ['ocriom momuityii!», roBopuiia oHa mpo ceds, oKa 3acHyJa.
(18:59)]
459 Tn the opening scene of the novel, Stiva rests his head on a pillow and contemplates his
complicated position toward Dolly, who caught him in adultery. In another moment, there is
Levin’s brother’s head propped up on a pillow (and Kitty, who is present in this scene, thinks
about this pillow). Later in the novel, Kitty, thinking of her icon, does so resting her head on yet
another pillow.
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leaned back” (99).%3! As she reads, with the pillow in her lap, she begins to feel ashamed of her
own feelings towards Vronsky, and the feeling of shame emerges from within:

The hero of the novel was already beginning to achieve his English happiness, a
baronetcy and an estate, and Anna wished to go with him to this estate, when
suddenly she felt that she must be ashamed and that she was ashamed of the same
thing. But what was she ashamed of? “What am I ashamed of?” she asked herself
in offended astonishment. She put down the book and leaned back in the seat,
clutching the paper-knife [razreznoi nozhik] tightly in both hands. There was
nothing shameful. She went through all her Moscow memories. They were all
good, pleasant. She remembered the ball, remembered Vronsky and his enamored,
obedient face, remembered all her relations with him: nothing was shameful. But
just there, at that very place in her memories, the feeling of shame became more
intense, as if precisely then, when she remembered Vronsky, some inner voice
were telling her: “Warm, very warm, hot!” “Well, what then?” she said resolutely
to herself, shifting her position in the seat. “What does it mean? Am I afraid to
look at it directly? Well, what of it?” [...] She felt her nerves tighten more and
more, like strings on winding pegs. She felt her eyes open wider and wider, her
fingers and toes move nervously; something inside her stopped her breath, and all
images and sounds in that wavering semi-darkness impressed themselves on her
with extraordinary vividness. She kept having moments of doubt whether the
carriage was moving forwards or backwards, or standing still. Was that Annushka
beside her, or some stranger? “What is that on the armrest—a fur coat [shuba] or
some animal? And what am [? Myself or someone else? [/ chto sama ia tut? la
sama ili drugaia?]” (100-101).%32

451 [Bcé B ToM ke Jyxe 03a00UeHHOCTH, B KOTOPOM OHa HaXOJIUJIach BECh 9TOT J€Hb, AHHA C

YZI0BOJIbCTBUEM M OTYETIMBOCTBIO YCTPOUIIACh B IOPOTY; CBOMMH MaJ€HbKUMU JIOBKUMHU
pPYKaMHU OHa OTIepJIa U 3arepia KpacHbI MeIIoyekK, J0cTaja MoIyIeuKy, MoJIoKuIa cebe Ha
KOJIEHM U, aKKyPaTHO 3aKyTaB HOT'H, CIIOKOMHO ycenack. (18:106)]

452 [Tepoit pomMaHa yrke Hayaj JOCTUraTh CBOETO aHIIIMIACKOTrO CYacTHs, 0apOHETCTBA U UMEHMUS,
1 AHHa kenajla ¢ HUM BMECTE €XaTh B TO UMEHUE, KaK BAPYT OHA I04yBCTBOBAJA, YTO EMY
JOJKHO OBITH CTBIAHO M UTO €U CTBITHO 3TOro caMoro. Ho dero xe emy cTeiqHO? «Yero ke MHe
CTBIIHO?» CIIpOCHUIIa oHa ce0si C OCKOpOIECHHBIM yauBiIeHHeM. OHa ocTaBWIIa KHUTY U
OTKMHYJIACh Ha CIIMHKY KPEeCIIa, KPErKo CKaB B 00eUX pyKax pa3pe3Hoi HOXKHK. CThIIHOTO
Hu4ero He 6pu10. OHa nepedpaia Bce CBOM MOCKOBCKHE BocIIOMHHaHUs. Bee Obutn Xopormue,
npusaTHble. Bciomanna 6an, BcnoMHmIa BpoHCKOro u ero BiIroOJIeHHOE TOKOPHOE JIUIIO,
BCIIOMHMJIa BCE CBOM OTHOIICHHUS C HUM: HUYETO HEe ObIIO CTHIHOTO. A BMECTE C TEM Ha 3TOM
CaMOM MeCTE€ BOCIIOMUHAHHUI 4yBCTBO CTHIIa yCHIMBAJIOCH, KaK Oy/ATO KaKOKH-TO BHYTPEHHHHA
roJI0C UMEHHO TYT, KOI'/la OHa BCIIOMHWIAa 0 BpoHCKOM, TOBOpHII €l «TEII0, OYEHB TEILIO,
ropstuoy». «Hy uro xe?—ckasana oHa cebe pelnTeabHO, IepecaxuBasich B Kpeciae.—UTo ke 3To
3Ha4ynT? Pa3Be 51 0010Ch B3MIISIHYTH MpsiMO Ha 3T0? Hy uTto xe?» [...] OHa uyBcTBOBaia, 4To
rJ1a3a ee pacKphIBalOTCs OOJIbIIE U OOJIbIIE, YTO MabLbl HA pyKaX U HOTax HEPBHO JIBUXKYTCS,
YTO BHYTPHU YTO-TO JABHT ABIXaHBE U YTO BCe 00pa3bl M 3BYKH B ATOM KOJIEOIIOIEMCS
MOJIyMpakKe ¢ HeOOBIYalfHOO PKOCTHIO OpakaloT ee. Ha Hee GecipecTaHHO HAXOAMUIM MUHYTHI
COMHEHUS, BIIEPE]] JIU €€T BaroH, WM Ha3aJl, WJIK BOBCE CTOMT. AHHYIIIKA JIU MOJI€ HEE WU
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As before, the pillow marks a moment when the character becomes aware of the changes in their
mind. In this scene, this is visible in the involuntary emergence of the feeling of shame: is the
soul responsible for these thoughts? While here the word “soul” does not appear as it does in the
other scenes, we may wonder whether these spontaneous feelings may have something to do
with the soul, or with Anna’s inability to see her soul—despite its latent appearance as a small
pillow [podushechka] on her lap.

Other characters struggle with accessing not only their own soul, but the soul of others.
This is seen especially in Chapter 8 of Part 2 of the novel, at the moment when Karenin (looking
at objects in Anna’s boudoir) attempts to penetrate her thoughts and feelings:

Here, looking at her desk with the malachite blotter and an unfinished letter lying
on it, his thoughts suddenly changed. He began thinking about her, about what she
thought and felt. For the first time he vividly pictured to himself her personal life,
her thoughts, her wishes, and the thought that she could and should have her own
particular life seemed so frightening [strashno] to him that he hastened to drive it
away. It was that bottomless deep into which it was frightening to look. To put
himself in thought and feeling into another being was a mental act [dushevnoe
deistvie] alien to Alexei Alexandrovich. He regarded this mental act [dushevnoe
deistvie] as harmful and dangerous fantasizing. [...] “Questions of her feelings,
about what has been or might be going on in her soul, are none of my business;
they are the business of her conscience and belong to religion,” he said to himself,
feeling relieved at the awareness that he had found the legitimate category to
which the arisen circumstance belonged (143-144).45

In the absence of Anna, looking at her desk, Karenin at first attempts to penetrate the workings
of her mind and her feelings. In a moment of his own inner conflict, Karenin slips into
envisioning Anna’s inner life, almost involuntarily: “[H]is thought suddenly changed...for the
first time he vividly imagined her personal life, her thoughts, her desires, and the thought that she
could and should have her own special life.” He rejects this attempt: in the next moment, he sees
the soul of another as not for him to assess but rather “subject to religion.” Here, Tolstoy may
have disagreed with Karenin in his refusal to contemplate the feelings of the other. For Tolstoy,

yyxas? «Uto Tam, Ha pyuke, 11yda jm 310 uiau 38eps? UM uto cama s TyT? S cama nim apyras?y
(18:107)]
453 [Tyr, rJ1s/14 Ha €€ CTOJI C JIEKANIUM HABEPXY MAIAXUTOBBIM OIOBAPOM M HAYATOIO 3aIUCKOH,
MBICJIH €r0 BAPYT U3MEeHWIHCh. OH CTall IymMaTh O HEH, O TOM, 4TO OHA JyMaeT U 4yBCTByeT. OH
BIIEPBBIE KUBO MPEJCTABUI ceOe ee IMUHYIO KU3Hb, €€ MBICIIH, €€ KeJlaHHs, U MBICIIb, YTO y Hee
MOJKET U JI0JDKHA OBITH CBOSI 0COOEHHAs KHU3Hb, TOKAa3aJlach €My TaK CTpAIIHA, YTO OH
MOCTICIINI OTOTHATh ee. DTO OblUIa Ta My4YHHA, Ky/1a eMy CTPAIIHO ObUIO 3aryIsiHy Th.
[TepeHOCHUTHCS MBICTBIO 1 YYBCTBOM B JIPYro€ CYIIECTBO OBLIO AYIIEBHOE IEHCTBUE, UyKI0€
Anexcero AnekcanapoBudy. OH CUUTAJ 3TO AYIIEBHOE JEHCTBHE BPEIHBIM U OTIACHBIM
¢danTazepcTBOM. [...] "Bompockl 0 ee 4yBCTBax, O TOM, UTO JIEIAIOCh U MOKET JENaThCs B €€
IylIe, 3TO He MO JIEJI0, 3TO JIeJI0 €€ COBECTH U MOJICKUT PEIUruu", — cKa3all oH ce0e, YyBCTBYS
o0JierueHue Mpyu CO3HAHMU, YTO HAWJEH TOT MYHKT y3aKOHEHHH, KOTOPOMY OJUIeKAIIO
BO3HHKIIIEE 00CTOSATENLCTBO. (18:152)]
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seeing another’s soul was as important as seeing one’s own soul. For both, he relied not on
psychology, but on literature. The novel shows the characters engage in introspection and
observe the other. The novel also externalizes the inner feelings, projecting them onto surfaces,
from mirrors and desks to pillows. In this way the novel teaches the readers how to read their
own soul and the soul of the other.

Karenin’s refusal to see Anna’s soul is echoed in her own attempt and failure to do so for
herself a few chapters later, in Chapter 11 of Part 2:

She felt that at that moment she could not put into words her feeling of shame,
joy, and horror before this entry into a new life, and she did not want to speak of
it, to trivialize this feeling with imprecise words. But later, too, the next day and
the day after that, she found not only no words in which she could express all the
complexity of these feelings, but was unable even to find thoughts in which she
could reflect with herself on all that was in her soul [v ee dushe]. She kept telling
herself: “No, I can’t think about it now; later, when I’m more calm.” But this calm
for reflection never came; each time the thought occurred to her of what she had
done, of what would become of her and what she ought to do, horror came over
her, and she drove these thoughts away (150).4>*

From both an exterior perspective (Karenin’s) and an interior one (Anna’s), Anna’s soul appears
at this moment to be out of reach.

Karenin’s situation in a later scene (Chapter 17 of Part 4) seems to suggest a solution to
the predicament in which he found himself earlier (in Anna’s boudoir). In the later scene, after
childbirth, Karenin sits at the bedside of desperately ill Anna, and the text turns to his “mental
disturbance” [dushevnoe rasstroistvo]. In this case, Karenin attempts to see not another’s soul
but rather his own. He comes to the realization that what he feels is not a disturbance, but rather
the “blissful state of the soul” [blazhennoe sostoianie dushi]:

Alexei Alexandrovich’s inner disturbance [dushevnoe rasstroistvo] kept growing
and now reached [doshlo] such a degree that he ceased to struggle with it; he
suddenly felt that what he had considered an inner disturbance was, on the
contrary, a blissful state of soul [dushi], which suddenly gave him [davshee emu]
a new, previously unknown happiness. He was not thinking that the Christian law
which he had wanted to follow all his life prescribed that he forgive and love his
enemies; but that joyful feeling of love and forgiveness of his enemies filled his

454 Ibid., 150. [~ Hu ciioBa GoJiblile, — MOBTOPHUIIA OHA, M ¢ CTPAHHBIM JIJIsl HETO BBIPAKEHHEM
XOJIOJHOTO OTYAssHUA Ha JIMLIE OHA paccTajachk ¢ HUM. OHa 4yBCTBOBaJIA, UTO B 3Ty MUHYTY HE
MOTJia BBIPa3uTh CIIOBAMU TOI'O YyBCTBA CThIJIA, PaAOCTH U yKaca MPe ITUM BCTYIUIEHUEM B
HOBYIO )KM3Hb U HE XOTeJla TOBOPUTH 00 3TOM, OIMOIUIMBATE 3TO YYBCTBO HETOYHBIMH CJIOBAMHU.
Ho u nocne, u Ha 1pyroii u Ha TpeTUi IeHb, OHA HE TOJILKO HE HaIllja CJI0B, KOTOPBIMU ObI OHA
MOTJIa BBIPa3UTh BCIO CIIOKHOCTb ATHX YYBCTB, HO HE HAXO/AMJa U MBICJIEH, KOTOPHIMU ObI OHA
cama ¢ coboit Moria o6 xymaTh Bee, uTo ObUI0 B ee aymie. Ona roBopuiia cebe: « Her, Teneps s
HEe MOTy 00 3TOM qyMaTh; Mociie, Koraa st 0yy crokoiHee ». Ho 3To criokolicTBre At MBICTIEH
HUKOI'JIa HE HACTyNaJI0; KaX/IbIil pa3, KaK sBJISJIaCh € MBICJIb O TOM, UTO OHA ClIeNalla, U YTo C
Hell OyJeT, ¥ 4TO OHA JI0JDKHA CeNaTh, Ha Hee HaXOMJI yXKac, M OHa OTTOHSJIA OT ce0st ITH
Mmbiciu. (18:158)]
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soul [ego dushi]. He knelt down and, placing his head on the crook of her arm,
which burned him like fire through her jacket, sobbed like a child. She embraced
his balding head, moved closer to him, and raised her eyes with defiant pride.
“Here he is, [ knew it! Now good-bye all, good-bye... Again they’ve come, why
don’t they go away?...And do take these fur coats off me! [Da snimite zhe s
menia eti shuby!]” The doctor took her arms away, carefully laid her back on the
pillow [na podushku] and covered her shoulders. She lay back obediently and
gazed straight ahead of her with radiant eyes (413).%%

Here, the change in his soul, which brings forgiveness, appears as an involuntary act: he
wholeheartedly forgives both Anna and Vronsky. At this moment, the text switches to an exterior
view, showing Karenin from Anna’s point of view: “Here he is, | knew” [Vot on, ia znalal.
Anna, resting her head on a pillow [na podushku], “sees” Karenin at the very moment that he
becomes aware of the “blissful state of [his] soul.” (Yet again, we see here the image of a pillow
[podushka] and the sound motif that embodies the word soul [dusha], carried in the words
“podushka,” “dushevnoe,” “doshlo,” “shuby.”) Moreover, Anna “sees” the inner changes in
Karenin while looking at his body (in a similar way, the body offered a way into the soul of
Levin and Kitty).

