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Chronology

1821 (30 October)∗ Born Fyodor Mikhaylovich Dostoyevsky, in Moscow, the son of Mikhail Andreyevich, head physician at Mariinsky Hospital for the Poor, and Marya Fyodorovna, daughter of a merchant family.

1823 Pushkin begins Eugene Onegin.

1825 Decembrist uprising.

1831–6 Attends boarding schools in Moscow together with his brother Mikhail (b. 1820).

1836 Publication of the ‘First Philosophical Letter’ by Pyotr Chaadayev.

1837 Pushkin is killed in a duel.

Their mother dies and the brothers are sent to a preparatory school in St Petersburg.

1838 Enters the St Petersburg Academy of Military Engineers as an army cadet (Mikhail is not admitted to the Academy).

1839 Father dies, apparently murdered by serfs on his estate.

1840 Lermontov’s A Hero of Our Time.

1841 Obtains a commission. Tries his hand at historical drama without success.

1842 Gogol’s Dead Souls. Promoted to second lieutenant.

1843 Graduates from the Academy. Attached to St Petersburg Army Engineering Corps. Translates Balzac’s Eugénie Grandet.

1844 Resigns his commission. Translates George Sand’s La dernière Aldini. Works on Poor Folk, his first novel.

∗ Dates are old style (see p. 791).

1845 Establishes a friendship with Russia’s most prominent and influential literary critic, the liberal Vissarion Belinsky, who praises Poor Folk and acclaims its author as Gogol’s successor.

1846 Poor Folk and The Double published. While Poor Folk is widely praised, The Double is much less successful. ‘Mr Prokharchin’ also published. Utopian socialist M. V. Butashevich-Petrashevsky becomes an acquaintance.

1847 Nervous ailments and the onset of epilepsy. ‘A Novel in Nine Letters’ and ‘The Landlady’ are published.

1848 Several short stories published, including ‘White Nights’, ‘A Weak Heart’, ‘A Christmas Party and a Wedding’ and ‘An Honest Thief’.

1849 Netochka Nezvanova published. Arrested along with other members of the Petrashevsky Circle, and convicted of political offences against the Russian state. Sentenced to death, and taken out to Semyonovsky Square to be shot by firing squad, but reprieved moments before execution. Instead, sentenced to an indefinite period of exile in Siberia, to begin with eight years of penal servitude, later reduced to four years by Tsar Nicholas I.

1850 Prison and hard labour in Omsk, western Siberia.

1853 Outbreak of Crimean War.

Beginning of periodic epileptic seizures.

1854 Released from prison, but immediately sent to do compulsory military service as a private in the infantry battalion at Semipalatinsk, south-western Siberia.

1855 Alexander II succeeds Nicholas I as Tsar: some relaxation of state censorship.

Promoted to noncommissioned officer.

1856 Promoted to lieutenant. Still forbidden to leave Siberia.

1857 Marries the widowed Marya Dmitriyevna Isayeva. Publication of ‘The Little Hero’, written in prison during the summer of 1849.

1858 Works on The Village of Stepanchikovo and its Inhabitants and Uncle’s Dream.

1859 Allowed to return to live in European Russia; in December, the Dostoyevskys return to St Petersburg. First chapters of The Village of Stepanchikovo and its Inhabitants (the serialized novella is released between 1859 and 1861) and Uncle’s Dream published.

Mikhail starts a new literary journal, Vremya (Time). Dostoyevsky is not officially an editor, because of his convict status. First two chapters of The House of the Dead published.

1861 (19 February) Emancipation of serfs. Turgenev’s Fathers and Sons.

Vremya begins publication. The Insulted and the Injured published in Vremya. First part of The House of the Dead published.

1862 Second part of The House of the Dead and A Nasty Tale published in Vremya. Makes first trip abroad, to Europe, including England, France and Switzerland. Meets Alexander Herzen in London.

1863 Winter Notes on Summer Impressions published in Vremya. After Marya Dmitriyevna is taken seriously ill, travels abroad again. Begins liaison with Apollinaria Suslova. Nikolay Chernyshevsky’s What Is to Be Done? is published.

1864 First part of Tolstoy’s War and Peace.

In March with Mikhail founds the journal Epokha (Epoch) as successor to Vremya, now banned by the Russian authorities. Notes from Underground published in Epokha. In April death of Marya Dmitriyevna. In July death of Mikhail. The International Workingmen’s Association (the First International) founded in London.

1865 Epokha ceases publication because of lack of funds. Suslova rejects his proposal of marriage. Gambles in Wiesbaden. Works on Crime and Punishment.

1866 Dmitry Karakozov attempts to assassinate Tsar Alexander II.

Crime and Punishment and The Gambler published. The latter written in 26 days with the help of his future wife, the stenographer Anna Grigoryevna Snitkina (b. 1846).

1867 Marries, and hounded by creditors, the couple leaves for Western Europe and settles in Dresden.

1868 Birth of daughter, Sofia, who dies only three months old. The Idiot published in serial form.

1869 Birth of daughter, Lyubov.

The Nechayev Affair — Ivan Ivanov is murdered by fellow members of a clandestine revolutionary cell led by Sergey Nechayev.

1870 V. I. Lenin is born in the town of Simbirsk, on the banks of the Volga. Defeat of France in Franco-Prussian War.

The Eternal Husband published.

1871 Moves back to St Petersburg with his wife and family. Birth of son, Fyodor.

1871–2 Serial publication of Demons.

1873 Becomes contributing editor of conservative weekly journal Grazhdanin (Citizen), where his A Writer’s Diary is published as a regular column. ‘Bobok’ published.

1875 The Adolescent published. Birth of son, Aleksey.

1876 ‘The Meek One’ published in A Writer’s Diary.

1877 ‘The Dream of a Ridiculous Man’ published in Grazhdanin.

1878 Death of Aleksey. Works on The Brothers Karamazov.

1879 Iosif Vissarionovich Dzhugashvili (later known as Stalin) born in Gori, Georgia.

First part of The Brothers Karamazov published.

1880 The Brothers Karamazov published (in complete form). Anna starts a book service, where her husband’s works may be ordered by mail. Speech in Moscow at the unveiling of a monument to Pushkin is greeted with wild enthusiasm.

1881 Assassination of Tsar Alexander II (1 March). Dostoyevsky dies in St Petersburg (28 January). Buried in the cemetery of the Alexander Nevsky Monastery. The funeral procession from the author’s apartment numbers over 30,000.