After this scene, the reader finds Vronsky also caught in inner mental struggle over his
affair with Anna and his position in relation to Karenin, in the famous scene of Vronsky’s
attempted suicide in Chapter 18 of Part 4. Before the attempt on his life, the narrative describes a
series of involuntary thoughts, memories, and sensations associated with his moral indecision. At
the climax of this intense mental experience, when he feels he may be about to lose his mind (his
“dushevnoe rasstroistvo™), Vronsky sees a pillow (a gift from his sister Varya), and it offers him
a brief respite:

“What is this? Or am I losing my mind?” he said to himself. “Maybe so. Why else
do people lose their minds, why else do they shoot themselves?”” he answered
himself and, opening his eyes, was surprised to see an embroidered pillow [shituiu
podushku] by his head, made by Varya, his brother’s wife. He touched the
pillow’s tassel [kist’ podushki] and tried to recall Varya and when he had seen her
last. But to think of something extraneous was painful. “No, I must sleep!” He
moved the pillow and pressed his head to it [podvinul podushku i prizhalsia k nei
golovoi], but he had to make an effort to keep his eyes closed. He sat up abruptly.

455 [IynieBHOE pacCTpONCTBO AJleKcest AJIEKCaHIPOBMYA BCE YCUITMBAIOCH U JIONUIO TENEPD 10

TaKOM CTEMEHH, YTO OH yKe IepecTan O0pOThCs ¢ HUM; OH BJIPYT MOYYBCTBOBAJI, UTO TO, YTO OH
CUMTAJI YIIEBHBIM PACCTPOMCTBOM, OBLIO, HAIPOTUB, OJIAXKEHHOE COCTOSIHUE TYIIH, JaBIIEE eMy
BIpYI HOBOE, HUKOI'/Ia HE UCTIBITAHHOE UM cuacThe. OH He AyMall, 4YTO TOT XpPUCTHAHCKUI 3aKOH,
KOTOPOMY OH BCIO )KHM3Hb CBOIO XOTEJ CJIE€0BATh, PEANUCHIBAT €My MPOIIATh U JIOOUTH CBOUX
BparoB; HO PaJIOCTHOE YYBCTBO JIOOBM U MPOLIEHUS K BparaM HaIoJHsUIO ero ayiry. OH cTosu
Ha KOJICHAX U, TIOJIOKUB TOJIOBY Ha CTHO ee pyKH, KOTOpasi )KIJIa ero OrueM uepes KodTy, pblaai,
Kak peOeHok. OHa 0OHsIa ero MJISMNBEIOIIYIO TOJIOBY, TIOABHUHYJIACH K HEMY M C BBI3BIBAIOIICIO
TOpAOCTBIO NOJHSIA KBEPXY I1a3a. — Bot oH, 4 3Hana! Teneps npouaiite Bee, mpouiaiire!..
OnsTh OHM TPUIILTH, OTYETO OHH HE BHIXOAAT?.. [la cHUMHTE e ¢ MeHs 3Tu 11yobl! JlokTop
OTHSJI €€ PYKH, OCTOPOKHO ITOJIOKHJI €€ Ha MOAYIIKY U HaKpbLI ¢ IuieyaMu. OH a MOKOPHO Jieraa
HAB3HUYb U CMOTpEIa Ipe]] co0oi cusitonum B3rsioM. (18:434)]
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“That is finished for me,” he said to himself. “I must think what to do. What’s
left?” His thought quickly ran through his life apart from his love for Anna
(417).%6

At this critical moment, it is not Vronsky’s inner mind that will offer him a potential escape from
his moral predicament, but rather an exterior object of sentimental value, the pillow (podushka)
hinting at the soul [dusha] in its sound structure but also as the place where he lays his head with
thoughts and dreams. This external object appears to underscore that the inner mind would not
provide an answer to Vronsky’s moral dilemma, which extends beyond the limits of his own
body and mind. (Furthermore, such externalization of the idea of the soul suggests that the soul
may exist even if the character is unaware of its presence.) Importantly, in a novel known for the
representation of the inner lives of its characters, it is precisely their inner mental life that
provides no solution to crucial moral questions: a solution lies apart from their bodies and minds.

Later in the novel, a special situation of the soul can be found in the interactions between
Levin and Kitty, in both the marriage ceremony and the birth scene. In Part 5, Chapter 4, the
wedding scene, the narrative first shows Levin’s inner perspective when he observes Kitty’s face
during the wedding ceremony. Here, as the character, Levin, misreads the soul of his Kitty, the
text takes over to describe the feeling that is “taking place in her [Kitty’s] soul”:

And by the look in those eyes he concluded that she understood it as he did. But
that was not so; she had almost no understanding of the words of the service and
did not even listen during the betrothal. She was unable to hear [s/ushat’] and
understand them: so strong was the one feeling that filled her soul [ee dushu] and
was growing stronger and stronger. That feeling was the joy of the complete
fulfilment of that which had already been accomplished in her soul [v ee dushe] a
month and a half ago and throughout all those six weeks had caused her joy and
torment. On that day when, in her brown dress, in the reception room of their
house on the Arbat, she had silently gone up to him and given herself to him—in
her soul [v dushe ee] on that day and hour there was accomplished a total break
with her entire former life, and there began a completely different, new life,
totally unknown to her, while in reality the old one had gone on. Those six weeks
had been a most blissful and tormenting time for her. All her life, all her desires
and hopes were concentrated on this one man, still incomprehensible to her, with
whom she was united by some feeling still more incomprehensible than the man
himself, now drawing her to him, now repulsing her, and all the while she went on
living in the circumstances of the former life. Living her old life, she was
horrified at herself, at her total, insuperable indifference [ravnodushie] to her

436 ["Yr10 510? MK 51 ¢ yMa cx0xky? — cKasal oH cebe. — MoxkeT ObITh. OTYEro XKe M CXOIAT C

yMa, OTUErO XK€ U CTpeNstoTca?" — OTBETUII OH caM ce0e U, OTKPBIB IJ1a3a, C YAUBICHUEM YBUIEI
M0JIJIe CBOEH TOJIOBBI IIUTYIO MOIYIIKY paboTsl Bapwu, skeHsl Opara. OH moTporan KUCThb
MOYIIKH M MOMBITAJICS BCIIOMHUTH 0 Bape, o ToM, korja oH Buzen ee nociennui pas. Ho
IyMaTh O YeM-HUOYb MOCTOPOHHEM ObLT0 MyunTensHo. "HeT, Hamo 3acHyTh!" OH NOABUHYI
MOYIIKY W TIPUKAJICS K HEel TOJI0BOM, HO Ha0 ObUIO JeNlaTh YCHIIUE, YTOObI IepKaTh Ia3a
3aKkpbITBIMUA. OH BCKOUYMI U cel. "IT0 KOHYSHO AJIs MeHs, — CKa3all oH cede. — Hamo 06 xymars,
910 Aenathk. Uto ocranock?" MEICIE ero OBICTpO o0exkala )Ki3Hb BHE €To JTI00BU K AHHE.
(18:438-439)]
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entire past: to things, to habits, to people who had loved and still loved her, to her
mother, who was upset by this indifference [ravnodushiem], to her dear, tender
father, whom she had once loved more than anyone in the world. First she would
be horrified at this indifference [ravnodushie], then she would rejoice over what
had brought her to this indifference [ravnodushiiu]. She could neither think nor
desire anything outside her life with this man; but this new life had not begun yet,
and she could not even picture it clearly to herself. There was nothing but
expectation—the fear and joy of the new and unknown. And now the expectation,
and the unknownness, and remorse at the renouncing of her former life—all this
was about to end, and the new was to begin. This new could not help being
frightening [strashno]; but frightening [strashno] or not, it had already been
accomplished six weeks earlier in her soul [v ee dushe]; now was merely the
sanctifying of what had long ago been performed in her soul [v ee dushe] (452).4

In a passage that shifts from Levin’s external perspective to Kitty’s internal experience, the
narrative describes Kitty’s mental state—or, rather, that of her soul—at the wedding ceremony.
Here, the soul, out of voluntary control, emerges from within the character. Perhaps most
distinctive in this description is the lack of details about Kitty’s conscious thoughts, which are
replaced with the direct penetration of the narrative, in the third person, into the character’s soul.
While Kitty is “unable to listen and understand” what happens around her in the external world,
her feelings transpire “in her soul.” While we may expect to have access to Kitty’s thoughts, we

457 [V no BBIp@KEHMIO 3TOTO B3MJIsAA OH 3aKJIIOUMII, YTO OHA MOHUMAJIA TO e, YTo ¥ oH. Ho 310

651.]'[0 HCIIpaBaa, OHa COBCECM MOYTHU HC ITOHKUMaAJIa CJIOB C.IIy)K6BI " [aXXE HC ClIylnajia ux BO
BpeMs oOpydeHusi. OHa He MOTJIa CIIyIIaTh U MOHUMATh UX: TaK CHJIBHO OBUIO OJHO TO YyBCTBO,
KOTOpOE HAIOJIHSJIO e AyIIy U Bce Ooliee u Oosee ycrnuBaaoch. YyBCTBO 3TO ObLa pajgocTh
IMMOJIHOT'O COBCPIICHHA TOTO, UTO YK€ IIOJITOPA MECALA COBCPUINIIOCH B €€ AYIIC U YTO B
MPOAOJIKCHUEC BCCX OTUX MIECTU HEACIIb paJ0oBaJIO U My4dalio €¢€. B Aymie €€ B TOT ACHb, KaK OHa
B CBOCM KOPUYHCBOM IIJIATHE B 3aJIC aPGaTCKOFO A0Ma 1moJaonuia K HEMy MoJI4a 1 oTaAajIaChb €My,
— B AyHie €€ B 9TOT ACHb U YaC COBCPUINIICAH MHOJIHBIN Pa3pbIiB CO BCCIO NPCIKHCIO ) KU3HBIO, U
Havalach COBEPIICHHO JIPyTasi, HOBasi, COBEPIIICHHO HEM3BECTHAS € )KU3Hb, B
JeMCTBUTENFHOCTH K€ MPOJO0JDKaIach cTapas. DTH IIECTh HeAeIb ObLTH caMoe OJIa)KeHHOe U
CaMO€ MYYUTCIIbHOC JJIsI HEC BPEMA. Bcs xus3Hb €€, BCC KCJIaHUA, HAACKABI 6BIJII/I
COCPCAOTOYCHBI HAa OAHOM 3TOM HCIIOHATHOM CHIC JIS1 HEC YCTIOBCKE, C KOTOPBIM CBA3BIBAJIO €€
Kakoe-To elre 0oJjiee HEMOHATHOE, YeM caM YelIOBEK, TO CONMKAIOIIEEe, TO OTTATKUBAIOIIICE
YyBCTBO, @ BMECTE C TEM OHA MPOJI0JIKANIA XKUTh B YCIOBUAX NpexHel xnu3HU. JXKuss craporo
KU3HBIO, OHA y)Kacajach Ha ce0sl, Ha CBOE MOJIHOE HETPEOI0JIMMOE PABHOAYIIIHE KO BCEMY
CBOEMY TPOIIEIIEMY: K BEIaM, K TIPUBBIYKAM, K JIFOJISIM, JIIOOUBIIIUM U JTFOOSIINM €€, K
OrOpPYEHHOHN 3TUM PaBHOIYIIHNEM MaTepH, K MUJIOMY, MPEX/Ie OOJbIIIe BCETO HA CBETE
T0OMMOMY HEKHOMY OTIly. To OHa ykacajach Ha 3TO PaBHOAYIINE, TO PaJ0BaIach TOMY, UTO
IPUBCJIO €€ K OTOMY PABHOAYIIHIO. Hu AyMaTh, HU KEJIAaTb OHA HUYCTO HEC MOI'JIa BHC JKU3HU C
STUM YE€JIOBEKOM; HO STOW HOBOW JKU3HU eIle He ObUIO, M OHA HE MOTJIa ce0e JTake MPeCTaBUTh
ee scHo. brlio OIHO OXKXUJAHUC — CTPaX U padOoCTb HOBOT'O U HCU3BECTHOTIO. 4! TCIICPb BOT-BOT
OXKUJAHUC, U HCU3BCCTHOCTDH, U pACKAaAHUC B OTPCUCHUU OT Hpe)KHeﬁ KHN3HHU — BCC KOHYUTCA, U
HAYHETCS HOBOE. JTO HOBOE HE MOTJIO OBITh HE CTPAIIIHO 10 CBOCH HEU3BECTHOCTH; HO CTPAIITHO
HJIN HC CTpPAIIHO — OHO YK€ COBCPIINIIOCH €IIC MICCTh HCACTIb TOMY Ha3a/l B €€ AYUIC; TCIICPb KEC
TOJIBKO OCBSIIIIAJIOCH TO, YTO JIABHO YK€ clienanock B ee ayiie. (19:19-20)]
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see instead the involuntary acts of the soul (the phrase “in her soul” is repeated six times,
occasionally with the reflexive verbs “sdelat’sia” and “sovershit’sia.””) What is more, as in other
moments in the novel, the text encodes the word “soul” (dusha) in the sounds “d” and “sh”
repeated throughout, in the words “ravnodushie” (indifference), “strashno” (frightening) and
others.

I would argue that in this moment, Tolstoy’s novel represents the soul as working
independently of the character’s will and awareness, and the workings of the soul are linked to
the outside world by the text itself, communicating her condition through its description as well
as through its sound motif that carries the word dusha (soul) as encoded in the sounds (rather
than concepts) of language. Moreover, in this case, the soul seems to be entirely separate from
Kitty’s conscious thinking, which is altogether excluded from the text.

A similar moment occurs at another critical scene involving Kitty and Levin in Chapter
13 of Part 7, when Kitty gives birth. In this moment, Levin, unaware of himself, observes Kitty’s
soul from an external perspective as he observes her body:

He hastily jumped out of bed, unaware of himself and not taking his eyes off her,
put on his dressing gown, and stood there, still looking at her. He had to go, but
he could not tear himself from her eyes. Not that he did not love her face and
know her expression, her gaze, but he had never seen her like that. When he
remembered how upset she had been yesterday, how vile and horrible he appeared
to himself before her as she was now! Her flushed face, surrounded by soft hair
coming from under her night-cap, shone with joy and resolution. However little
unnaturalness and conventionality there was in Kitty’s character generally, Levin
was still struck by what was uncovered to him now, when all the veils were
suddenly taken away and the very core of her soul [ee dushi] shone in her eyes.
And in that simplicity and nakedness she, the very one he loved, was still more
visible. She looked at him and smiled; but suddenly her eyebrows twitched, she
raised her head and, quickly going up to him, took his hand and pressed all of
herself to him, so that he could feel her hot breath on him. She was suffering and
seemed to be complaining to him of her suffering. [...] She suffered, complained
and yet triumphed in these sufferings, and rejoiced in them, and loved them. He
saw that something beautiful was being accomplished [sovershalos’] in her soul
[v dushe ee], but what—he could not understand. It was above [vyshe] his
understanding (707-708).4°%

458 [OH moCTIEnHO BCKOUWII, HE YyBCTBYS Ce0sl M HE CITyCKas C Hee IJIa3, Hajell Xauar 1

OCTaHOBWJICA, Bce A Ha Hee. Hamo ObII0 MATH, HO OH HE MOT OTOpBAThCs OT ee B3rsina. OH
JIM He JIFOOWII ee JINIIA, He 3HaJ €€ BhIpaKEHHsI, €€ B3IJIs/1a, HO OH HUKOT'Ia HE BUAJl €€ TaKOI0.
Kak rajiox u y>xaceH oH MpeJcTaBisuica cebe, BCTIOMHHB BUEpalllHee OrOpUeHHe ee, IpeJl Heto,
KaKOI0 OHa OblIa Ternepb! 3apyMsSHHUBILEECS JIUIIO €€, OKPY>KEHHOE BHIOMBITUMHUCS U3-TI0]
HOYHOT'O YeITYHKa MATKUMH BOJIOCAMH, CHUSJIO PAJIOCTBIO M pemuMocThio. Kak HU Mano Ob110
HEECTECTBEHHOCTH U YCJIOBHOCTH B 0011eM xapaktepe Kutu, JIeBuH OblT BCe-Taku MOpaXKeH TeM,
4TO 0OHAXAJIOCh TeTeph Mpel HUM, KOTJa BIPYT BCE MIOKPOBBI OBLIHM CHATHI M CaMOE SAPO €€
TyIIM CBETHJIOCH B ee riazax. M B 9Tol mpocToTe M OOHaKEHHOCTH OHA, Ta camasi, KOTOPYIO OH
mo6un, 6bu1a emie BuaHee. OHa, ynbI0asch, CMOTpeIla Ha HETO; HO BAPYT OpPOBU €€ APOTHYJIH,
OHa TOHJIA TOJIOBY M, OBICTPO MOJOUIS K HEMY, B3sJIa €r0 32 PyKY U BCS MPHIKANIACh K HEMY,
00/1aBast €ro CBOMM ropsiuuM japixanueMm. OHa cTpagaina U Kak Oy/ITo jKajioBaiach eMy Ha CBOM
159



As in earlier moments, when Levin observes Kitty, the precise nature and the source of his
understanding of the transformation in her soul is offered in vague terms: “On Buzen, 4To B
IyIIe €€ COBEPUIAIOCh YTO-TO MPEKPACHOE, HO YTO?—OH He MOT NOoHATh.” As an echo from the
scene from the beginning of the novel (“camoe siapo ee aymu, cBeTunack B ee rimazax’), he sees
her soul reflected in her eyes. As in other scenes, the body appears to offer a vision of a soul but
without a clear sense of how the character gains this understanding, as though the soul offers a
transparent vision into the life of another that exceeds conscious understanding. Importantly, we
are not given a totalizing vision of the soul, but rather an outline visible through the mind and
body of the character as seen by another character, while neither is able to offer a full
understanding.

In this light, one more moment in the novel deserves our attention, the famous scene of
Levin’s conversion in his interaction with the peasants in Part 8, Chapters 11 and 12. In these
scenes, Levin’s conversation with the peasant sparks his own thinking about the soul.

Levin’s participation in the harvest in Chapter 11 brings about in his mind a question that
he shares with Tolstoy. “That whole day, talking with the steward and the muzhiks, and at home
talking with his wife, with Dolly, with her children, with his father-in-law, Levin thought about
the one and only thing that occupied him during this time, apart from farm cares, and sought in
everything a link to his questions: ‘What am I? And where am I? And why am I here?”**>° When
inquiring about the struggles of peasants, he encounters a peasant who extols the virtues of
another (while he is identified here by his patronymic, Fokanych, this peasant’s first name is
Platon), who treats others well because above all he “lives for the soul”:

“Well, that’s how it is—people are different. One man just lives for his own
needs, take Mityukha even, just stuffs his belly, but Fokanych—he’s an upright
old man. He lives for the soul. He remembers God.” “How’s that? Remembers
God? Lives for the soul?” Levin almost shouted. “Everybody knows how—by the
truth, by God’s way. People are different. Now, take you even, you wouldn’t
offend anybody either...” “Yes, yes, goodbye!” said Levin, breathless with
excitement, and, turning, took his stick and quickly walked off towards home. A
new, joyful feeling came over him. At the muzhik’s words about Fokanych living
for the soul [dlia dushi], by the truth, by God’s way, it was as if a host of vague
but important thoughts burst from some locked-up place and, all rushing towards
the same goal, whirled through his head [v ego golove], blinding him with their
light (794).460

cTpanaHss. [...] OHa cTpanana, xanoBaiach, 1 TOP)KECTBOBaja 3TUMU CTPAJaHUSIMU, U
panoBanach UMH, 1 Jr00mIa ux. OH BUJEI, YTO B AyIIE €€ COBEPIIaIOCh YTO-TO MPEKPACHOE, HO
4T0? -- OH HE MOT IOHATH. DTO OBLIO BHIIIE ero MoHuMaHus. (19:285-286)]

459 [Llenbiit nenp 910T JIeBUH, pa3roBapuBas ¢ IPUKAZIUKOM M MY>KUKAMH M JIOMa pa3roBapuBast
¢ JKeHo1o, ¢ Jloinu, ¢ AeTbMU €€, C TECTEM, TyMall 00 OJHOM U OJJHOM, YTO 3aHHUMAJIO €0 B 3TO
BpeMsI IOMUMO XO3sICTBEHHBIX 3a00T, M BO BCEM MCKaJl OTHOLIIEHHUS K CBOEMY BOIIPOCY: «UTO K€
st Takoe? u rae A7 u 3a4eM 5 3aeck?» (19:374)]

460 [— Jla TaK, 3HAYMUT — JIIOAU Pa3HBIE; OJUH YEIOBEK TOIBKO IS HY Kbl CBOEH KUBET, XOTh
661 MuTIOXa, TOJNBKO Oproxo HaOuBaeT, a PoKaHbIY — MpaBAUBLIA cTapuk. OH IS AYIIN KHUBET.
bora nomuut. — Kak bora nomMunt? Kak uist 1ymm >kMBeT? — MOYTH BCKPUKHYJI JIEBUH.—

N3BecTHO Kak, o npasze, 1o boxero. Benp moau pazusie. BoT XOTh Bac B35Th, TOXKE HE
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The sudden effect of the peasant’s words on Levin may recall for readers other moments in the
novel where the character is influenced by the soul, here seen with the thoughts “whirling in his
head.” Moreover, for Levin, in order to gain knowledge of the soul, one would have to learn the
example of another: the question of the soul cannot be resolved by oneself alone.

In the next chapter, Levin further considers what the peasant said to him about the soul:
walking along the road, he listened not to his “thoughts” but to the state of his soul. Importantly,
it is in the context of meeting the peasant that Levin becomes aware of the state in his soul that
had all along been present:

Levin went in big strides along the main road [Levin shel bol ’shimi shagami po
bol’shoi doroge], listening [prislushivaias’] not so much to his thoughts (he still
could not sort them out) as to the state of his soul [k dushevnomu sostoianiiu],
which he had never experienced before. The words spoken by the muzhik had the
effect of an electric spark in his soul [v ego dushe], suddenly transforming and
uniting into one the whole swarm of disjointed, impotent, separate thoughts which
had never ceased to occupy him. These thoughts, imperceptibly to himself, had
occupied him all the while he had been talking about leasing the land. He felt
something new in his soul and delightedly probed this new thing, not yet ever
knowing what it was. “To live not for one’s own needs but for God. For what
God? For God. And could anything more meaningless be said than what he said?
He said one should not live for one’s needs—that is, one should not live for what
we understand, for what we’re drawn to, for what we want—but for something
incomprehensible, for God, whom no one can either comprehend or define. And
what then? Didn’t I understand those meaningless words of Fyodor’s? And
having understood, did I doubt their rightness? Did I find them stupid, vague,
imprecise?” (794-795).46!

obuaure yenoseka...— [la, na, mpomaii! — nporoBopun JIeBuH, 3aAb1XasiCh OT BOJ- HEHUS U,
MTOBEPHYBIIKCH, B3SUT CBOIO MAJKY U OBICTPO MOMIEN MPOoYb K gomy. [Ipu cioBax MyKuKa 0 TOM,
yT0 DOKAHBIY KUBET JIs AYIIH, TIO MPaBJE, MO-b0XbI0, HESICHBIE, HO 3HAUUTEIbHBIE MBICIIU
TOJITIOIO KaK Oy/ITO BRIPBAIKMCH OTKY/1a-TO U33aMEPTH M, BCE CTPEMSICh K OJHOM IIEIH,
3aKpYKUIIUCH B €r0 r0JIOBE, OCIIEILISA €ro CBOUM cBeToM. (19:376)]

461 [JTeBuH 1es OOJBIIMMM [IIATaMH 1O GOJIBIION J0POTe, MPUCIYIIUBAICH HE CTOJIBKO K CBOMM
MBICIISIM (OH HE MOT €Ille pa300paTh UX), CKOJIBKO K TyIIEBHOMY COCTOSHUIO, TIPEXkKIEC HUKOT/Ia
UM He uctbiTanHoMy. ClioBa, CKa3aHHbIE MY>KUKOM, IPOU3BEIIN B €r0 JyIlIe TeHCTBHE
AJIEKTPUUYECKON UCKPBI, BAPYT MpeoOpa3uBILIEH U CIUNIOTUBIICH B OJTHO LEIbIA poit
Pa3pO3HEHHBIX, OECCHIILHBIX OTJEIBHBIX MBICIIEH, HUKOT/a HE TIEPECTaBaBIINX 3aHIUMATH €TO.
MpbIcnu 3T HE3aMETHO ISl HETO CaMOT0 3aHUMAJIM €r0 M B TO BPEeMsi, KOT/1a OH TOBOPHII 00
otnaue 3emsid. OH 4yBCTBOBAJ B CBOEH JIyIlIe UTO-TO HOBOE M C HACIAXKACHUEM OILYIIBIBAI 3TO
HOBOE, HE 3Has elle, uTo 3To Takoe. «He s Hy 11 cBOMX UTb, a i1t bora. Jlnig kakoro bora?
W 4to MOXKHO cKka3aTh OeCCMBICIIEHHEE TOTO, UTO OH cka3ai? OH cKa3all, 4To HEe HAJO0 KUTh IS
CBOUX HYX], TO €CTh YTO HE HAJ0 KUTh ISl TOTO, YTO MBI IOHUMAEM, K YEMY HAC BJIEUYET, YETO
HaM XO04eTCs, a HAJ0 KUTh JUIsl Yer0-TO HEMOHITHOTO, /i1l bora, KOTOpOro HUKTO HU MOHSTh, HA
onpeaenuTh He MoxkeT. M uro xe? S He moHsI 3Tux 6eccMmbicieHHBIX clioB Demopa? A moHsB,
YCYMHUJICS B MX CHPABEUIMBOCTU? HAILIEN UX TIIYNbIMH, HEICHBIMH, HETOUHBIMU?». (19:376)]
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Here, the “knowledge of the soul” is described as occurring unconsciously (“imperceptibly”) to
the character himself. Most essential is that the soul is known not by reason [um] but through
another source: “living for God.” As anticipated in the earlier scenes, the soul here emerges not
through active, conscious awareness, but rather through a series of unexpected involuntary acts
occurring both from within Levin and from the outside.

In the light of Tolstoy’s correspondence with Strakhov, Levin’s thoughts about the topic
offer a final culmination of the question of how to understand the soul. Levin, as if directly
addressing this discussion, argues that the question of why he lives (and thus the question of the
soul) cannot be understood by reason: “I and all people have only one firm, unquestionable and
clear knowledge, and this knowledge cannot be explained by reason—it is outside it, and has no
causes, and can have no consequences. If the good has a cause, it is no longer the good; if it has a
consequence—a reward—it is also not the good. Therefore the good is outside the chain of cause
and effect.”*6 (Recall how even Sechenov puzzled about the soul, both in his private letters and
in his debate with Kavelin.) For Levin, science could not offer any vision of the soul and
therefore could offer no answer for the questions of life:

“I used to say that in my body, in the body of this plant and of this bug [bukashki]
(it didn’t want to go over to that plant, it spread its wings and flew away), an
exchange of matter takes place according to physical, chemical, and physiological
laws. And that in all of us, along with the aspens, and the clouds, and the nebulae,
development goes on. Development out of what? Into what? An infinite
development and struggle?...As if there can be any direction or struggle in
infinity! And I was astonished that in spite of the greatest efforts of my thinking
along that line, the meaning of life, the meaning of my impulses and yearnings,
was still not revealed to me. Yet the meaning of my impulses is so clear to me that
I constantly live by it, and was amazed and glad when a muzhik voiced it for me:
to live for God, for the soul [dlia dushi]” (796).493

As a culmination of the debate about the physiological explanations of the mind, which was
carried on from the very beginning of the novel, the answer to the question of the soul appears to
Levin not through the rational laws of science, but as “voiced” through another. Levin recasts a
central concern of Sechenov and other physiologists: here, “impulses” (while Tolstoy uses the

462 Ipid., 795. [5I co BceMU JTIOAbMH MMEKO TOIBKO OJHO TBEPAOE, HECOMHEHHOE U ICHOE 3HAHHUE,
Y 3HaHUE ITO HE MOXKET OBITh O0OBSICHEHO pa3yMOM — OHO BHE €TI0 M HE UMEET HUKAKUX IPUYHUH
Y HE MOXKET UMETh HUKAKHUX MOCIeACTBUI. «Eciu 100po nmMeeT npuuuHy, OHO yKe He 100po;
€CIIM OHO UMEEeT MOCIEICTBIE — Harpajy, OHO Toxke He 100po. Ctano ObITh, 100OPO BHE LEHH
MPpUYHH U creacTBui». (19:377)]
463 [«IIpex e st TOBOPHJI, YTO B MOEM TeJIE, B TEJIE ITOM TPABBI U OTON OyKallku (BOT OHa HE
3axoTeja Ha Ty TpaBy, paclpaBuiia KPbUIbs U YJIeTela) COBEPUIACTCS MO (PU3HYECKHM,
XUMUYECKUM, (PH3HOJIOTHYECKIM 3aKOHAM OOMEH MaTepuu. A BO BCEX HAC, BMECTE C OCH HaMH,
U ¢ o0JIaKaMH, ¥ C TYMaHHBIMH ISITHAMH, COBEpIIaeTcs pa3BuThe. Pa3purue u3 uero? Bo 4ro?
Beckoneunoe pazpurue u 60opnr0a?.. To4HO MOXKET ObITh Kakoe-HUOY/Ib HallpaBlieHHe U 00prOa B
OecxoneuHoM! U 51 yauBIISIICS, 4TO, HECMOTPS Ha caMoe OO0JIbIIOE HANIPSIKEHNUE MBICIH TI0 3TOMY
MYTH, MHE BCE-TaKH HE OTKPBIBACTCSI CMBICH KHM3HU, CMBICII MOUX TIOOYKICHUI U CTPEMIICHHI.
A cMBICT MOUX TIOOYKJICHUH BO MHE TaK SICEH, YTO Sl IOCTOSTHHO YKHMBY 10 HEM, U S yIUBHJICS U
oOpaoBaics, KOria My>KUK MHE BBICKA3all €ro: KUTh A bora, ams gymmy. (19:378)]
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word “pobuzhdeniia,” usually translated as “impulses,” one may think of Sechenov’s Reflexes of
the Brain) cannot be revealed by science, but by the hidden workings of the soul.