Introduction

New readers are advised that this Introduction makes

details of the plot explicit.

I.

Fyodor Mikhaylovich Dostoyevsky was born 30 October 1821,∗ and brought up in a Moscow hospital for the poor. His father, Mikhail Andreyevich Dostoyevsky, was a chief physician and resided in the hospital; although the son of a modest priest, his ancestry as a member of the hereditary nobility entitled him to own villages and their inhabitants. Mikhail’s career, first in military medicine, and after his marriage, in the civil service, gave him the resources to buy two villages after 1831. Fyodor’s mother, Marya Fyodorovna Nechayeva, was a deeply religious woman who came from the merchantry, a separate, defined estate in Russian society, where ninety per cent of the population were peasants, most of them the property of the state or the nobles until 1862. Dostoyevsky lovingly described a moment when a farm serf comforted him as a small boy with a panic attack,1 but he never showed any desire to live in the countryside or even a small city.

∗ Dates are old style (see p. 791).

In 1837, Dostoyevsky’s mother died; his father retired and moved to the country; and Fyodor and his older brother Mikhail travelled to study at the Military Engineering Academy in the St Petersburg palace where the Emperor Paul had lived until his murder in 1801. Dostoyevsky’s father died two years later, apparently murdered by his own serfs after a drunken episode with a serf’s wife, but several scholars doubt that his death was violent. In a corrupt bureaucracy, disreputable facts are hard to confirm or disprove almost two centuries later; literarily, what Dostoyevsky thought happened matters more than what actually did happen. He never mentioned this story, and gambled away his small inheritance.

The brothers studied calculus, physics, fortifications, etc., but also French, German and religion. Dostoyevsky boasted of reading Goethe and E.T.A. Hoffmann in German, Shakespeare and others in English, but probably relied on French or Russian versions for most of his reading of foreign writers. From the days when his family would read translations of Sir Walter Scott aloud together to the engineering-school days when the brothers read Victor Hugo and George Sand, or when the romantic wanderer Ivan Nikolayevich Shidlovsky excited them over Friedrich Schiller, to his first literary work, which was a translation of Honoré de Balzac, and all his life thereafter, Dostoyevsky was drenched in Western European, as well as Russian and occasionally Asian or American, literature. The spookiest and most ‘Dostoyevskian’ passages in his writings often come not from the fastnesses of his alien soul, but from Dickens or from sensationalist Western writers like Anne Rad-cliffe, ‘Monk’ Lewis, Eugene Sue, whom the Russians loved, or Edgar Allan Poe, whom Dostoyevsky’s own journal introduced more generally into Russia.

After serving a year in the army in return for his education, Dostoyevsky resigned in 1844. His shrewd understanding of literary careers led him to translate Eugénie Grandet, which had been adapted to the theatre — Balzac had visited St Petersburg for this and been lionized — and had other novels translated. Dostoyevsky’s first novel, Poor Folk, still erupted in 1846 with an eclat that startled Petersburg. He met the radicals of the Forties, including Vissarion Belinsky, Nikolay Nekrasov and Alexander Herzen, and fell under the spell of the liberal, Europeanized gentleman and writer Ivan Turgenev, who drew some of his thought from the Hegelian idealism of Timofey Granovsky, Professor of History in Moscow. A few years later Dostoyevsky joined the utopian socialist group that gathered in the dwelling of M.V. Butashevich-Petrashevsky. There they would discuss phalansteries, the perfectly organized communes that Charles Fourier and others worked to design and establish all over Europe and America, little utopias where human beings would have the chance to realize their full potentialities. Dostoyevsky knew the Russian radical youth of the 1840s from the inside, and suffered for this involvement when with the Petrashevsky leaders he was arrested in 1849, sentenced to death, put through a mock execution and walked to prison camps in Siberia. Dostoyevsky’s execution might have been real had the authorities learned of his role in a Petrashevsky subgroup that owned a press that could print manifestos. Luckily, in Tsar Nikolay I’s Russia, the police had never seen a printing press and did not recognize it in a conspirator’s chemistry laboratory. As it was, Dostoyevsky served four years of hard labour in the Omsk camp, among the thieves, murderers, Polish political exiles, and others he described in The House of the Dead (1860). Even there, he kept a notebook of peasant jokes and criminal slang for use in later writing. After his release in 1854, he served five years of exile as a private obliged to stay in Semipalatinsk, south-western Siberia, where the Russian Empire used to marshal its armies for the ongoing conquest of Central Asia. Siberia taught Dostoyevsky much that would be fictionalized in Demons, including criminal speech, the criminal mind and the ways of officialdom. He also experienced personally the complexities of passion his stories and novels of the 1840s had already explored; he wooed a close friend’s wife, Marya Dmitriyevna Isayeva, and married her after she became a widow burdened with a troubled family and the hectic hysteria of advanced tuberculosis.

In 1859, the regime of the new tsar, Alexander II, allowed the Dostoyevskys to leave Siberia for Tver, a hundred miles north of Moscow; this provincial capital on the upper Volga River, and its geography, architecture and society, provided much of the setting for Demons. Within a year, Dostoyevsky was allowed to return to St Petersburg, where he re-entered the literary world and with his brother Mikhail started his own highly successful journal, Time, which was reincarnated after a brush with the censorship in 1863 as Epoch. In the early 1860s, Dostoyevsky’s journals tried at some level to find a middle course between the conflicting political and intellectual positions he had encountered in the past. His doctrine of Pochvennichestvo, or Grassroots, rested on the idea that Peter the Great’s Westernization of Russia in the first quarter of the eighteenth century had been desirable and necessary, but that many movements, ideas and attitudes, including the Fourierist and other communes the Russians imported from Europe, ignored the social inventions the Russian serfs had been perfecting for centuries, such as the village commune, land redistribution and the leadership of rural elders; Grassroots held that Russia’s own roots offered richer solutions to political and human problems than imported fads could.

But the old 1840s split between the religious, patriotic, Slavophile establishment and the progressive, humane, revolutionary Westernizers was giving way to the exacerbated conflict between the alienated positivist radicals of the 1860s who adopted the name Turgenev had given them, Nihilists, and those who thanked Russian Nationalism, Orthodoxy and Autocracy for the bloodless liberation of the serfs, introduction of trial by jury, reduction of the draft from twenty-five to five years, partial decentralization of local government, and other reforms of 1862. The ‘men of the sixties’ — Dmitry Pisarev, Nikolay Dobrolyubov, Nikolay Chernyshevsky, Mikhail Saltykov-Shchedrin, and many others — argued more and more savagely that Internationalism, Positivism, Atheism, Democracy, Materialism, Scientism, Feminism, Westernization, established through violence if necessary, were indispensable for the achievement of social justice. The middle ground disappeared. A writer who sought it, such as Turgenev, became virtually an e´migre, and Dostoyevsky was drawn more and more to the right as he wrote Notes from Underground and Crime and Punishment, his two most political novels of the 1860s, but even more powerfully in his journalism.