In another moment in his discussion with himself, Levin describes the inability to
understand the soul through reason, focusing on the issue of the “knowledge of what is good and
what is bad,” a concern that lies outside the interest of science:

“I sought an answer to my question. But the answer to my question could not
come from thought, which is incommensurable with the question. The answer was
given by life itself, in my knowledge of what is good and what is bad. And I did
not acquire that knowledge through anything, it was given to me as it is to
everyone, given because I could not take it from anywhere.” “Where did I take it
from? Was it through reason that I arrived at the necessity of loving my neighbor
and not throttling him [i ne dushit’ ego]? I was told it as a child, and I joyfully
believed it, because they told me what was in my soul [u menia v dushe]. And
who discovered it? Not reason. Reason discovered the struggle for existence and
the law which demands that everyone who hinders the satisfaction of my desires
should be throttled. That is the conclusion of reason. Reason could not discover
love for the other, because it’s unreasonable.” “Yes, pride,” he said to himself,
rolling over on his stomach and beginning to tie stalks of grass into a knot, trying
not to break them. “And not only the pride of reason, but the stupidity of reason.
And above all — the slyness, precisely the slyness, of reason. Precisely the
swindling of reason,” he repeated (797).464

Here, Levin articulates what Tolstoy had attempted to describe about the soul to Strakhov in their
correspondence: for Levin, reason could not penetrate the mysteries of the soul, which were
given by God. Furthermore, knowledge of the soul could not appear from within oneself alone:
the soul only became clear to Levin after his meeting with the peasant who, speaking about
another peasant (with a suggestive name Platon, evoking Plato), showed him the way. Above all,
the workings of the soul—revealed to him by the words of another—still at this point had an
unclear, involuntary character that was beyond his understanding, to be revealed in ways that
evaded even his own attempt to put it into words. In this sense, he was left in the same position
as Tolstoy in his letters to Strakhov, who similarly struggled to come up with a way to know the
soul outside of the questions of science and reason (philosophy). In the novel, Tolstoy’s

464 [« uckan oTBETA Ha MOM BOIIPOC. A OTBETA HA MOW BOIPOC HE MOTJIA MHE JaTh MBICIIb, —

OHa Hecom3MepuMa ¢ BorpocoM. OTBET MHE Jalla cama KU3Hb, B MOEM 3HAHHH TOTO, YTO
XOPOIIIO U 9TO AYPHO. A 3HaHHE ITO s HE MPUOOPET HUYEM, HO OHO JJAHO MHE BMECTE CO BCEMH,
JaHO TIOTOMY, 4TO 51 HM OTKY/1a HE MOT B3ATh ero.» «OTKyna B3su1 51 310? Pazymom, 4to i,
JIOIIEN 51 IO TOTO, YTO HA/IO0 JIFOOUTH OJIMKHETO W He AYIIHUTh ero? MHe cKa3aiu 9TO B IETCTBE, U
sl paJIOCTHO TIOBEPUJI, IOTOMY YTO MHE CKa3alld TO, YTO OBLIO Y MEHS B AyIIe. A KTO OTKPBLI
sT0? He pasym. Pazym oTkpsu1 60pb0y 3a CyIiecTBOBaHHE U 3aKOH, TPEOYIOLIUI TOTO, 4TOOBI
IOYIIUTH BCEX, MEIIAIONINX YAOBIECTBOPEHUIO MOUX JKEeTIaHUI. DTO BBIBOJ pazyMa. A OOUTH
JPYTroro He MOT OTKPBITh Pa3yM, TOTOMY YTO TO HEPA3yMHO». «/Jla, ropaocThy», cka3an oH cebe,
MEePEeBAIMBASCH HA )KHUBOT U HAUWHAS 3aBS3BbIBATH y3JIOM CTEONM TpaB, CTApasCh HE CIIOMATh UX.
«/ HE TOMBKO TOPIOCTh yMa, a TIYMOCTh YMa. A TJ1aBHOE — IUTYTOBCTBO, UMEHHO TUTYTOBCTBO
yma. IMEHHO MOIIIEHHUYECTBO yMay, MOBTOpUJ oH. (19:379)]
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character, Levin, offers a way to know the soul that lies outside of his own conscious impulses
and remains transparent to the world around him.

The character’s soul in the novel appears, at least in part, to be reflective not only of
Tolstoy and Strakhov’s discussion of the topic (how to define “soul”) in their private
correspondence, but of the larger debate about the body and soul in science, philosophy, and
psychology. Tolstoy’s reflections on the complex situation of the soul in his letters appear to
continue in his novel, where his idea that the soul cannot be found in psychic life alone is seen in
the interplay between the inner and outer perspective, and at the moment of the character’s
unawareness (or partial awareness) of the workings of his soul. The novel’s narrative, complete
with the sound motif encoding the word soul [dusha], models the situation of the soul in the way
that transgresses the boundaries between psychology and physiology, the inner mind and the
outer body. As Ian Duncan suggested, “What seems arresting here is that the ‘soul’ [...] isn’t just
a property of someone's inner life—it’s not bound to interior subjectivity, in the mode of liberal
individualism; it’s more like a phenomenon of a shared network or ecosystem of lives and
consciousnesses vibrating together, with porous boundaries so they leak into each other (via
conventional portals, such as the eyes [...] and less conventional ones).”* In a striking
difference from the scientific or even psychological models, the novel’s narrative shows, or
models, the workings of the character’s soul in a way that neither the character nor others are
able to totally grasp. In this sense, Tolstoy embedded the idea of the soul in the narrative of his
novel: literature has shown a different way.

The New Narrative of the Mind in Anna Karenina

As already seen, the novel offered new models for the debate about the nature of
consciousness from those in science, philosophy, and psychology at the time. For the rest of this
chapter, I will show how, departing from this debate, the novel’s techniques of representation of
the character’s mind involved a more complex understanding of consciousness, even though
Tolstoy could not fully extricate himself from the language and concepts established in the
debate with science. What is more, Tolstoy’s representation of the character’s mind in the novel
surpasses the basic categories ordinarily used in psychology and narrative analysis alike, such as
the difference between the inner and outer perspective, the distinction between the conscious and
unconscious states of mind, and between body and mind. As a result, the novel’s narrative
offered a different form for modeling the workings of the mind, which went far beyond the ideas
psychology held at the time and may suggest a new way to understand the representation of
consciousness beyond Tolstoy. In the close readings of three scenes from the novel, I will show a
new and complex form of narrative representation of the character’s mind developed by Tolstoy.
I will also show how the novel’s narrative innovations extended far beyond the ideas about the
nature of consciousness accepted in his time.

Tolstoy’s novel has long been studied for its complex representation of the character’s
mind in narrative.**® For the most part, scholars have focused on the central figure of the

465 Tan Duncan, personal communication, July 22, 2021.
466 Eikhenbaum notes the novel’s tone as one of “cold observation from a detached point of
view,” arguing that it differs from War and Peace in its “objectivity” (Lev Tolstoi: Semidesiatye
gody [Leningrad: Khudozhestvennaia literature, 1974], 158); see also: Turner, “Psychology,
Rhetoric and Morality in Anna Karenina: At the Bottom of Whose Heart?” The Slavic and East
European Journal 39.2 (Summer 1995): 261-268; George Gibian, “Two Kinds of Human
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omniscient narrator who gathers many different perspectives into a cohesive whole. Indeed, it
would be hard to read Leo Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina—and many other novels from the 19"
century—without the notion of a unified narrative voice. Built into the notion of a story, at least
as formed by the Russian 19" century novel, is that it is something “told,” that is, uttered by one
individual or several individuals (whether inside or outside the story). It is believed that the
Russian 19" century novel privileges some form of a totality, uniting various voices and minds
that inhabit a narrative. This impulse for unity is particularly strong with the third-person
narratives, which gather many disparate subjectivities—including the representations of the
characters’ consciousnesses—under the umbrella of a single voice.

Reading Anna Karenina for the narrative of the mind, I would like to suggest that the
narrative techniques employed in Tolstoy’s novel cannot be adequately described as an
omniscient third person voice that overlays the novel’s complex modes for representation of the
character’s consciousness. While I will use such established narrative categories as focalization
and free-indirect speech, I will try to show that there is a multiplicity in the novel’s narrative that
cannot be described within established categories of narrative analysis: there are multiple
narratives of the mind.*¢” Underlying what the reader may perceive as the novel’s single third
person narrator is the narratological effect of emerging authentic selves. Rather than being
“told,” the narrative models several emergent selves, concealed by the use of third person
pronouns. Unlike the techniques of free-indirect speech (or the Bakhtinian quasi-direct
discourse), the narrative at times adopts the subjectivity of characters without representing direct
speech. In doing so, I suggest, the third person narrative in Anna Karenina hides the cracks and
fissures of underlying multiple subjectivities. What emerges is a form of single narrative in
which disparate points of view, or subjectivities, are embedded, as if the narrative itself claims its
own subjectivity. This is done primarily through the presentation of what I call acts of the mind:
feeling, sensation, and thoughts, in tandem with a shifting vision of the body, become the locus
through which the brokenness of narrative gains verbalization and a potential alternative form of

Understanding and the Narrator’s Voice in Anna Karenina,” in Anna Karenina, ed. George
Gibian (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1995). Scholars tend to agree that a figure like
Tolstoy is always in complete control, specifically with his intricate knowledge of the moments
of a character’s psychology that even the character is unaware of (see Gary Saul Morson, Anna
Karenina in Our Time: Seeing More Wisely, New Haven: Yale University Press, 2007, 10). On
the other hand, scholars note that Tolstoy’s prose incorporates a multiplicity of voices, including
the character’s. One example of this is Tolstoy’s innovative use of interior monologue, noted
first by Chernyshevsky (Struve, 1102; see also Aucouturier, Knapp). Furthermore, Justin Weir
(Leo Tolstoy and the Alibi of Narrative [New Haven: Yale University Press, 2011]) has recently
argued that in Anna Karenina, “thought [...] relies on no single language [...] but on multiple
languages” (136). Gustafson (Leo Tolstoy: Resident and Stranger [Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1986]) discusses complexities in the narration of a single mind, speaking of the
shifting mode of consciousness in the train scene from Part 1 (see 303— 312). This narrative
complexity of Tolstoy’s prose cannot be limited to Anna Karenina and to the verbal texture of
narrative: Wachtel locates the generic complexity of multiple voices in his early novel Childhood
(The Battle for Childhood: Creation of a Russian Myth [Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1990]).
467 Janet Fleetwood has studied Tolstoy’s use of a multiplicity of perspectives in the context of
George Eliot’s novels. “The Web and the Beehive: George Eliot’s Middlemarch and Tolstoy’s
Anna Karenina.” Ph.D. Dissertation, Indiana University, 1977.
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wholeness. In a striking difference from the attempts to penetrate the workings of the mind in
science and psychology, Tolstoy’s novel, through the third-person narrative, offered a competing
model of consciousness, one that nevertheless emerged from his attempts to respond to the
contemporary debate.

The Margins of Anna’s Mind

At the beginning of Chapter 15 of Part 3, the morning after her confession to Karenin, we
find Anna considering her position. Before she wakes up, we find a bodiless, inserted description
of her memory, reported by the third-person narrator but nevertheless from her perspective:

Though Anna had stubbornly and bitterly persisted in contradicting Vronsky
when he told her that her situation was impossible and tried to persuade her to
reveal everything to her husband, in the depths of her soul she considered her
situation false, dishonest, and wished with all her soul to change it. Coming home
from the races with her husband, in a moment of agitation she had told him
everything; despite the pain she had felt in doing so, she was glad of it. After her
husband left, she told herself that she was glad, that now everything would be
definite and at least there would be no falsehood and deceit. It seemed
unquestionable to her that now her situation would be defined forever. It might be
bad, this new situation, but it would be definite, there would be no vagueness or
falsehood in it. The pain she had caused herself and her husband by uttering those
words would be recompensed by the fact that everything would be defined, she
thought. That same evening she saw Vronsky but did not tell him about what had
happened between her and her husband, though to clarify the situation she ought
to have told him (287).468

The scene above is written as if from within Anna’s inner perspective, her mind, without any
mention of her body. How does the narrative collect these fragments of her mind, and under what
conditions do they spontaneously emerge in the text? If we replace the third person with the first
person, this is what emerges: “In the depths of my soul I considered my situation false, dishonest,
and wished with all my soul to change it.” It seems as if Tolstoy has taken what could have been
a fragment from her confessional diary and inserted it into the novel, plastering over the first-
person narrative with the novel’s third person.

468 [XoTs AHHA YIIOPHO U ¢ 03J100JIEHUEM TIPOTUBOPEYUIa BpoHCKOMY, KOrla OH TOBOPHJI €M,

YTO MOJIOKEHUE €€ HEBO3MOXKHO, M YTOBAapHUBaJ €€ OTKPBITh BCE MYy, B TTIyOHHE AyIIM OHA
CYMTAJIa CBOE ITOJIOKEHUE JIOKHBIM, HEUECTHBIM U BCEIO YLIOH JKeJlala U3MEHUTH €ro.
Bo3sBpamasice ¢ My’KeM cO CKaueK, B MUHYTY BOJIHECHHS OHA BbICKa3ajla eMy BCE; HECMOTPsI Ha
00J1b, UCTIBITAHHYIO €10 TIPU 3TOM, OHA ObLIa paga 3ToMy. Ilociie Toro kak My’ OCTaBHIJI €€, OHa
roBopuia cede, YTo OHa paja, 4To Tenephb BCE ONMpeAeTUTCs, 1, IO KpaiiHell Mepe, He OyIeT KU
u obmaHa. Eif ka3ainoch HECOMHEHHBIM, YTO TeTeph MOJIOKEHHE ee HaBcera onpeaenutcs. OHo
MOKET OBITh IypHO, 3TO HOBOE MOJIOKEHKE, HO OHO OYJET OINpe/IeIeHHO, B HEM He OyJeT
HESICHOCTH U JKH. Ta 60J1b, KOTOPYIO OHA IPUYMHUIA ce0e U MY’KY, BbICKa3aB 3TH CIIOBa, OyaeT
BO3HArpaxicHa Terepb TeM, 4YTO BCE ONPEACIIUTCA, JyMalla OHa. B 3TOT e Beuep oHa
yBUJanack ¢ BpOHCKUM, HO HE CKa3ajla eMy O TOM, YTO IPOU30LLIO0 MEKIY €0 U MY>KEM, XOT4,

JUISL TOTO 4TOOBI MOJIOKEHHUE OTPEIEIIUIIOCh, HaI0 ObUTO cKasath emy. (18:303)]
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In the next moment, Anna wakes up, at which point we find various thoughts and feelings
described from her point of view:

When she woke up the next morning, the first thing that came to her was the
words she had spoken to her husband, and they seemed so terrible to her now that
she could not understand how she could have resolved to utter those strange,
coarse, words, and could not imagine what would come of it. But the words had
been spoken, and Alexei Alexandrovich had left without saying anything. “I saw
Vronsky and didn’t tell him. Even at the very moment he was leaving, I wanted to
call him back and tell him, but I changed my mind, because it was strange that I
hadn’t told him at the very first moment. Why didn’t I tell him, if I wanted to?”
And in answer to this question, a hot flush of shame poured over her face. She
understood what had kept her from doing it; she understood that she was
ashamed. Her situation, which had seemed clarified last night, now suddenly
appeared to her not only not clarified, but hopeless. She became terrified of the
disgrace which she had not even thought of before. When she merely thought of
what her husband was going to do, the most terrible notions came to her. It
occurred to her that the accountant would now come to turn her out of the house,
that her disgrace would be announced to the whole world. She asked herself
where she would go when she was turned out of the house, and could find no
answer (287).4¢°

Here, sharply departing from the previous paragraph, Anna, in a wake state, remembers the
painful details of her confession to Karenin. Her feeling of shame instantaneously intrudes in the
text through an involuntary bodily reaction seen with the flush over her face: ““Why didn’t I tell
him, if [ wanted to?” And in answer to this question, a hot flush of shame spread all over her
face.” Anna appears to be arrested in the emerging feeling of shame, which arises autonomously
from within her, dramatized as direct speech (interior monologue). The feeling of shame leaves
Anna’s mind and body directionless, as she lies in bed without the ability to move: “She could
not bring herself to look into the eyes of those she lived with. She could not bring herself to call
her maid and still less go downstairs to see her son and the governess.”

469 Ibid. [Kora oHa mpocHyJ1ach Ha IPyroe yTpo, HEepBOe, YTO MPEACTABHIOCH €if, ObLIN CII0BA,
KOTOPBIE OHA CKa3aJla MyXKY, U CJI0BA OTH €1 ITIOKA3aJIUCh TAK Y’KACHBI, YTO OHA HE MOIJIA ITOHATH
Terneph, Kak OHA MOTJIa PEIIUTHCS MPOU3HECTH AT CTPAaHHBIE IPyObIe CJI0Ba, U HE MOTJIa
MPEJICTaBUTh cebe TOro, 94TO U3 ATOro BhIiAeT. Ho cioBa Ol cka3zaHbl, U AJIeKcei
AnexcaHapoBUY yexall, HUUero He cka3asn. «S1 Buznena BpoHckoro u He ckaszana emy. Emie B Ty
CaMyl0 MU HYTY KaK OH YXOJMJI, 51 XOTeJIa BOPOTUTH €r0 U CKa3aTh €My, HO pa3ayMaila, IOTOMY
41O OBIJIO CTPAHHO, IOYEMY 51 HEe CKa3ajla eMy B IepByI0 MUHYTY. OT4ero s XxoTena 1 He cKa3ala
emy?» U B 0TBET Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC Topsiuasi Kpacka CThla pa3iauiach 1o ee jauiy. OHa noHsia To,
YTO €€ yJAEPKUBAJIO OT ATOT0; OHA MOHUIA, YTO €if 610 cThIIHO. Ee monoxeHue, kotopoe
Ka3aJI0Ch YSCHEHHBIM BUepa BEYEPOM, BIPYT IIPEACTABUIOCH €1 TENEPh HE TOIBKO HE YSICHEH-
HBIM, HO 0e3BBIXOIHBIM. Eif cTano cTpaIiHo 3a 1mo3op, 0 KOTOPOM OHA MPEXJIE U HE TyMaJa.
Korna ona TosbKO AyMazna o TOM, 4TO CIENAET €€ MyXK, € IPUXOAMUIIN CaMbl€ CTPAIIHbIE MBICIH.
E#t mpu xoAWII0 B TOJI0OBY, YTO celdac MPUEAET YIIPABIAIOIINN BBITOHATH €€ U3 JOMA, YTO I1030P
ee Oynet oObsBiIeH BceMy Mupy. OHa crpamimBaia cedsi, Kya OHa TIOeET, KOT/Ia €€ BHITOHAT U3
noma, U He Haxoauia otBeta. (18:303-304)]
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In the next moment, the maid (Anna’s double, Annushka) enters the room, and the
narrative takes a new turn by representing her perspective:

The maid, who had been listening by the door for a long time, came into the room
on her own. Anna looked questioningly into her eyes and blushed timorously. The
maid apologized for coming in and said she thought she had heard the bell. She
brought a dress and a note. The note was from Betsy. Betsy reminded her that she
had Liza Merkalov and Baroness Stolz, with their admirers, Kaluzhsky and old
Stremov, coming that morning for a croquet party. “Do come just to see it, as a
study in manners. I’ll expect you,” she ended. Anna read the note and sighed
deeply. “Nothing, I need nothing,” she said to Annushka, who kept rearranging
the flacons and brushes on the dressing table. “Go, I’1l get dressed and come out.
There’s nothing I need.” (288).47°

While in the previous passage, the narrative represents Anna’s solipsistic, obsessive mind, at this
point, the narrative follows the maid’s mind (the maid is also named Anna, or Annushka, a
diminutive). Anna’s blush, described before as “hot” (an internal experience), is here described
from the outside, as though internally focalized through the maid: “Anna noxpacnena” (she
blushed).

The shift in the narrative to the point of view of the maid marks the novel’s continual
slippage from one subjectivity to another, avoiding the anchoring of the text in a single
subjectivity. And even after the maid leaves the room, Anna’s body is still rendered in the way
that the maid would have seen her:

Annushka left, but Anna did not begin to dress; she went on sitting in the same
position, her head and arms hanging down, and every once in a while her whole
body shuddered, as if wishing to make some gesture, to say something, and then
became still again. She kept repeating: “My God! My God!” But neither the “my”
nor the “God” had any meaning for her. Though she had never doubted the
religion in which she had been brought up, the thought of seeking help from
religion in her situation was as foreign to her as seeking help from Alexei
Alexandrovich. She knew beforehand that the help of religion was possible only
on condition of renouncing all that made up the whole meaning of life for her
(288).471

470 [ IleBy1Ka, y’Ke JaBHO IPUCIYIIMBABIIASCS Y €€ JBEPH, BOILIA caMa K HEM B KOMHATy. AHHA

BOIIPOCUTEIIBHO B3IVIHYJIA €M B IJ1a3a U UCIyTaHHO NOKpacHena. JleByllka N3BUHWIIACH, UTO
BOIILJIA, CKa3aB, YTO €1 M0Ka3aJ0Ch, YTO NO3BOHWIN. OHA NpUHECIIA TUIaThE U 3aIIUCKY. 3alicKa
obuta ot bercu. bercu HanomuHana e, 4To HeIHYE YTPOM K He chenyTes JInza Mepkanosa u
6aponecca LlTomnbIl ¢ cBoMMH MOKIOHHUKaMH, Kanyxckum u crapukoM CTpeMOBBIM, Ha
napTuro kpokera. «IIpuesxaiite XOTh IOCMOTPETH, KaK U3y4eHHE HPaBoB. Sl Bac *ay», KOHYasIa
OHa. AHHa IpouJia 3alMCKy U TSDKENo B3JoXHYJa. — Huuero, Huuero He Hy»)KHO, — cKa3aja OHa
AHHYIIKE, TepecTaHaBIUBaBIIEH (IIaKOHBI M HIETKH HAa YOOpHOM cronuke. — [loau, 51 ceifuac
oJleHych U Bbliiny. Huuero, Huuero He HyxHO. (18:304)]
471 [ AHHyIIKa BBINLIA, HO AHHA HE CTala OJEBAThCs, 4 CUJIEIA B TOM K€ MOJIOKEHHH, OITyCTHB
TOJIOBY U PYKH, U U3PEKa COAPOTaIach BCEM TEIIOM, JKeJlast Kak Obl cienaTh KakKoH-TO KecT,
CKa3aTh YTO-TO M OMATH 3aMupas. OHa GecripectanHo noBTopsia: «boxe moit! boxke moii!» Ho
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Anna’s body, arrested by her troubled consciousness, remains nearly immobile except for her
shuddering. While the maid is able to come and go, Anna is trapped both mentally and
physically. The narrative texture itself, with its shifts in point of view, is left to put together the
fragments of the character’s consciousness, at this point working from her exterior body. In this
short chapter, then, we can see a new dimension of narrative—the narrative of the mind, reaching
beyond the bounds of analysis of an internal experience into an exteriority that even the character
could not experience. Characters such as the maid intervene to provide their own account of
events, and here the maid fills in a gap that is left by Anna’s mental instability. These shifts in
subjectivity continue with Anna’s exclamation, “My God!”, which demarcates the text’s return
to Anna’s subjectivity. Here, it would seem that a narrator’s subjectivity intervenes briefly as a
bridge between the maid’s mind and Anna’s confused mental state (“But neither the ‘my’ nor the
‘God’ had any meaning for her”). Whether or not this is the intrusive “Tolstoy” narrator voice,
the narrative nevertheless offers a different mode through which to understand what was
originally witnessed by the maid (who describes her body alone). This time, the narrative
switches back into a perspective influenced by Anna’s own thinking.

A similar switching between Anna’s inner mind and outer body is signaled in the text
with her speech once again, when she comes to her senses after a period of unconsciousness:

Not only was it painful for her, but she was beginning to feel fear before the new,
never experienced feeling in her soul. She felt that everything was beginning to go
double in her soul, as an object sometimes goes double in tired eyes. Sometimes
she did not know what she feared, what she desired: whether she feared or desired
what had been or what would be, and precisely what she desired, she did not
know. “Ah, what am I doing!” she said to herself, suddenly feeling pain in both
sides of her head. When she came to herself, she saw that she was clutching the
hair on her temples and squeezing them with both hands. She jumped up and
began pacing (288).472

As before, from Anna’s point of view, we see a conflicted inner experience. At first this is
reflected in her own feeling of doubling, as though Anna’s experience reflects the nature of the
narrative itself as it switches from inner to outer perspective. Then, it appears that Anna has
begun to lose control of her own consciousness, marked by a series of “if” clauses and negatives,

HU «boxe», HU «MOW» HE UMENH JJISI HEE HUKAKOTO CMbICIa. MBICIIb UCKATh CBOEMY
MTOJIO’KEHUIO TTIOMOIIY B PEJIUTUU ObLIa JUTsl Hee, HECMOTPSI Ha TO, YTO OHA HUKOTIa HE
COMHEBAJIaCh B PEIIUTUHU, B KOTOPOU ObLIa BOCITUTaHA, TAK kKe UyK/a, KAK UCKATh TOMOIIH Y
camoro Anekces AnekcanapoBuya. OHa 3Haja BIEped, YTO MOMOIIb PETUTHH BO3MOKHA TOJIBKO
MO/ YCJIOBUEM OTPEUYEHUS OT TOTr0, YTO COCTABJISIIO JUIsl HE€ BECh CMBbICI XKU3HHU. (18:304)]
472 Ibid., 288. [Eii HE TONBKO OBLIO TSKENO, HO OHA HAYWHANIA UCTIBITHIBATH CTPAX MPEJ HOBBIM,
HUKOTJ]a HE UCIIBITAHHBIM €10 JIyIIEBHBIM cocTosiHueM. OHa 4yBCTBOBaja, UTO B AyIE €€ BCE
HAaYMHAET ABOUTHCS, KaK JIBOATCS MHOTAA MPEIMETHI B yCTalbIX 1a3zax. OHa He 3Hajla MHOT/A,
4yero oHa OOHMTCS, Yero jkesiaeT. bouTes M OHa M JKenaeT JIM OHa TOro, YTO ObLIO, MUIH TOTO, YTO
OyZeT, 1 4ero IMEHHO OHa JKeJIaeT, OHA He 3Haja. «AX, uTo s Ienaro!» ckaszana oHa cebe,
MOYyBCTBOBAB BAPYT 00JH B 00EMX CTOPOHAX TOIOBHI. Koria oHa OmOMHMIIACh, OHA YBUAJA,
9TO AEPKUT 00CUMH PYKaMH CBOW BOJIOCHI OKOJIO BHCKOB M CxkMMaeT nx. OHa BCKOYHIIA U cTajia
xoauTh. (18:304-305)]
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demonstrating an emerging and confusing experience. Awkwardly oscillating on the margins of
Anna’s mind, the narrative signals not the narrator’s confusion, but rather Anna’s doubled (and
shifting) mental states, which seemingly conflict with each other. Finally, Anna, body and mind,
begins to emerge from her troubled immobility, with a sudden feeling of pain. This move, with
its emphasis on bodily sensation, frees the narrative from entrapment within Anna’s confused
mind, and is signaled by her exclamation and her vision of her body’s exterior (here, in a
moment that recalls the maid’s intrusion, Anna gains a different understanding of herself through
seeing her own exterior body). After a period of unconsciousness, Anna becomes aware of
herself: She is now able to get up and move in a way that was impossible before. It would seem
that Anna’s mind, working outside of her own conscious control, frees her (and the reader) from
an endless mental loop, one that formerly trapped the narrative within her solipsistic
consciousness and moral indecision. In a sense, the narrative of disparate subjectivities shows
not only the shifting from the mind of one character to another, but also, for Anna, a state of
mind precariously balanced at the margins of consciousness that usually remains beyond
narrative explicability in a novel.

After a brief encounter with her son, Anna runs outside, and suddenly her body comes to
a stop:

She stopped and looked at the tops of the aspens swaying in the wind, their
washed leaves glistening brightly in the cold sun, and she understood that they
would not forgive, that everything and everyone would be merciless to her now,
like this sky, like this greenery. And again she felt things beginning to go double
in her soul. “I mustn’t, I mustn’t be thinking,” she said to herself. “I must get
ready to go. Where? When? Whom shall I take with me? Yes, to Moscow, on the
evening train. Annushka and Seryozha, and only the most necessary things. But
first I must write to them both” (290, Translation adjusted).*”?

The third person narrative represents the margins of Anna’s mind, as she resists thinking, or the
intrusion of her mind itself (“I mustn’t, I mustn’t think™), a moment that recalls Vronsky’s own
resistance to thoughts as he lays his head on the pillow, podushka. And yet even her attempt to
resist her own thoughts of her moral predicament give way to a series of indecisive questions and
declarations, where speech ultimately matches her inner mind and offers no alternative.