In the year 1864, the death of his first wife on 15 April, and of his brother Mikhail on 10 July, disrupted Dostoyevsky’s emotional and professional life. He inherited two rather dysfunctional families and a collection of debts sufficient to crush Epoch a year later. He travelled to Europe, gambled compulsively, had an ill-advised affair with Apollinaria Suslova, a fiercely intelligent and aggressively independent woman, and returned to Russia in 1866 with much of Crime and Punishment written, but an overhanging obligation to write another novel in six weeks. He hired a stenographer, Anna Grigoryevna Snitkina, from the only agency in St Petersburg and dictated The Gambler, before completing Crime and Punishment. A few months later, he married her, one of the smartest moves he ever made. She adored him, bore him four children, cured him of gambling and set his business affairs in order. They spent the next four years in Dresden, Geneva, and other Swiss, German and Italian cities, beyond the reach of his families and creditors. These were years of political tension in all these countries, culminating in France’s defeat in the Franco-Prussian War (1870–71) and the frightening Paris Commune of 1871, several of whose leaders fled when it collapsed to Swiss cantons, including Uri, that had no extradition treaties. But Europe meant more to Dostoyevsky than revolutionary unrest. It was the repository of traditional high culture. He completely ignored the emerging Impressionists and Symbolists, but he would gaze obsessively at Holbein’s Deposition of Christ in Basel or Raphael’s Sistine Madonna in Dresden. Religious art transcended his Russian Orthodox hostility to the Catholic Church, and to Protestantism, which he saw as a doomed reaction to a doomed heresy. America was even worse, the soulless wasteland Dickens and Mrs Trollope had sometimes described, where commercial exploitation might be benign, but often crushed the blacks and all the vulnerable. He hungered for Russia all these years, but they were among his most creative. In eleven monthly instalments of the Russian Herald, he published The Idiot in 1868 and by then was already at work on Demons.

II

Russian radicalism had changed after 1865. On 4 April 1866, Dmitry Karakozov fired a shot at Tsar Alexander II. The assassination attempt failed, but it ended the period of the great reforms and the diffused social unrest that went with them. The liberation of the serfs in 1861 had been accompanied by hundreds of local uprisings, secretly printed manifestos, urban and village conflagrations, and by “glasnost”, or uncensored, and often splendidly vicious, journalism. The greatest radical journal, Nekrasov’s Contemporary, was closed, bureaucratic controls were tightened, and the pros and cons of terrorism became a central consideration for the ‘Populists’, who succeeded the Nihilists of the 1860s. The most shocking of these populists, Sergey Nechayev, claimed a large network of five-man cells linked to foreign leaders, and was famous for his ‘Catechism of a Revolutionary’, a document of twenty-six short paragraphs that describes and also exemplifies an obsession with human domination that still inspires those who send others to their death for a cause. A few paragraphs can give a sense of the theory and the personality that would propound it:


1. The revolutionist is a dedicated man. He has no interests of his own, no affairs, no ties, no possessions, not even a name. Everything in him is swallowed up in a single exclusive interest, a single idea, a single passion — revolution.

3. The revolutionist scorns all ideology and rejects worldly science, relegating it to future generations. He knows only one science — the science of destruction. For that and that alone he studies mechanics, physics, chemistry and, if you please, medicine. For that he studies living science day and night — people, character, positions, and all the conditions of the current social structure in all possible classes. For the goal is one — the swiftest and surest destruction of this vile structure.

10. Every comrade must have under his thumb several second-and third-level revolutionaries, that is, not quite consecrated. He must regard them as part of the common revolutionary capital which has been put at his disposition. He must expend his part of the capital economically, trying to extract the maximum use from it. He regards himself as capital dedicated to be expended for the triumph of the revolutionary work, but not as capital which he has at his sole disposal without the agreement of the whole comradeship of the fully consecrated.

14. With the goal of merciless destruction, the revolutionist can and often must live within society, pretending to be not at all what he is. The revolutionary must appear everywhere, in all the upper and middle classes, in the merchant’s shop, the church, the lordly home, the bureaucratic world, the military, in literature, in the secret police, and even in the imperial palace.2



This catechism was published in 1871, during the trial of a group of young men who had murdered the student Ivanov in a garden grotto under Nechayev’s tutelage. From Europe, Dostoyevsky had already been following Nechayev and other Populists. Dostoyevsky’s letters and notebooks make it plain that Nechayev is a major source for Pyotr Stepanovich Verkhovensky, that Ivanov is a source for Shatov, Turgenev for Karmazinov, and Granovsky for Stepan Trofimovich Verkhovensky, but Dostoyevsky’s character types are almost always composites. There has been a long dispute about whether Mikhail Bakunin, the great Russian anarchist whom Dostoyevsky may even have met in Geneva, actually wrote the Catechism, or whether Dostoyevsky’s fellow Petrashevskian, Nikolay Alexandrovich Speshnev, or the intellectual Populist, Pyotr Nikitich Tkachev, played a major part in generating it. In any case, they all entered into the making of Pyotr, and, less directly, of Stavrogin.

In the genesis of Demons, Dostoyevsky twisted many strands together. As he completed The Idiot, he worked on the plans of two works that he never wrote: ‘Atheism’ and ‘The Legend of a Great Sinner’. Both reflect Dostoyevsky’s deep religious concerns and his love of melodramatic exaggeration, and both contributed elements to Demons and later to The Adolescent (also known as A Raw Youth) (1875), and The Brothers Karamazov (1879–80). The roots of the novel go much further back. Five pages from the end of Crime and Punishment, Raskolnikov has the last of his extraordinary dreams:


In his sickness he dreamed that all the world was doomed to be the victim of some sort of fearsome pestilence, unseen and undescribed before, and coming into Europe from the depths of Asia. Everyone would have to die except a chosen few. Certain trichinae had appeared, microscopic beings that infested human bodies. But these beings were spirits endowed with mind and will. Humans who had ingested them immediately became possessed and mad. But never, never, had humans considered themselves so shrewd and unshakeable in their truth as the infected did. Never had they considered their pronouncements so unshakeable, or their scholarly deductions, or their moral convictions and beliefs. Whole settlements, whole cities and peoples were infected and went mad… Fires began, and hunger. All things and people were destroyed. The plague spread and moved farther and farther. Only a handful of people could be saved in all the world; these were the elect and clean, destined to begin a new race of humans and a new life, to renew and clean the earth, but no one saw these people anywhere; no one heard their words and voices.3



Crime and Punishment treats radicalism as a disease, while Demons treats it as madness or possession by evil spirits, but the conscious trichinae in this dream show Dostoyevsky well on the way towards Demons before he had finished Crime and Punishment.