The chapter thus far has shown an intricate interplay between body and mind and
between voluntary and involuntary states of consciousness. Familiar categories (such as internal
focalization) seem insufficient to describe the variety of shifts from one state to the other and
from one mind to the next. And while the concept of free-indirect discourse, or style indirect
libre does capture the situation of what a character cannot put into words, it appears to not
account for other techniques in this chapter, suggesting that not one technique (or even
perspective) is adequate to capture the complexities of the character’s mind. Furthermore, the

473 [OcTaHOBUBIIKCH U B3TJISIHYB HA KOJIEOABIIMECS OT BETPA BEPIIMHBI OCHHbI ¢ OOMBITHIMH,

SAPKO OJIMCTAIOIIMMH Ha XOJIOJHOM COJIHIIE JIUCThSIMH, OHA TIOHSJIA, YTO OHH HE MPOCTST, YTO BCE
U BCe K Hell Tenepb OyayT 0e3KaloCTHBI, Kak 3TO He0O, Kak 3Ta 3ejeHb. M onsTh oHa
MOYYBCTBOBAJIA, YTO B JAyIlle Y Heil HaunHaio nBouThes. «He Hamo, He Hano QyMaTh,— cKasaja
ona cebe. — Hano cobuparbces. Kyna? Korma? Koro B3s1h ¢ co60ii? /la, B MockBy, Ha
BeuepHeM moe3ze. AHHymka 1 Cepexa, 1 TOJIbKO caMble HeoOxoaumblie Bemu. Ho npexae Hamo
Hamucatbh uM oooum». (18:306-307)]
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body becomes central to depicting these shifts between one consciousness and the next (and even
the various states of mind). This presentation of mind acts shows Anna’s complex subjective
state as both an interior and an exterior phenomenon, one that combines internal and external
focalization. Tolstoy’s narrative exceeds traditional modes of representing consciousness and
grasps the complexity of Anna’s experience. In Tolstoy’s novel, not only does the third person
allow for multiple subjectivities (in this chapter, Anna and her double, the maid Annushka), but
it also gives rise to a modeling of heterogeneous states of a single mind in the workings of the
narrative texture itself.

The chapter concludes with Anna’s letters to Karenin and Vronsky, and both,
importantly, are incomplete and discarded by Anna:

She quickly went into the house, to her boudoir, sat down at the desk and wrote to
her husband: “After what happened, I can no longer remain in your house. [ am
leaving and taking our son with me. I do not know the laws and therefore do not
know which of the parents keeps the son; but I am taking him with me, because I
cannot live without him. Be magnanimous, leave him with me.” Up to that point
she wrote quickly and naturally, but the appeal to his magnanimity, which she did
not recognize in him, and the necessity of concluding the letter with something
touching, stopped her. “I cannot speak of my guilt and my repentance, because...”
Again she stopped, finding no coherence in her thoughts. “No,” she said to
herself, “nothing’s needed,” and, tearing up the letter, she rewrote it, removing the
mention of magnanimity, and sealed it (290-291).474

Here the chapter includes a letter as the exteriorized rendition of Anna’s subjectivity. It would
seem that here Anna’s failure to get a grasp of her thoughts mirrors the narrative’s struggle to
adequately describe Anna’s deeply conflicted mind.

Her letter to Vronsky likewise disintegrates under a similar pressure to render her
thinking in written form:

The other letter had to be written to Vronsky. “I have told my husband,” she
wrote, and sat for a long time, unable to write more. It was so coarse, so
unfeminine. “And then, what can I write to him?” she said to herself. Again a
flush of shame covered her face. She remembered his calm, and a feeling of
vexation with him made her tear the sheet with the written phrase into little
shreds. “Nothing’s necessary,” she said to herself. She folded the blotting pad,

474 [Ona OBICTPO MOIILIA B IOM, B CBOM KaOMHET, cella K CTOIY M Hamucana Myxy: «Ilocie Toro,

YTO TIPOU3OIILIO, 1 HE MOTY OOJiee OCTaBaThCs B BalieM qome. S yezxaro u 0epy ¢ co00k0 ChIHA.
51 He 3Ha0 3aKOHOB U MTOTOMY HE 3HAI0, C KEM U3 POJUTEINeH JOKEH OBITh CBhIH; HO s Oepy ero ¢
co0oH, MoTOMy 4TO 0€3 HEero s He MOTY KUTbh. by/IbTe BETMKOIYIIHBI, OCTaBbTE MHE ero». Jlo
CHUX TIOp OHA MUcaa OBICTPO U €CTECTBEHHO, HO MPU3HIB K €r0 BEIHKO YN0, KOTOPOTO OHA HE
Ipu3HaBajia B HCM, U HCO6XO,Z[I/IMOCTB 3aKJIHOYUTH ITNCHMO ‘-IeM-HI/I6YI[b TPOraTCiIbHbIM,
OCTaHOBWIIHN €€. «['0BOpUTH 0 CBOEI BUHE U CBOEM PACKAsTHUM Sl HE MOTY, IOTOMY 4TO...» OnsaTh
OHa OCTaHOBUJIACh, HE HAXOs CBS3U B CBOMX MbICIAX. «Her, — cka3aia oHa cebe, — HUYETO HE
Haao» ", pa3opBaB IMUCbMO, IIEPLCIIUCaia €ro, UCKIOYNB YIIOMUHAHUC O BSJIMKOAYIIIHNH, U 3a-
nevarana. (18:307)]
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went upstairs, told the governess and the servants that she was going to Moscow
that day, and immediately started packing her things (291).47°

Anna’s shredding of the text works as a model of the struggle to fully represent the enormous
complexities of the character’s consciousness, particularly when the narrative is authored by the
character herself. Meanwhile, the third person plasters over these shifts in consciousness and
mental interruptions while demonstrating the heterogeneity of an unstable mind.

Within Vronsky’s Mind

Tolstoy’s novel presents the minds of other characters with similar complexity. I will
now close read the famous opera scene in Chapter 33 of Part 5, when Vronsky reacts to Anna’s
exposure and public shaming at the theatre. At the onset of the scene, the narrative provides the
reader with momentary access to Vronsky’s mind:

Vronsky experienced for the first time a feeling of vexation, almost of anger, with
Anna for her deliberate refusal to understand her position. This feeling was
intensified by his being unable to explain to her the cause of his vexation. If he
had told her directly what he thought, he would have said: “To appear in the
theatre in that attire and with that notorious princess is not only to acknowledge

your position as a ruined woman but also to throw down a challenge to society”
(543).476

Here, the narrative models Vronsky’s mind through a series of intense and shifting feelings, and
Vronsky imagines a dialogue with Anna that has not taken place. There is then a brief moment of
quoted monologue in which Vronsky agonizes over his disbelief that she wants to expose herself
to society: “‘But how can she not understand it, and what is going on inside her?”” (543).4"7
Next, the narrative reveals his own conflicted thoughts about Anna, which lead to two
simultaneous reactions: “He felt that his respect for her was decreasing at the same time as his
consciousness of her beauty increased” (543, emphasis mine).*’8

475 [ Ipyroe mucsMo HaI0 ObUIO McaTh K BpoHckoMy. «SI 00bsBUIa MyKy», TUCaIa OHA U

JI0JITO CUjesa, He B CUIax OyIy4yH MucaTh Janee. DTo ObLIOo Tak rpy0o, Tak HEXKEHCTBEHHO. « 1
MIOTOM, 4TO K€ MOTY s TUcaTh eMy?» cka3zajia oHa cebe. OmsiTh Kpacka CThIJIa 10 Kpbljia ee JIUIIO,
BCIIOMHUJIOCH €TI0 CIIOKOMCTBHE, M YyBCTBO J0CA/bl K HEMY 3aCTaBHJIO €€ pa30pBaTh HA MEJIKHE
KJIOYKH JIMCTOK C Ha MUCaHHOIO (ppa3oii. «Huuero He HyKHO», CKa3ajia oHa cebe U, CJI0KHB
Or0Bap, MoIa HaBepx, 0ObIBUIIA TYBEPHAHTKE U JIIOJIIM, YTO OHA €/IeT HbIHYE B MOCKBY, U
TOTYAC MPUHSIIACH 3a YKIaJKy Bemen. (18:307)]
476 [BpoHCKHIA B TIEPBBIN pa3 UCTILITHIBAI IPOTUB AHHBI 4YBCTBO J0CAIbI, TOYTH 3710051 32 €€
YMBIIIIJICHHOE HETTOHUMAaHKUE CBOETO MOJI0KEHUs. UyBCTBO 3TO YCHIIMBAJIOCH €IIIe TE€M, YTO OH He
MOT BBIPa3HUTh €l MpUUMHY cBoel pocasl. Ecinu 6 oH cka3ai eif mpsiMo To, 4TO OH AyMall, TO OH
cKa3zai Obl: «B 9TOM Hapsijie, C U3BECTHON BCEM KHSKHOU MOSBUTHCS B T€ATPe — 3HAYMIIO HE
TOJIBKO MPHU3HATH CBOE MOJIOKEHNE TOTHOIIeH )KEHIIUHBL, HO M1 OPOCHUTD BHI30B CBETY, T. €.
HaBcerja oTpeybcs oT Heroy. (19:115)]
477 [«Ho xak OHa MOKET He IOHUMATh ATOTO, U 4TO B Hell nenaerca?» (19:115)]
478 [On uyBCTBOBAJI, KaK B OJIHO M TO K€ BPEMsI YBXKEHHUE €r0 K HEH yMEHBLIAIOCH U
YBEJIUYHMBAIOCH CO3HAaHME €€ KpacoThl. (19:115-116)]
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In what follows, the narrative provides glimpses into Vronsky’s mind. As he stops to
drink cognac with his friend Yashvin, Vronsky anticipates the sound of Anna’s footsteps: “The
conversation about the horses interested him, but he did not forget Anna for a moment,
involuntarily listened for the sound of steps in the corridor, and kept glancing at the clock on the
mantelpiece” (544, translation adjusted).*’® At this point, this is all the reader sees of Vronsky’s
mind. But then the narrative shows us details of his body, which emphasize his growing irritation
with Anna’s decisions: “He brushed against the little table on which the seltzer water and
decanter of cognac stood and almost knocked it over. He went to catch it, dropped it, kicked the
table in vexation, and rang the bell” (544).48%° Rather than report Vronsky’s thoughts, the
narrative instead turns to the thoughts of the two minor characters, Yashvin and the valet. They,
too, are left without a way to remedy Vronsky’s aggravation: “The valet [...] glancing at his
master, realized from his look that he had better keep silent; squirming, he hastily got down on
the rug and began sorting out the whole glasses and bottles from the broken™ (544).43!

We pick up fragments of Vronsky’s mind only as he enters the theater. At first there are
only details of what Vronsky hears as a first layer of his consciousness:

From behind the closed door came the sounds of the orchestra’s careful staccato
accompaniment and one female voice distinctly pronouncing a musical phrase.
The door opened to allow the usher to slip in, and the concluding phrase clearly
struck Vronsky’s ear. The door closed at once and he did not hear the end of the
phrase or the cadenza, but he could tell by the thunder of applause behind the door
that it was over” (545).4%2

Then, visual details arise as a second layer of Vronsky’s mind:

On stage the singer, her bare shoulders and diamonds gleaming, bent over and,
with the help of the tenor who held her hand, smilingly picked up the bouquets
that had been awkwardly thrown across the footlights, then went over to a
gentleman with glistening, pomaded hair parted in the middle (545).4%3

479 [Pa3roBop 0 JIOMmaAsIX 3aHUMAJ €70, HO HA Ha MUHYTY OH He 3a0bIBaJl AHHBI, HEBOJILHO
IIPUCITYIINBAJICS K 3ByKaM L1aroB 10 KOPUIOPY U MOTJIAAbIBAI HAa yackl HAa KamuHe. (19:116)]
480 [J1M ABMXKEHHEM OH 3alIETUII CTOJIMK, Ha KOTOPOM CTOsUIA CEJlb- TEPCKast BOJA ¥ IpaduH ¢
KOHBSKOM, U 9yTh HE CTOJNKHYJ ero. OH XOTeJ MOAXBATUTh, YPOHMII M C IOCAIbI TOJIKHYJI HOTOM
CTOJI M 03BOHMUI. (19:116)]

481 [Kamepauuep [...] B3rIssHyB Ha GapyHA, TIOHSUI 110 €r0 JIMILY, YTO HaJ0 TOJBKO MOJIYATH H,
TOCIIEITHO U3BUBAACH, OIYCTUIICS HA KOBEP U CTall pa3dMpaTh LE/ble U pa3OUThIE PIOMKH U
OoyTeutkd. (19:117)]

482 [13-3a IpUTBOPEHHOI IBEPH CIBILIIAIUCH 3BYKH OCTOPOKHOTO aKKOMITAHEMEHTA CTAKKATO
OPKECTPa M OJJHOTO )KEHCKOTO I0JI0Ca, KOTOPHIHA OTUETIIMBO BHITOBAPUBAI MY3bIKAJIBHYIO (ppasy.
JIBepb OTBOPHUIIACH, NIPOITYCKas MPOIIMBITHYBILETO KanebAuHepa, U (hpasa, NOJXOAUBLIAS K
KOHILY, SICHO mopasuia ciayx Bponckoro. Ho nBeps ToTuac e 3arBopuiiach, 1 BpoHCkuil He
CIIBIIIAI KOHIIA (hpasbl ¥ KaJaHca, HO MOHSLI 110 TPOMY PYKOIUIECKAHUH U3-3a IBEPH, UTO KAJIAHC
koHumIcs. (19:117)]

483 [Ha cuiene neBuia, 0ectst 0OHa)KEHHBIMY TJIEYaMH ¥ OPUILUTMAHTAMHU, HATUOAsACh 1

yIpI0asich, COOMpaa ¢ MOMOIIbIO TEHOPA, JIEPKABILIETO €€ 32 PYyKY, HEJIOBKO NepesieTaBIIne
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What has happened within Vronsky’s mind that leads to such a strict delimitation of the
reporting narrative to focus on his senses?

As Vronsky enters the theater and walks down the hall, style indirect libre emerges from
his seeing and listening: “As usual, there were the same sort of ladies in the boxes with the same
sort of officers behind them; the same multi-colored women, uniforms, frock coats, God knows
who they were; the same dirty crowd in the gallery; and in all this crowd, in the boxes and front
rows, there were about forty real men and women” (545).4* For a moment, Vronsky’s
consciousness emerges out of its limited focus on sight and sound, and his mind is represented
through the standard device of free-indirect speech. He regains control by forcing his mind to
focus on the “real men and women”: “And to these oases Vronsky at once paid attention, and
with them he at once entered into contact” (545).4%3

In yet another moment of seeing, Vronsky surveys the crowd, tracing the direction of its
gaze to where Anna sits (and Vronsky avoids looking directly at her): “Vronsky had not yet seen
Anna; he purposefully did not look her way. But from the direction of all eyes he knew where
she was. He looked around surreptitiously, but not for her; expecting the worst, his eyes were
seeking Alexei Alexandrovich” (545-546).48¢ Here, vision is completely divorced from any kind
of feeling; within this limited focus on the visual, the workings of Vronsky’s mind are expressed
through a camera-eye perspective of the theatre hall. Adding yet another dimension to this
radical visual perspective, Vronsky takes his opera glasses out of his pocket:

Vronsky, listening with one ear, transferred his opera-glasses from the baignoire
to the dress circle and scanned the boxes. Next to a lady in a turban and a bald old
man, who blinked angrily into the lenses of the moving opera glasses, Vronsky
suddenly saw Anna’s head, proud, strikingly beautiful, and smiling in its frame of
lace...The poise of her head on her beautiful, broad shoulders, the glow of
restrained excitement in her eyes and her whole face reminded him of her exactly
as he had seen her at the ball in Moscow (546).4%7

yepes pamity OYKETBI U MOAXOMIIA K TOCTIOAUHY C PSIOM T10 CepeuHe OJIeCTEBUINX TOMaI0M
BoJioc. (19:117)]

484 [ Te xe, KaK Bcerya, OBUIM M0 JIOKaM KaKHe-TO JaMbl ¢ KAKUMHU-TO O(HULIEPAMU B 333X JIOK;
Te ke, Bor 3HaeT KTo, pa3HOIBETHBIE KEHIMHbI, U MYHIUPHI, U CIOPTYKH; Ta K€ TPA3Has TOJIIA
B paiike, ¥ BO BCE ATOI TOJIIE, B JTOXKAX U B EPBBIX psAgaX, ObLUTH YEIOBEK COPOK HACTOSIIUX
MYX4MH U )KeHIuH. (19:117-118)]

85 [1 Ha 911 0azucel BpoHCKuii ToTyac 00paTHil BHUIMAHKUE U C HUMH TOTYAC XK€ BOIIEN B
cHomenue. (19:118)]

486 [BpoHckuii enie He BUIaa AHHBI, OH HAPOYHO HE CMOTPEN B €€ cTopoHy. Ho OH 3HaI mo
HaIPABJICHUIO B3IJIAI0B, Ie oHa. OH HE3aMETHO OIJIABIBAJICSA, HO HE UCKAII €€; O3KHIas
XyJIIEro, OH UcKai riaazamu Asekcest Anexcanaposuya. (19:118)]

487 [BpoHCKHMIA, CIyIIask OJJHUM yXOM, IEPEBOIMI OMHOKIIL ¢ OeHyapa Ha 0ejb-3TaX U OrJIsIbIBa
noxu. TToyie 1aMbl B TIOpOaHe U IIEMMBOIO CTAPUYKA, CEPIUTO MUTABIIETO B CTEKIIE
TOJBUTABLIETOCST OMHOKIIS, BpOHCKHUIT BAPYT YBHIAN FOJOBY AHHBI, TOPAYIO, TOPA3UTEIHHO
KpacuBYIO M YJIBIOAIONIyIOCS B paMKe KpykeB. OHa Obliia B isiToM OeHyape, B IBAIIATH IIarax
ot Hero. Cuzena oHa Criepein U, CJIerka 000pPOTHBILIKCH, TOBOPHIIA 4To-T0 S 11 BuHY. [TocTaHoB
€€ roJIOBbI Ha KPACHBBIX U IIUPOKKX IUIEYaX M CAEPKAHHO-BO30YKIECHHOE CUSHHUE €€ TJ1a3 U
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Vronsky, looking through the opera glasses, finally sees Anna, presented as an emerging set of
fragmented body parts. Furthermore, Vronsky’s thoughts and feelings arise in tandem with this
vision of the body, where his “ocularcentric” mind merges with his “feeling” mind, combining to
create a new kind of vision of Anna.*®® In a way, Anna’s image surfaces in the text at the
moment when Vronsky’s “seeing” and “thinking” exist as separate mental acts.

Within the confines of this constrained consciousness, Vronsky’s feelings emerge as he at
last sees Anna: “But his sense of this beauty was quite different now. His feeling for her now had
nothing mysterious in it, and therefore her beauty, though it attracted him more strongly than
before, at the same time offended him. She was not looking in his direction, but Vronsky could
sense that she had seen him” (546).%% Vronsky again looks in the same direction, as he attempts
to interpret the unfolding scene in tandem with his feelings: “When Vronsky again looked in that
direction through his opera glasses, he noticed that Princess Varvara was especially red, laughed
unnaturally and kept turning to look at the neighboring box, while Anna, tapping on the red
velvet with a folded fan, gazed off somewhere and did not see or want to see what was
happening in that box. Yashvin’s face wore the expression it had when he was losing at cards”
(546).4° With this accumulation of visual details, Vronsky, within his mind, describes Anna’s
inner feelings and thoughts, or interprets what he has seen: “Vronsky did not understand
precisely what had taken place between the Kartasovs and Anna, but he understood that it had
been humiliating for Anna. He realized it both from what he had seen and, most of all, from
Anna’s look. He knew she had gathered her last forces in order to maintain the role she had taken
upon herself” (547).4°! One by one, clues about the state of Anna’s inner mind emerge from
within Vronsky’s consciousness. The narrative of Vronsky’s mind thus takes on a “writerly”
quality, as if Vronsky is writing the scene: “And in this role of outward calm she succeeded
fully. People who did not know her and her circle, and who had not heard of all the expressions
of commiseration, indignation and astonishment from women that she allow herself to appear in
society and appear so conspicuously in her lace attire and in all her beauty, admired the calm and
beauty of this woman and did not suspect that she was experiencing the feelings of a person in

BCETO JIMIA HATIOMHUIIK €My €€ TaKOK COBEPIICHHO, KaKOK OH yBHUJIEIN ee Ha Oaie B MockBe.
(19:118)]
488 Mandelker describes the special nature of Vronsky’s vision of Anna in the novel in “Illustrate
and Condemn: The Phenomenology of Vision in Anna Karenina,” Tolstoy Studies Journal 8
(1995-1996): 46-60.
489 [Ho oH coBceM MHAYe Tereph OLIyLIal 9Ty KpacoTy. B uyBCTBe ero K Hell Tenephb He ObLIO
HUYEro TAMHCTBEHHOTO, U 110- TOMY KPacoTa €€, XOTSI U CHIIbHEe, YeM IMPEekK/Ie, IPUBJIEKalIa ero,
BMECTE C TeM Tenepb ockopOiisita ero. OHa He CMOTpeJia B €ro CTOPOHY, HO BpoHckuii
4yBCTBOBAJI, YTO OHA y>ke BHjena ero. (19:118-119)]
490 [Kornga BpoHckuii onsTh HaBe B Ty CTOPOHY OMHOKJIb, OH 3aMETHUII, 4TO KHsDKHA Bapsapa
0COOCHHO KpacHa, HEECTECTBEHHO CMEETCS U OECIIPECTAaHHO OTJISIBIBACTCS] HA COCETHIOO JIOKY;
AHHa e, CJIOKUB Beep M MOCTYKHUBAsi UM M0 KPAaCHOMY 0apXxaTy, IPUIIISIBIBACTCS KyAa-TO, HO
HE BUIUT U, OYEBUIHO, HE XOUET BHICTH TOTO, YTO IPOUCXOAUT B COCEHEH toxke. Ha e
SmBrHA OBLIO TO BRIPAKEHUE, KOTOPOE OBIBATIO HA HEM, KOorja oH rpourpbiBal. (19:119)]
41 [BpoHCKHIi HE TIOHSIT TOTO, YTO HMEHHO MPOM30LLIO MeX1y KapracoBbiMu 1 AHHOM, HO OH
HOHSLI, YTO MPOU30IILIO YTO-TO YHUZUTENIbHOE [1si AHHBL. OH MOHSUT 3TO | 10 TOMY, YTO BUJIEI,
u 6oJiee Bcero 1o JUIYy AHHBI, KOTOpasi, OH 3HaJ, coOpaia CBOU MOCJEIHNUE CHIIBI, YTOOBI
BBIICPKUBATH B3ATYIO Ha ce0st pouib. (19:119)]
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the pillory” (547).42 1t would seem that in this chapter, Vronsky (the “writer”) relies on the
limited view through opera glasses in order to “narrate” the scene of Anna’s humiliation and
social fall. As a result, the narrative shows how Vronsky is at last able to understand Anna’s
thinking from an act of silent observation of the scene.

Still, Vronsky remains unsatisfied, since until now his understanding and participation
have been limited to vision: “Knowing that something had happened but not knowing precisely
what, Vronsky felt a tormenting anxiety and hoping to find something out, went to his brother’s
box” (547).4° Vronsky, as though recognizing the limits of vision, walks through the theater
without seeing or hearing anything: “Vronsky was not listening. He went downstairs with quick
steps: he felt he had to do something but did not know what. Vexation with her for putting
herself and him in such a false position, along with pity for her suffering, agitated him” (548).4%*
As Vronsky encounters Anna in person, he returns to his earlier role in the narrative as a “writer”
of her emotional state: “He felt sorry for her, and still he was vexed. He assured her of his love,
because he saw that that alone could calm her now, and he did not reproach her in words, but in
his soul he did reproach her. And in those assurances of love, which seemed so banal to him that
he was ashamed to utter them, she drank in and gradually grew calm.”*’ In a sense, disciplined
perception, mediated by seeing and hearing, gives Vronsky a new dimension of thought that
previously remained inaccessible to him: He is now able to conceptualize Anna’s mind
independently through visual and auditory clues.

It can be argued that at the end of the chapter Vronsky has received the answer to his
original question (‘“urto B Heil nenaetca?”’) by working it out within his own mind. In the process,
he becomes the impossible: the author of a text that was never written, one inserted into the
novel through the use of a third person that seems capable of absorbing disparate subjectivities.
In this chapter, the narrative is placed under the control of a character’s mind. Meanwhile, the
reader—and perhaps Tolstoy himself—mnever notices these shifts in narrative focus, and yet,
underlying the seemingly omniscient third person narrative, there emerges a seemingly
independent narrative of Anna’s inner mind mediated by the narrative of Vronsky’s mind.

Laska and a Dog’s Mind

492 [M oTa poJsib BHEIIHETO CIIOKOMCTBUS BIIOJIHE yaaBanach eil. KTo He 3HaI ee U ee Kpyra, He

CJIBIXaJI BCEX BBIPAKEHUI cOO0JIe3HOBAHMS, HETOJJOBAHUS M YAUBJICHUS )KEHIIMH, YTO OHA
M03BOJIMIIA ce0e MOKA3aThCsl B CBETE U MOKA3aThCs TaK 3aMETHO B CBOEM KPYXKEBHOM YOOpe U CO
CBOEH KpacoToil, Te T0O0BAINCH CIIOKOMCTBUEM M KPACOTON 3TOH KEHIUHBI M HE TT003PEBaH,
YTO OHA UCTIBITHIBAIA YYBCTBA YEJIOBEKA, BEICTABIIIEMOTO Y TT030pHOTO cToida. (19:119)]
493 [3Has1, 9TO YTO-TO CIIYYUIIOCH, HO HE 3HAs, YTO MMEHHO, BPOHCKHI UCIIBITHIBAII MYYUTEBHYIO
TPEBOT'Y H, HaJIeSICh Y3HATh YTO-HUOYIb, MOILEIN B JIOXKY Opata. (19:119)]
494 [Bpouckuii He ciyman ero. OH ObICTPBIMY IIAraMHU TIOIIE] BHU3: OH YyBCTBOBAJI, YTO EMY
HaJI0 YTO-TO CJIeNaTh, HO He 3HaM 4To. /locasa Ha Hee 3a TO, YTO OHA CTaBMIIA ce0s U €ro B TaKOe
(hanpIIMBOE MOJOXKEHUE, BMECTE C JKaJOCThIO K HEl 3a ee CcTpagaHusi, BOTHOBaIM ero. (19:121)]
495 Ibid., 549. [EMy kanko ObLIO €€ U Bee-Taku JocanHo. OH yBepsI €€ B CBOEH JIFO0BH, TIOTOMY
YTO BHJIEJ, YTO TOJIBKO OJHO 3TO MOXKET TeNephb YCIIOKOUTH €€, U He YIPEKal ee CIIOBaMH, HO B
Aylie cBoel oH yrpekai ee. U Te yBepeHus B 1I00BU, KOTOPBIE €My Ka3aJIHCh TaK MOILIbI, YTO
€My COBECTHO OBbLIIO BHITOBapUBATh WX, OHA BIIUBAJIAa B CE0s1 M TIOHEMHOTY yCIIOKOHUBAJIACh.
(19:122)]
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While much attention has been given to the narrative of human consciousness, Tolstoy’s
narrative technique of disparate subjectivities also experiments with the consciousness of Levin’s
dog, Laska. In Chapter 12 of Part 6 the novel directly represents the mind of a dog. The chapter
begins within Levin’s mind:

Waking up in the early dawn, Levin tried to rouse his comrades. Vasenka, lying
on his stomach, one stockinged foot thrust out, was so fast asleep that he could get
no response from him. Oblonsky refused through his sleep to go so early. Even
Laska, who slept curled up at the edge of the hay, got up reluctantly, lazily
straightening and stretching her hind legs, first one and then the other. Levin put
on his boots, took his gun and, carefully opening the creaking barn door, went out.
The coachmen were sleeping by their carriages, the horses were dozing. Only one
was lazily eating oats, scattering them all over the trough with its muzzle. It was
still grey outside (591).4%

The narrative of Levin’s mind is limited here to his visual perspective, as he looks at other
people while walking through the barn. Much like the other two examples in this paper, Levin’s
personhood cannot be separated from the text, and rather than telling, the narrative shows
Levin’s emergent seeing: Vasenka asleep, Oblonsky refusing to wake up, and then, finally,
Laska the dog. Remarkably, these bodies are all fragmented, captured in a particular moment
when Levin gets a glimpse (we see Vasenka’s stomach, his stockinged foot, Laska’s stretching
hind legs, the horse’s muzzle).

After a brief conversation with a peasant woman, the subsequent paragraph follows Levin
walking to the marsh, with an emphasis on aural and visual details, presented through Levin’s
consciousness, in motion:

There were shocks of rye. Still invisible without the sun’s light, the dew on the
tall, fragrant hemp, from which the heads had already been plucked, wetted
Levin’s legs and his blouse above the waist. In the transparent stillness of
morning the slightest sounds could be heard. A bee whizzed past Levin’s ear like
a bullet. He looked closer and saw another, then a third. They all flew out from
behind the wattle fence of the apiary and disappeared in the direction of the
marsh. The path led him straight to the marsh (592).4%7

496 [TIpocuysunch Ha paHHel 3ape, JleBuH nonpoOoBan Oy auTh ToBapuIlel. Bacenbka, jexa Ha

’KMBOTE U BBITSHYB OJIHY HOTY B YYJIKE, CIIAJI TaK KPEIKO, YTO HEJIb351 ObLIO OT HEro T0OUTHCS
orBeTa. OOIOHCKUI CKBO3b COH OTKa3ajics UATH Tak paHo. Jlaxe u Jlacka, cnaBmas
CBEPHYBILHUCH KOJBIIOM, B Kpalo CEHa, HEOXOTHO BCTala U JICHUBO, OAHY 3a IPYroii, BEITATHBAIA
U pacrpasisijia CBOM 3aHue HOTU. OOYBIIUCH, B3SIB PY’KbE U OCTOPO’KHO OTBOPUB CKPHITYUYIO
nBepsb capasi, JleuH Bbimen Ha ynuny. Kyuepa cnanu y skunaxei, nomaau qpemand. OnHa
TOJIBKO JICHMBO €J1a OBEC, PAaCKHU/IbIBast €ro XparoM 1o kojoje. Ha nBope emre Ob110 cepo.
(19:165-166)]
497 910 ObLIM prKaHble KOIHLL. HeBumHas emme 6e3 COIHEUYHOro CBETa poca B AyLIMCTON
BBICOKOM KOHOIUIE, U3 KOTOPOI BEIOpaHbI OBLIH YK€ 3aMalllki, MOYHJIa HOTU U Oiy3y JleBuHa
BBIIIIE MTOsica. B mpo3payHoii TUIIIMHE yTpa CIBIIHEI ObUIH Malneimue 3BykH. [Tuenka co cBucToM
MyJIM rpoJjieTena MUMo yxa JleBuna. OH mpUIIIsaesncs ¥ yBUIEN elle APYTryio U TpeThio. Bee onn
177



Much like the description of Levin’s walk through the barn, the narrative, focalized on Levin’s
consciousness, models the workings of Levin’s mind.