III

Demons belongs to a cluster of 1870s works that experimented with mixtures of apparently incompatible sub-genres of the novel. While Demons was gestating, Leo Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina (1875–8) was developing a different kind of mixture: the tragic novel of Karenin, Vronsky and Anna, with their grand but broken families and final horror; the satiric novel of her aimless brother Oblonsky, Dolly and their overwhelmed family; and the comic novel of her sister, Kitty, Levin and their burgeoning family at the end. The sibling linkage unites these plots, and characters exchange many visits between family groupings, but Tolstoy keeps presenting the events within one family for a number of chapters and then shifts to one of the other two. It is an elegant structure and derives much of its power from the clarity with which readers can differentiate the three sub-genres. Demons also mixes three sub-genres of novel, but these are divided along a different axis: the Society Tale, primarily in Part I; the Anti-Nihilist Novel in Part II; and the Psychological Novel in Part III.

The Russian Society Tale thrived in the 1830s, emerging from the French novels about royal courts, from before Mme de Lafayette’s Princess of Cleves (1678) to Stendhal’s Charterhouse of Parma (1839). They also reflected English novels of manners that followed the tradition set by Scott’s St Ronan’s Well. Both Stendhal and Scott looked back to such Romantic favourites as Hamlet, with its picture of a staid, reprehensible, small-time court laid waste by the irruption of an unmanageable gang of young Europeanized elite, whose charismatic leader is sane except when the wind blows north-north-west. Dostoyevsky loved Shakespeare, but Henry IV, with its vision of a successful usurper beleaguered by new rebellions, also entered Demons indirectly through Alexander Pushkin, whose usurper, Boris Godunov, is ruined by the False Dmitry, who is actually Grishka Otrepev, a runaway novice from a monastery.4 Society Tales explore the interplay between power and manners, emotion and manipulation in a world whose hierarchical social structure is as important as any character. The governing tone of these works is ironic. The implied author and the reader know far more than many of the characters do. In Demons three central and rather typical characters in the ‘Society Tale’ are Varvara Petrovna Stavrogina, Stepan Trofimovich Verkhovensky and their confidant, Anton Lavrentyevich G—v, the chronicler for the novel. In Part I, the central concerns are underlined by the frequent refusal of the characters even to discuss them: Stavrogin’s sanity, his marital status and his possible impregnation of Darya Pavlovna, who is to be married off, all typical concerns for a Society Tale, which traditionally aspires to advance virtue by laying vice bare.

The Anti-Nihilist Novel is a darker genre, making vice ugly and sometimes fearsome. Its tone is that of a pamphlet, or a comedy of bad manners. It has its origin not so much in fiction as in the nasty diatribes and exposes of the 1860s. The Anti-Nihilist Novel attracted many reactionary hacks, but also some of the finest literary minds of the nineteenth century — Nikolay Leskov, Aleksey Feofilaktovich Pisemsky and Ivan Goncharov. Charles Moser, who wrote the best book on the Anti-Nihilist Novel, considers Demons the culmination of the genre. Kirillov, Shigalyov and Pyotr Stepanovich Verkhovensky give monologues in Part II that enunciate and embody different implications of Nechayevism: Kirillov links it to self-destruction; Shigalyov to enslavement; Pyotr Stepanovich to madness; but all three to domination by the will. Dostoyevsky boasted that his imagination was prophetic and could use limited data to deduce truths not yet evident; later readers have said that the clarity of his understanding of Nechayev and the many extremists of his time gave him uncanny prescience.

Kirillov and Shigalyov exist almost entirely in the Anti-Nihilist Novel, but Pyotr Stepanovich moves, as Nechayev had said a revolutionist should, between this world and that of the Society Tale. Some characters are split almost evenly between the two. Karmazinov wears ‘a short, quilted jerkin, a sort of jacket, with little mother-of-pearl buttons, but it was much too short and was therefore anything but becoming to his plump little belly and firmly rounded thighs. But tastes do vary’ (Part II, Chapter 6, §5). This description, with the kindly narrator’s refusal to judge, is typical of the Society Tale. Karmazinov’s opinions in the same passage, however, belong in an Anti-Nihilist Novel: ‘Russia is now pre-eminently the one place in the whole world where anything you want can happen without the slightest resistance. I understand only too well why Russians with means have all made tracks abroad… If the ship is about to sink, the rats are the first to desert it.’ So many characters in Demons belong like Karmazinov to both the Society and the Anti-Nihilist plot that Dostoyevsky needed special devices to guide the reader as to when to react ironically and when angrily.

Even more confusing, in the third part of Demons, a third kind of novel comes into its own, although it too has been present at some level from the start. Dostoyevsky himself had invented it, though it had been invented and reinvented many times before: the Psychological Novel. In this part of Demons, Dostoyevsky addresses a question he had raised at certain points in Notes from Underground. Chernyshevsky, the most publicized radical of the 1860s, had characterized his hero Lopukhov, in What Is to Be Done? (1863), as the kind of man who had thrown a self-satisfied and well-dressed officer into a muddy ditch for expecting the shabbily dressed Lopukhov to give way for him on a pavement. Dostoyevsky understood the political, economic and even moral meaning of this action, but asked a question Chernyshevsky had no time for: ‘What sort of human psyche would behave this way?’ The Underground Man in Notes from Underground was his devastating answer, a man so worried about his insignificance that he prepared epically for a pavement collision with a man who ignored him, and sought reassurance that he existed in the attention that he could get only by insulting people, including his readers. Chernyshevsky had disinvented the existing Psychological Novel, and Dostoyevsky reinvented it to ridicule him. A decade later, Nechayev was the most visible radical, and in Dostoyevsky’s eyes, the creator of a persuasive fiction about a huge conspiracy. Dostoyevsky again wondered about the kind of psyche that would need this anti-social violence. The answer this time took the form of a huge novel, with two instantiations of Nechayev — Stavrogin and Pyotr Stepanovich. Psychologically, Dostoyevsky made them self-dramatizing human beings, power-hungry, atheistic, manipulative, but above all, eager to display their power, their unbelief and even their manipulative skill. In a famous letter of 15 January 1880, Dostoyevsky would characterize the unbelieving as ‘such lightweights that they have no scholarly preparation for knowing what it is that they are denying… infected with the general sick contemporary feature of all the Russian intelligentsia, this frivolous relation to the object, the extraordinary self-esteem, which would not occur to the mightiest minds in Europe, and the phenomenal ignorance about the matter they are judging’.5 He already believed this in the 1870s. His initial characterization of Pyotr Stepanovich Verkhovensky emphasizes something that the horror of Nechayev’s actions and enunciated doctrines had obscured: he was on what a later generation would call an ego trip. Stavrogin lives centrally in the Society Tale plot and secondarily in the Anti-Nihilist plot, while Pyotr Stepanovich lives primarily in the Anti-Nihilist plot and secondarily in the Society Tale.