All along, Laska has been following her master, unrepresented by the narration. Now the
narrative shifts to focus on the dog’s body:

Laska walked beside her master, looking about and asking to run ahead. As he
walked past the sleeping muzhiks and came up to the first marshy patch, Levin
checked his caps and let the dog go. One of the horses, a sleek chestnut two-year-
old, saw the dog, shied, tossed its tail and snorted. The others also became
frightened and, splashing their hobbled legs in the water, their hoofs making a
sound like clapping as they pulled them from the thick clay, began leaping their
way out of the marsh. Laska stopped, looking mockingly at the horses and
questioningly at Levin. Levin patted her and whistled the signal for her to start.
Laska ran with a gay and preoccupied air over the bog that yielded under her
(592-593).4%%

Levin’s consciousness, as it emerges in the narrative, interprets the dog’s actions through his
own visual-centric ways. To Levin, Laska “looks” at horses much as a human being would look,
with complexity of judgment (“looking mockingly”). Meanwhile, Levin whistles to give Laska a
“signal to start.” With Levin’s whistle, the hunt begins, and the narrative now represents the
dog’s consciousness:

Running into the marsh, Laska at once picked up, amidst the familiar smells of
roots, marsh grass, rust, and the alien smell of horse dung, the bird smell spread
all through the place, that same strong-smelling bird that excited her more than
anything else. Here and there over the moss and marsh burdock this smell was
very strong, but it was impossible to tell in which direction it grew stronger or
weaker. To find the direction she had to go further downwind. Not feeling her
legs under her, moving at a tense gallop so that she could stop at each leap if
necessary, Laska ran to the right, away from the morning breeze blowing from the
east, and then turned upwind. Breathing in the air with flared nostrils, she sensed
at once that there were not only tracks but they themselves were there, and not one
but many. She slowed the speed of her run. They were there, but precisely where
she was still unable to tell. She had already begun a circle to find the place when

BBUICTAJIH U3-32 IUICTHS MUETbHUKA M HAJl KOHOIUIEH CKPBIBAIMCH IO HAMIPABJICHUIO K OOJIOTY.
(19:166)]
498 [JTacka 1u1a psZoM € XO3SMHOM, TIPOCSCh BIIEPE.] U OMJISABIBAsCH. [IPOii/s ClaBIIMX My»KUKOB
Y TIOPOBHSIBIIKCH C TIEPBOI0 MOYCIKUHKOH, JIEBUH OCMOTpes MUCTOHBI U MycTu cobaky. Omnna
U3 JIOMIA/ICH, CHITHIN OypBIi TPEThSIK, YBHIAB COOAKY, MApPaxXHyJICS U, OAHIB XBOCT, PBIPKHYIL.
OcranbHbl€ JIOIIA/IA TOXKE UCITYTAIKNCh U, CITyTAHHBIMU HOTAMH IJIenas 110 BOJIE U TPOU3BOIS
BBITACKUBAEMBIMH U3 T'yCTOH TITHHBI KOTIBITAMU 3BYK, TIOJJOOHBIN XJIONMAHBIO, 3aNphITaiu 13 00-
sota. Jlacka 0OCTaHOBUIJIACh, HACMENUIMBO ITOCMOTPEB Ha JIOIIAJEH U BOIPOCUTENIBLHO Ha JIeBUHA.
JleBuH normaaui JIacky 1 mOCBUCTAII 8 3HAK TOT'0, YTO MOYKHO HaunHaTh. JIacka Beceno u
03a004eHHO TO0ekala Mo Koyeoronielics moa Heto Tpscune. (19:166-167)]
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her master’s voice suddenly distracted her. ‘Here, Laska!” he said, pointing in a
different direction (593).4%°

With Levin’s cue to “start,” we are immersed in the narrative of Laska’s emerging mind, and the
profusion of smells demarcates an abrupt shift from Levin’s ocularcentric consciousness to that
of a dog. The narrative grapples with a dog’s mind, in particular focusing on smelling rather than
looking. Likewise, following the dog’s subjectivity, Levin’s name vanishes completely from the
text, and, in keeping with the mind of the dog, he is referred only as her “master.” Above, we see
how Laska’s smell intermingles with her experience of speed as she attempts to track down her
prey. Furthermore, smell gets stronger and stronger for Laska, encasing the narrative into the
dog’s perception of the bird’s smell. At the same time, Levin is never far, and he briefly
interrupts the working of Laska’s smelling consciousness and urges her to go a different way.

Then, Levin’s consciousness appears again and complicates the narrative of Laska’s
consciousness:

Their smell struck her more and more strongly, more and more distinctly, and
suddenly it became perfectly clear to her that one of them was there, behind that
hummock, five steps away from her. She stopped and her whole body froze. On
her short legs, she could see nothing ahead of her, but she knew from the smell
that it was sitting no more than five steps away. She stood, sensing it more and
more and delighting in the anticipation. Her tense tail was extended and only its
very tip twitched. Her mouth was slightly open, her ears pricked up a little. One
ear had got folded back as she ran, and she was breathing heavily but cautiously,
and still more cautiously she turned more with her eyes than her head to look at
her master. He, with his usual face but with his ever terrible eyes, was coming,
stumbling over hummocks, and extremely slowly as it seemed to her. It seemed to
her that he was moving slowly, yet he was running (593).%

499 [BOesxaB B 6051010, JIacka TOTYAC JKE CPEIY 3HAKOMBIX € 3aI1aX0B KOPEHBEB, OOIOTHBIX

TpaB, p)KaBYMHBI M 9y)KJIOTO 3araxa JIOMAIAHOTO TOMEeTa OYYBCTBOBAJIA PACCESIHHBIN 110 BCEMY
3TOMY MECTY 3amax MTHUIIbI, TOH caMoii maxydei NTUIlsl, KoTopas 6oJiee Bcex Ipyrux BOJIHOBANA
ee. Koe-rie mo Moxy u nomymikam O0JIOTHBIM 32 MaxX 3TOT ObLI OYEHb CHJICH, HO HEIb3sI OBbLIO
peLIuTh, B KaKyl0 CTOPOHY OH YCHJIMBAJICS U ocinadeBasl. UTOObI HAWTH HalpaBieHUEe, Ha0 OBLIO
OTOWTH JHaiblie 1noja Berep. He 4yBCTBYS ABMKEHUS CBOMX HOT, JIacka HampsKEHHBIM T'aJIONIOM,
TaKWM, YTO TPU KaKJIOM IMPbDKKE OHAa MOTJIa OCTAHOBUTHCSI, €CIIM BCTPETUTCS HEOOXOUMOCTD,
MOCKaKasia HallpaBo MpOoYb OT JYBILETr0 C BOCTOKA MPEAPACCBETHOTO BETEPKA U MOBEPHYJIACh Ha
BeTep. B1oxHyB B ce0st BO3ayX pac MIMPEHHBIMU HO3APSAMH, OHA TOTYAC K€ MOYYBCTBOBAJIA, YTO
HE cJie/ibl TOJBKO, @ OHU CaMU ObUIN TYT, IPE]] HEto, M He OJUH, a MHOTO. JIacka yMeHbIIHIIa
obIcTpOTy Oera. OHM OBLTH TYT, HO T/l UMEHHO, OHA HE MOTJIA €IIe ONpeaeuTh. YTOOBI HAWTH
3TO caMOe MECTO, OHa Havajia y)ke KpyT, Kak BIPYT TOJIOC X03siMHa pa3Biiek ee. «Jlacka! Tyt!»
CKasaJs OH, YKa3bIBasl eil B IpyTyto cTopony. (19:167)]
590 [3amax ux BCE CuIIbHEE U CUIIBHEE, ONPEIEIEHHEE U OTIPEICTIEHHEE TOPAKAT €€, ¥ BAPYT el
BITOJTHE CTAJIO SICHO, YTO OJMH U3 HHUX TYT, 3 3TOI0 KOUKOM, B IIATH I1arax Mpej Helo, M OHa OCTa-
HOBMJIACh U 3aMepJia BceM TejoM. Ha cBOMX HHM3KHMX HOTax OHa HU Yero He MOIJIa BUAETh e
co0oH, HO OHa I10 3araxy 3HaJja, YTO OH CHJIeN He jaajnee naTH maroB. OHa cTosia, Bcé Ooblie U
OoJIblIIe OIS €T0 U HACTAKAAACh OKuAaHueM. HanpyskeHHbII XBOCT ee ObLT BBITSIHYT U
B3JIparuBaJl TOJIBKO B CAMOM KOHYHKe. POT ee OB clierka pacKphIT, Y IpUuno HsaThl. OHO
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When Laska stands up, we suddenly see what she could not: her own tail, mouth, and her ears as
they prick up. The narrative demonstrates the arrival of Levin on the scene through the intrusion
of his mind, which moves us out of the smelling-dog consciousness and into a visual perspective.
The narrative shifts back into the dog’s mind, vividly picturing Levin’s face. Meanwhile, the
narrative hides such shifts under the third person, emerging as a hybrid of both Laska’s and
Levin’s minds at the end of the paragraph: “It seemed to her that he was moving slowly, yet he
was running.” Here, Levin’s and Laska’s minds briefly merge in narrative, modeling the mental
cooperation between man and the flushing dog. These two minds, one that works mainly by
vision and one that works mainly by smell, are united in the narrative with the singular goal of
hunting for a bird.

For the rest of the chapter, the narrative returns to Levin’s consciousness, and Laska’s
mind reemerges only in the form of quoted monologue:

“Flush it, flush it,” cried Levin, nudging Laska from behind. ‘But I can’t flush
anything,” thought Laska. “Where will I flush it from? I can sense them from
here, but if I move forward, [ won’t be able to tell where they are or what they
are.” Yet here he was nudging her with his knee and saying in an excited whisper:
“Flush it, Lasochka, flush it!” “Well, if that’s what he wants, I’ll do it, but I can’t
answer for myself anymore” (594).5%!

The appearance of Laska’s quoted monologue marks the conclusion of the scenes in which the
narrative represents the dog’s mind. For the remainder of the chapter, the dog’s consciousness is
no longer represented in the third person narrative, but only in occasional moments of quoted
monologue; then, the narrative moves back into Levin’s mind.

With this brief moment of dog’s consciousness taking over the third person narrative, the
chapter demonstrates that the third person harbors the ossified remnants of Laska’s emergent
consciousness, and the narrative slips freely in and out of the dog’s mind. The body (through the
sudden emergence of Laska’s exterior body in the text) acts as a signpost of the ruptures,
marking transitions from one consciousness to the other. In this sense, the narrative captures one
consciousness without allowing it to completely take over the narrative, and the third person
allows different subjectivities to coexist.

Conclusion

yXO 3aBOPOTHJIOCH €Ille Ha Oery, ¥ OHa TSKeN0, HO OCTOPOYKHO JIBIIIANA U €I[e OCTOPOXKHEE
OIJISIHYJIaCh, OOJIBIIE TJ1a3aMH, UM IOJIOBOH, Ha X03sMHA. OH, C €ro MPUBBIYHBIM € JTUIIOM, HO
BCErJla CTPALIHBIMU TJ1a3aMH, IIEJ, CIIOTHIKAsCh 10 KOYKaM, U HEOOBIKHOBEHHO THUXO, KaK ei
ka3ajaoch. Eli ka3ajaoch, 4TO OH IIEN THXO, a OH Oexai. (19:167-168)]

S0 [— TTunb, muss, — kpukHyn JleBun, Tonkas B 3a1 Jlacky. «Ho s He MOTY HTTH, —IyMaia
Jlacka.— Kyna s noiiy? Otcrozia s1 4yBCTBYIO UX, @ €CJIH I IBUHYCh BIIEPE], 1 HUYETO HE
MOMMY, TJI€ OHU U KTO OHW». HO BOT OH TOJIKHYJI €€ KOJIEHOM U B3BOJHOBAHHBIM IIOIIOTOM
nporoBopuit: «I1unb, Jlacouka, muis!» «Hy, Tak eciy oH X04eT 3TOro, 5 ClIeNaro, HO 5 3a ce0st
y’K€ HE OTBEUAlO TENEephby», I0JAyMajla OHa U CO BCEX HOT pBaHyJACh BIiepea Mexay kouek. OHa
HUYETO YK€ HE dysija Telepb U TOJIBKO BUJENA U ClIblIlIajia, Hu4ero He nmonumas. (19:168)]
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All three of these textual examples demonstrate unique narrative responses to the task of
representing consciousness in narrative fiction. I have attempted to expose and grasp a strange
undercurrent of Tolstoy’s prose, one that may not be fully captured under the umbrella concepts
of omniscience, focalization, and free-indirect speech, showing how the narrative absorbs the
shifting minds of different characters. What we find in Tolstoy’s novel is a complex situation in
narrative that in many ways parallels Tolstoy’s own personal struggle to grapple with the
workings of the mind in ways that transcends the accepted ideas about body and soul, the
conscious and the unconscious, and even the human and the natural. Here, it would appear that
Tolstoy’s understanding of the workings of the mind reached beyond the limits of the “inner”
mind and the “outer” body, which had been at the center of the debate among psychologists,
philosophers, and scientists, as reflected in the Russian “thick journals.” The three examples—
Anna’s inner doubling mind, Vronsky’s modeling of Anna’s consciousness, and the merging of
Levin’s and Laska’s conscious experience—suggest a situation in narrative that was at once
indebted to the debate while also offering a form of the mind that went far beyond science at the
time and was special to literature.

A question may arise: Could it be that this complex narrative structure is under complete
authorial control? In other words, is it one of Tolstoy’s famous devices, aimed to shake the
reader out of automated perception and habitual understanding of narrative technique? This
question is best left unanswered. Narratologists today avoid the issue of authorial intention,
speaking not of “devices,” but of the ways that narrative in the novel, in its complex and
heterogeneous texture, models the workings of the mind. What we gain from this underbelly of
the third person in Tolstoy’s novel is a radically different form of narrative: Filtered through
human and dog consciousness, the narrative switches from one mind to another, while
integrating different minds within one text. A closer look at moments in Tolstoy’s novel reveals
a special quality in his representation of consciousness: Tolstoy’s narrative, embodying several
emerging subjectivities, responds to the challenges posed by the narration of the mind, at once
connected to the world of his time, and offering a new way that looked ahead.
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