The Psychological Novel links Pyotr Stepanovich’s outrageousness and Stavrogin’s mental and marital states not to Society, but to the ways they dominate Shatov’s and Kirillov’s wildly different modes of thought; Lizaveta Nikolayevna’s, Darya Pavlovna’s and Marya Ignatyevna’s wildly different kinds of desire; Varvara Petrovna’s and Stepan Trofimovich’s social existence; and each other’s dreams of an anti-utopia, which somehow become contagious enough to infect the youth of the town and many of their servile elders. The Psychological Novel turns into an exploration of domination and helplessness, with Varvara Petrovna exploiting aristocratic power, Governor von Lembke and those around him bureaucratic power, and the holy fool Semyon Yakovlevich, no longer a parenthetical figure, the power of religious fanaticism, pure of birth or rank or intellect.

Stavrogin, with his hypnotic, inexplicable power, stands at the centre of this exploration, but here, under the tightened censorship of the 1870s, the magisterial editor of the Russian Herald, Mikhail Katkov, as hedid with Anna Karenina, rejected the key chapter of the novel. He refused to publish the war-as-suicide ending of Anna Karenina, and he refused to publish the chapter in which Stavrogin confesses to the rape of a child who then commits suicide. This monstrous passage is the culmination of the Psychological Novel Dostoyevsky had in mind, because it absorbs all three kinds of novel into a study of unbridled power. Stavrogin’s social, ideological and sexual power becomes nothing but power in the encounter with the child. This edition appends the suppressed chapter at the end. Other good editors have tried to insert it, but Dostoyevsky did not do so when he republished Demons, probably because he had partly compensated for its absence when he wrote the chapters that came after it. Stavrogin’s child rape explains the motivation for Pyotr Stepanovich’s drive to dominance: unbridled power is not the means to utopia or sex; it is the source of a sick gratification that comes from trampling on helplessness. As with Svidrigailov and Luzhin in Crime and Punishment, Smerdyakov and Rakitin in The Brothers Karamazov, or Rogozhin and a group of radicals in The Idiot, Dostoyevsky pairs his sensually enormous, self-destructively murderous villains with lightweight political villains. Unlike the other lightweight villains, Pyotr Stepanovich becomes a murderer too, consciously using his frivolity, as Stavrogin uses his mysterious magnetism, to reduce others to helplessness.

IV

Until the First World War, the literary world considered Dostoyevsky a mysterious force, able to strike our emotions, but lacking the form and control to create proper literature. André Gide in the West and Leonid Grossman in Russia6 were among the first to explore Dostoyevsky as a consummate literary craftsman who achieved his effects by adopting and adapting the techniques of literary classics, popular literature and journalism. When Henry James described the Russian novels as ‘loose and baggy monsters’,7 one of the disorderly elements he had in mind would certainly have been the old, old matter of narrative technique. Plato had distinguished epic from drama as demanding a narrator, and the inventors of the modern novel in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries experimented very self-consciously with narrators they learned about from epics, romances, histories, biographies, collections of letters and earlier prose fiction. They learned directly and indirectly from the Arabian Nights about narrators who told about narrators who told about narrators who told a story, and what it means to readers if some of these narrators were liars and others were stupid or biased. In Don Quixote (1605–15), Cervantes made fun of the whole process of narration, with lost and interrupted manuscripts and characters in the novel who have already read part of it. A century and a half later, the funniest element in one of the funniest novels ever, Laurence Sterne’s Tristram Shandy (1760–67), is the mockery of the storytelling itself. Still the first sophisticated analysis of narrative technique came near the beginning of the twentieth century in James’s prefaces. He knew, as Plato did, that we can only encounter the world of a novel or an epic through some sort of narration, and he believed that this encounter will collapse if the narration abandons its consistency. Narrators may be sane or insane, intelligent or stupid, honest or dishonest, biased or neutral, and James tried most of these variants in different stories, but a narrator whose literary identity keeps changing will lose the capacity to transmit a believable world. For all his international sophistication, James was treating a local, Western novelistic custom as a basic psychological truth. Russian novelists from Gogol on rejected this particular consistency, not out of laziness or ignorance, but because it deprived them of other shaping devices that they considered more important.

Two of the key elements in narrators’ identities are their ability to know what the characters are thinking and the ability to make moral, social and psychological judgements about people. Some narrators are omniscient and can see into everybody’s mind, while others, including most first-person narrators, usually present one character’s thoughts and dreams at first hand, but learn about all others from their looks, actions or words. Both kinds of narrator may or may not be given the power to judge whether a character or action is good or evil, sensible or foolish, noble or vile, etc. Writers as different as Ernest Hemingway and Andrey Platonov sometimes evoke terror by withholding this judging capacity from their narrators. Dostoyevsky’s narrator in Demons shifts among these identities many times. In the first important article about narration in this novel, Vladimir Tunimanov8 considered the dozens of places where the first-person chronicler slips into omniscience. The two easiest explanations for such slippage are Dostoyevsky’s carelessness or his ignorance. The notebooks and letters exclude ignorance, but no theoretical basis exists for excluding carelessness. As the Hellenistic critics knew, even Homer nods. Critical humility, and scientific optimism, however, teach us that anomalies often lead us to unpredictable insights, and serious readers accept their challenge and take the easy way out only when ingenuity is exhausted. If Demons sacrificed narratorial consistency for a rhetorical or an aesthetic goal that Dostoyevsky considered more important, then James’s rules for narration become simply one of the options in the community of novelistic traditions.

In fact, Slobodanka Vladiv has accepted the challenge of this slippage and written a persuasive book on the function of this chronicler in a structure that generates and communicates the political and religious positions Dostoyevsky takes. Yury Karyakin takes almost the opposite stand, seeing the chronicler as a powerful artistic counterweight to Dostoyevsky’s premeditated tendentiousness. To no small degree, he thinks the chronicler makes the novel, originally conceived as a pamphlet, into a ‘poem’.9

If Demons is hard to read because it belongs to three different literary genres, shifting in importance, but not elegantly segmented like those in Anna Karenina, Dostoyevsky uses narrative technique to guide our reactions to these different sets of concerns and kinds of discourse. Anton Lavrentyevich often calls himself a chronicler, and at the beginning of the novel is almost always that. He lives in the town, is fond of Stepan and Lizaveta, is proud to be the confidant of the two most distinguished ladies and the most distinguished intellectual in the town, and has all the sensibilities of small-town society. The tension between his admiration for Stepan and Stepan’s laughable career as a radical generates much of the irony which is the governing reader reaction to most of Part I. In the Society Tale, Dostoyevsky withholds Anton Lavrentyevich’s capacity to judge and makes him participate on the edges of the action in such a way as to see much of it for himself and to hear much of the rest in the confidences of his close friend Stepan. He is given very little judgement about Stepan and others, and very little information that he does not see or hear.

In the polemical Anti-Nihilist Novel, the narration is much more judgemental and often ignores the question of how the narrated is known. Neither of these changes is a part of the chronicler’s biography, as some critics have tried to make it. The narrator of the Anti-Nihilist Demons would size up Stepan as severely as the reader does. He looks at von Lembke, the new governor, as not very bright, not well connected socially, and — worst of all — German. Von Lembke’s wife aspires to popularity among the Radical youth and becomes subject to the will of Karmazinov and Pyotr.


But let me continue with Yuliya Mikhaylovna. The poor lady (I’m very sorry for her) could have achieved everything she found so attractive and alluring (renown and all the rest) without any of the drastic and eccentric moves she set her mind to… But whether from an excess of poetry in her soul, or whether from the long, sad failures of her early youth, she suddenly felt, as soon as her fortunes had changed, that she had somehow been specially called, almost anointed, as one ‘over whom this tongue of fire had blazed’, and it was precisely this tongue that caused all the trouble: after all, it was not a chignon, which can fit any woman’s head. (Part II, Chapter 6, §1)



The comic element here is nasty, and the anti-nihilist manifesto takes hold. The great issues of the Society Tale were Stavrogin’s sanity, his marital state and Stepan Trofimovich’s reaction to a forced marriage. None of these issues is pursued in Part II, but as Stepan’s intellectual and biological offspring, Stavrogin and Pyotr Stepanovich, move in from the geographical and narrative fringes, the narrator develops strong opinions. In Part III, where the Psychological Novel dominates, the narrator often almost disappears. To make us explore what is going on in the minds of these people and what can motivate Pyotr Stepanovich and Stavrogin to behave the way they do, Dostoyevsky needs to guide us past irony and anger into his understanding of the insane drives actuating all the radicals. His narrative voice here exchanges its validating participation for a transparency that makes the readers themselves participate. In Part III, we are often there, unaware of Plato’s and James’s mediacy. The shifting narrative technique tracks and guides us through the shifting genres that shape our experience of the novel.

V

From its title to its final sentence, this novel deals with insanity. Immediately after the title, readers encounter the two epigraphs, from Pushkin and the Gospel according to St Luke. The early Christians, like the pagans before them, treated dreams as external visitations, and insanity as possession by unclean spirits. Both epigraphs identify the demons of the title as earlier words for and understandings of madness. In Dostoyevsky’s own time, the intellectual high ground belonged to the neurologists who believed that no insanity could exist without a visible lesion on the brain, something twenty-first-century neurology has yet to prove. It is often said that there are two kinds of novel, those that tell the reader what is happening, and those that show the reader what is happening. In the nineteenth century, Dostoyevsky and other Russians were inventing a third kind of novel, one that also made the reader experience what is happening. Demons not only tells us about scandals and catastrophes, and shows them to us; it uses its whole structure to carry us through irony, then anger, then into the experience of being manipulated towards madness.

The second epigraph connects madness with both self-destruction and a return to sanity, and Stavrogin, who has been scientifically diagnosed as delirious after biting the governor’s ear, is called completely sane at the time of his suicide, with the same scientific authority. Stepan Trofimovich, his foolish mentor, seeks salvation, while all the conspirators are destroyed, except Pyotr Stepanovich who, like Nechayev, flees to Europe, where so many of these mad ideas originated. Kirillov, Lizaveta Nikolayevna and Stavrogin may be the most appealing of the major figures in the novel, and they all destroy themselves. Mikhail Bakhtin maintained that we should not begin a sentence, ‘Dostoyevsky said… ’ and end it with a quotation from any of his characters, including the narrator, since the meaning of a Dostoyevskian text resides in the dialogue among the ideas, and the authorial spokesman was an anachronism for him. One exception might be the hero of the last short story Dostoyevsky wrote, ‘The Dream of a Ridiculous Man’ (1877), who outdoes those wonderful Tolstoy heroes who pursue the meaning of life. The Ridiculous Man believes that life is more important than the meaning of life. Kirillov and Shigalyov have complementary theories opposed to this doctrine, one a theory that outweighs his own life, and the other a theory worth a hundred million other lives.

Both the subject matter and the genre of the typical Society Tale belonged to the years of Dostoyevsky’s childhood. The Anti-Nihilist Novel belongs to the angry years when he was writing Demons, and the Psychological Novel perhaps belongs best to the twentieth century, when a few Stavrogins empowered thousands of Pyotr Stepanovichs to drive herds of ‘capital’, to use Nechayev’s term, to slaughter about a hundred million people, the very number Shigalyov and Pyotr hit upon. In the twenty-first century, journalists and other writers have been fascinated by the motives, the backgrounds and the psyches of those who killed themselves on suicide missions, just as they were with the kamikazes in the twentieth century, but they have devoted surprisingly little study to the trainers and motivators who recruit them and send them on their missions. Pyotr Stepanovich and Stavrogin offer rich bodies of understanding for such figures. Like Nechayev, Stavrogin uses ideological virtuosity and Pyotr Stepanovich conspiratorial authority to empower their will to send others to destruction for the sake of purposeless power, to shock and awe. It is a scary book.

Robert L. Belknap
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A Note on the Text

In October 1870, after a number of false starts, Dostoyevsky sent off half of the first part of his new novel Demons to the Russian Herald, the journal which had serialized his previous novel The Idiot, apologizing for the late submission and at the same time asking for another advance, a frequent refrain in his correspondence. Dostoyevsky’s situation was dire. The author and his new wife had been living abroad since 1867, homesick and virtually penniless, their financial situation made worse by Dostoyevsky’s disastrous forays at the gaming tables. He had promised the Russian Herald that his new novel would be ready to begin publication in the January 1870 issue. Instead, he had been working on the novella The Eternal Husband, originally conceived as a relatively short piece for another journal. The novella, however, grew in length and ambition and was not submitted to Dawn until December 1869. Casting around for a suitable subject for the Russian Herald, Dostoyevsky hit upon the idea of writing a novel that would treat ‘contemporary issues’. As he explained in a letter to the critic Nikolay Strakhov: ‘I have great hopes for the work that I’m writing for the Russian Herald, not from the artistic but from the tendentious point of view; I want to express several ideas — even if my artistry should suffer as a result… Even if it turns out to be nothing more than a lampoon — I’ll have my say’ (24 March/5 April 1870). The Nechayev Affair (see Introduction, Section II) provided the impetus for Dostoyevsky’s political lampoon, which traces the excesses of the radicals of the 1860s–70s to their forefathers, the liberals of the 1840s — in the novel neatly illustrated by Stepan Trofimovich Verkhovensky, the representative of the 1840s, and his son Pyotr, the radical revolutionary.

However, during the course of his work on the novel that would become Demons, another figure usurped the position of central hero, namely, Nikolay Vsevolodovich Stavrogin, whom Dostoyevsky describes in a letter as a ‘gloomy figure’, a ‘villain’ and a ‘tragic’ character, whom he had ‘wanted to depict for a long time now’ (8/20 October 1870). As we know from Dostoyevsky’s notebooks and letters for the period 1869–70, the character of Stavrogin had its genesis in the plans for a work that was to be called ‘The Life of a Great Sinner’, a multi-volume epic that was to rival Tolstoy’s War and Peace in scope. But Dostoyevsky had put aside this project, thinking that he would be able to write his political lampoon quickly, fulfil his obligation to the Russian Herald and return to write what he regarded as his life’s work. Instead, Stavrogin took centre stage in the ever-shifting early plans for Demons, as is seen in this entry from Dostoyevsky’s notebooks: ‘NB. Everything turns on Stavrogin’s character. Stavrogin is everything’ (16 August 1870). As was often the case, Dostoyevsky had severely underestimated the time required to write the novel, which had now grown more complex with the introduction of the Stavrogin plot line. Demons was serialized in fits and starts in the Russian Herald from January 1871 to December 1872, the lags not always the result of the author’s lateness with submitting the text. A separate book edition was published in 1873.

The novel Demons was introduced to the English reader in 1913 by the indefatigable Constance Garnett, the woman who single-handedly created the ‘Russian craze’ through her translations of the collected works of Dostoyevsky, Chekhov, Gogol, Tolstoy and Turgenev. Garnett dubbed the novel The Possessed, a title which held sway for decades, even influencing translations into other languages, for example, the stage adaptation Les Possédés (1959) by Albert Camus. But fashions in translation, as in so much else, change with the times, as evidenced by Garnett’s own take on the problems of translating Dostoyevsky, whom she finds to be ‘so obscure and so careless a writer that one can scarcely help clarifying him — sometimes it needs some penetration to see what he is trying to say’ (‘Russian Literature in English’, Listener, January 1947). She was not alone then in her opinion of Dostoyevsky’s carelessness, but today’s reader now embraces those same instances that Garnett erased or smoothed over and wishes to grapple with the obscurities, rather than have them clarified or interpreted. In other words, rather than attempting to adapt Dostoyevsky’s prose to the norms of ‘good’ English prose, whatever that may be, the modern translator seeks to reproduce as faithfully as possible Dostoyevsky’s text in all its complexity, sometimes at the expense of the ‘good, smooth’ English so favoured by reviewers. This faithfulness to Dostoyevsky’s text must begin with the title. The Possessed was an inspired choice on the part of Garnett, but the fact of the matter remains that it is not the title that Dostoyevsky gave his novel. The title in Russian is Besy, literally Demons, which is reinforced by the repetition of the word bes in the two epigraphs. Furthermore, Garnett’s title redirects the action: Dostoyevsky’s title, like the epigraphs, speaks of the demons by which one is possessed, not of those who are possessed. As he writes in his letter to his frequent correspondent, the poet Apollon Maikov:


True, the facts also indicate that the sickness that had held civilized Russians in its grip was much stronger than we had realized and that the matter did not end with the Belinskys, Krayevskys and so forth. But then took place that to which the Evangelist Luke bears witness: there were demons sitting in a man, and their name was Legion; and they asked Him: order us to enter into the swine, and he allowed them to do so. The demons entered the swine and the whole herd threw itself from the steep bank into the sea and they all drowned… That’s exactly what happened with us. The demons went out of Russian man and entered the herd of swine, that is, the Nechayevs… and their ilk. They have drowned or will certainly do so, and the man who has been healed, out of whom the demons have come, sits at the feet of Jesus. And that’s just how it should be… He who loses his people and his national character loses both the faith of his fathers and God. Well, if you want to know — that’s precisely what my novel is about. It’s called Demons, and it’s a description of how these demons entered the herd of swine.

(9/21 October 1870)



This translation of Demons is based on the authoritative text as found in the ‘Academy’ edition of Dostoyevsky’s Complete Collected Works in Thirty Volumes (Polnoe sobranie sochinenii), volumes 10–12 (Leningrad: Nauka, 1974–5). Volume 10 prints the complete text of the novel; volume 11 has the suppressed chapter ‘At Tikhon’s’ (see Appendix) as well as manuscript materials, notes and variants; and volume 12 contains extensive commentary and notes, as well as sketches and plans.


A NOTE FROM THE EDITOR

Robert A. Maguire died on 8 July 2005, after a lengthy bout with cancer. He had completed, literally just a few weeks earlier, the first round of revisions on his translation of Demons. While engaged in his painstaking read-through of the translation, he reminded me, and others, on more than one occasion of my promise to him to prepare the translation for publication should he be unable to do so. (His long-time Columbia University colleague Robert Belknap had been pressed into service to write the Introduction.) I inherited some 950 pages of typescript covered in a scrawl of red ink. In addition to straightforward corrections and revisions to the translation, there were questions to be answered, proposed alternate readings of words and phrases, cross-references to other instances of Dostoyevsky’s use of a certain word or phrase, as well as reminders on what should be explained in the Notes about the translation. All of this I have incorporated to the best of my ability; in addition, I compiled the Notes. Bob and I had been discussing the Demons translation from the beginning, and his work on his translation of Gogol’s Dead Souls before that, so I had a good idea of how to proceed, and would like to think that he might approve of the translation in its present state.

I would like to take this opportunity to thank Peter Carson and Lindeth Vasey, both editors at Penguin Classics, and E. Thomas Maguire, Bob’s brother, for the generous assistance and support that made the completion of this book possible.

Ronald Meyer



Strike me dead — can’t see the way,

It’s lost we are, what can we do?

(Could be) a demon’s leading us through fields

In circles, and we’ve gone astray

What’s driving them? And such a band!

…

What is their doleful song about?

Laying a house-sprite in the ground?

Giving in marriage a witch’s hand?

       — Alexander Pushkin, ‘Demons’ (1830)1



Now a large herd of swine was feeding there on the hillside; and they begged him to let them enter these. So he gave them leave. Then the demons came out of the man and entered the swine, and the herd rushed down the steep bank into the lake and were drowned. When the herdsmen saw what had happened, they fled, and told it in the city and in the country. Then people went out to see what had happened, and they came to Jesus, and found the man from whom the demons had gone, sitting at the feet of Jesus, clothed and in his right mind; and they were afraid. And those who had seen it told them how he who had been possessed with demons was healed.

— Luke 8:32–6 [RSV]
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PART I

CHAPTER 1

Instead of an Introduction: A Few Details from the Biography of the Much-Esteemed Stepan Trofimovich Verkhovensky


1.

As I embark on a description of the very strange events that recently occurred in our town, which until then had not been notable for anything, I am compelled, owing to my lack of experience, to begin in a rather roundabout way, namely, with a few biographical details concerning the talented and much-esteemed Stepan Trofimovich Verkhovensky. Let these details serve merely as an introduction to my proposed chronicle, whereas the story itself that I intend to tell is yet to come.

I’ll say it straight out: Stepan Trofimovich was constantly playing a certain special role among us, one that might be called civic, and he passionately loved this role, so much so that I even think he could not have gone on living without it. It’s not that I’m putting him on the same level with a stage actor, by no means: God forbid, the more so as I myself have great respect for him. It could all have been a question of habit, or rather, of a constant and high-minded tendency, from childhood on, to indulge in pleasant daydreams about the fine figure he would cut as a citizen of our town. For example, he was inordinately fond of his position as a man who was ‘persecuted’ and, so to speak, ‘exiled’.1 Both these little words have a kind of classical lustre to them, which had proved enduringly seductive to him, and, with the passage of so many years, had gradually raised him in his own opinion of himself and finally placed him on a pedestal that was very lofty and gratifying to his self-esteem. In a certain English satirical novel of the last century, one Gulliver, on returning from the land of the Lilliputians, where the people stood no more than about four inches tall, had become so accustomed to regarding himself as a giant among them that, while walking through the streets of London, he could not keep from shouting to passers-by and carriages to get out of his way and take care that he didn’t crush them, imagining that he was still a giant and they were small.2 For this they jeered at him and abused him, and crude coachmen gave the giant a taste of their whips. But was that just? What is habit not capable of? Habit had brought Stepan Trofimovich to almost the same position too, but in a more innocent and inoffensive way, if one can put it like that, because he was a splendid human being.

I’m even of the opinion that towards the end he had been forgotten everywhere and by everyone; but one certainly can’t really say that he was not altogether unknown before that. There’s no gainsaying that for some time he too was a member of the distinguished pleiad3 of some of the celebrated figures of our generation just past — albeit for only the very briefest of moments — and that his name was uttered by many of the impetuous people of that time in practically the same breath with the names of Chaadayev, Belinsky, Granovsky and Herzen,4 who was only then beginning his career abroad. But Stepan Trofimovich’s activity ended almost the very moment it began, because of a ‘whirlwind of concurrent circumstances’,5 so to speak. And what do you know? It later turned out that there was not only no ‘whirlwind’ but not even any ‘circumstances’, at least in his case. Only recently, just a few days ago, I learned, to my utter astonishment, yet from a completely reliable source, that Stepan Trofimovich had been living among us, in our province, not only not in exile, as we had been accustomed to think, but had never even been under surveillance. Such is the power of one’s own imagination! He himself sincerely believed, as long as he lived, that in certain circles he was constantly feared, that every step he took was invariably known and noted, and that each of our three successive governors over the past twenty years, on arriving to take charge of the province, had already brought with him some particular and disturbing notion of Stepan Trofimovich, which had been communicated from on high as the first order of business during the transition of power. If anyone had then adduced irrefutable proof by way of assuring Stepan Trofimovich, the soul of honour, that he had absolutely nothing to fear, he would certainly have taken offence. And yet he was actually a most intelligent and gifted man, even a man, one might say, of learning, although, come to think of it, in learning… well, in a word, he didn’t accomplish so much in the area of learning, and, it would seem, nothing at all. But after all, this happens pretty often with people of learning in this Rus6 of ours.

He returned from abroad and performed brilliantly in the capacity of university lecturer at the very end of the 1840s. But he managed to deliver no more than a few lectures, about the Arabs, it would seem. He also managed to defend a brilliant dissertation on the budding civic and Hanseatic significance of the small German town of Hanau,7 in the period between 1413 and 1428, as well as on the specific and undetermined reasons why this significance had never come to anything. This dissertation was a deft and painful jab at the Slavophiles8 of the time and immediately won him numerous and bitter enemies among them. Later — although it was after he had lost his university position — he managed to publish (by way of revenge, so to speak, and to show who it was they had lost) in a progressive monthly journal, which offered translations from Dickens and championed George Sand,9 the beginning of a very probing piece of research — apparently on the reasons for the unusually moral sense of nobility of certain knights in a particular age,10 or something of the sort. At least, some lofty and unusually noble idea was advanced. People later said
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