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Thomas Rollings
Chernyshevsky’s journalistic autobiographical pact in Polemical Beauties (1861)

and his critique of his public image

1. Introduction

Did Nikolai Chernyshevsky (1828-89) see himself as a priest-like figure? To his
nineteenth-century nihilist followers and later Soviet readers, the answer was an obvious “Yes.”
The son of a priest, he retrieved the legacy of Belinsky and wrote a biography of Lessing that
presented Russian readers with re-booted accounts of literary icons or, in Belinsky’s phrase,
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“heads of literature.”” In their turn, his readers made Chernyshevsky himself into an example to
be emulated, especially in the nihilist cult that emerged around his name after his arrest on
unproven charges of political subversion in 1862 and his novel What is to be done? (1863),
which provided a model of behavior that was in part inspired by the life of Nikolai Dobrolyubov,
Chernyshevsky’s friend and colleague.” After the post-1917 inversion of the Russian canon, the
nihilist view of Chernyshevsky’s priestly ideologue status was canonized, as Jochen Hellbeck
has recently documented on the testimony of Soviet diary writers.’

That said, before his arrest Chernyshevsky critiqued the rise of nihilism following the
publication of Fathers and Children (1862) by Ivan Turgenev, as Lydia Ginzburg has
documented.” Indeed, it is not disputed that he wrote What is to be done? as a polemic against
both nihilism and Fathers and Children. But the Chernyshevsky myth triumphed over his own
self-narrative in a case of followers of a given thinker claiming to the spirit of his doctrine in
what they regarded as a logical, natural extension of its tenets. According to Lydia Ginzburg,
nihilists were correct to interpret Chernysehvsky’s novel as justifying their emerging worldview,

which reflected their attempts at legitimization. Yet their view however need not be taken for

"See Alexei Vdovin’s PhD dissertation, Konyenm "enasa aumepamypol” & pycckoii kpumuxe 1830-1860-x 20006,
(Tartu, 2011).

* According to Irina Paperno, Chernyshevsky was “the most influential cultural figure and prototypical personality
of his time,” ibid., Chernyshevsky and the age of realism: A Study in the Semiotics of Behavior (Stanford University
Press: Stanford CA, 1988), p. 4.

’ With reference to the Soviet writer and diarist Alexander Afinogenov, Jochen Hellbeck commented “rooted in a
tradition dating back to the nineteenth-century critics Belinsky and Chernyshevsky, Afinogenov knew that his
priestly status as an ideologue who preached new historical life forms to his mass audience would be effective and
legitimate only if he personally exemplified the path toward the new life.” Hellbeck further distinguished between
the nineteenth century, when writers wrote the script, and the 1930s when Stalin was the “historical legislator,” see
Jochen Hellbeck, Revolution on My Mind: Writing a Diary Under Stalin (Harvard University Press: Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 2006), pp. 288-9.

* Before his arrest Chernyshevsky criticised nihilists in a passage that Lydia Ginzurg quoted in the 1970s, “Ho BoT —
KapTUHA, AocTolHas /IaHTOBOW KHMCTHM — 4YTO 3TO 3a JIMIA, UCXyJaJbHbIE, 3€IEHbIe, ¢ OJIYKIAIOIUMHU Ila3aMu, C
UCKPUBJICHHBIMU 3JI00HO yJIBIOKOW HEHaBHCTH yCTaMM, C HEMBITBIMU PyKaMH, C CKBEPHBIMU CHrapamu B 3y0ax?
OTO — HUTUIUCTHI, U300pakeHHbIe T. TypreHeBsIM B pomaHe «OTIBI U AeTU». DTU HeOpUThIEe, HEUECaHble IOHOIIN
OTBEPraloT BCE, BCE: OTBEPralOT KapTHHBI, CTaTYH, CKPUIIKY M CMBIYOK, OIIEpY, TeaTp, )KEHCKYIO KpacoTy — BCe, BCE
OTBEPraroT, U MPsIMO TaK U PEKOMEHIYIOT ce0sl: MBI, JecKaTb, HUTHIIKCTHL, Bce OTpUIlaeM U paspymaem,” (X, 185),
(Ginzburg: 1979, 52-3).
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evidence of Chernyshevsky’s own intentions in his writings. Instead it is necessary to re-read his
works of the time, especially his journalism on the eve of his arrest, which has been
overshadowed by the sensational effect of his novel. Using the evidence of his article
Tonemuueckue xpacomwr (hereafter Polemical Beauties, 1861),” this study seeks to trace his
autobiographical narrative. It will be argued that his reflections on his emotions and personal
relationships in Polemical Beauties presented an alternative public image of Chernyshevsky in

contrast to portraits of him pushed by his opponents.

2. Chernyshevsky: on the boundaries of autobiography and journalism

In taking up the issue of Chernyshevsky’s autobiographical narrative in Polemical
Beauties, it is necessary to challenge stereotypes about his alleged nihilist credentials. The initial
premise of the current study was that his autobiographical narrative deconstructed emerging
nihilist accounts of his public image. Yet since the nihilist narrative had still not been
constructed at the time that he wrote Polemical Beauties in summer, 1861, it follows that he
could not have deconstructed what did not yet exist. After all, Mikhail Katkov, editor of Russkii
vestnik and leading polemical opponent of Chernyshevsky, only argued that nihilism emerged as
a current between 1860-2 retrospectively. ¢ At the time, in such articles such as Cmapuie 602u u
noswie 6ocu (hereafter Old gods and new gods, 1861),” his narrative of nihilism had still not
matured. In terms of re-reading Polemical Beauties two conclusions thus arise: firstly,
Chernyshevsky did not have the intentions that nihilists later attributed to him and, secondly, in
1861 he did not have the intention of critiquing such interpretations, which had still not become
crystalized.

Such a re-assessment of Chernyshevsky’s intentions has benefitted from the approach of
the Cambridge School in the study of political discourse, which itself emerged in a similar
polemic against anachronistic interpretations in history.® As early as 1969 Quentin Skinner, the
leading light of the Cambridge School, argued that an author’s intentions can be reconstructed

through a study of their linguistic context. Continuity in the meaning of an idea from one author

> This article, which was originally published in two parts in Sovremennik, 1861, no. 6 pp. 447-478 and 7, pp. 133-
80. It is included in Chernyshevsky’s collected works in sixteen volumes, H.I'. UepusimeBckuit, [loanoe cobpanue
couurnenuti 8 16 momax, Mockga, VII, 707-774.

6 Thus, Katkov described Dmitrii Karakozov, a terrorist who unsuccessfully tried to assassinate Alexander II in
1866, as “cozgaHue TeX 3JIOBPEOHBIX JICHCTBHM, KOTOpbIE OBLIM HalpaBjieHbl Ha Hanry Mojoaexb,” and further
noted that “sTa anckas pabora, moryouBILIas CTOJILKO MOJIOJBIX CHII, COBEPIIMIIAch IpeuMymiecTBeHHO B 1860, 1861
n 1862 rogax. I'omel 3T OblMM SmoXod mporBeTaHus Huruiausma.” Muxaun Kartkos. Bmacte u Teppop,
[Honutnyeckass nmyOnuuuctuka, cobpanue counHenuid M.H. Karkosa, Tom 3, Cankr-lIletepOypr 2011, p. 256.
Katkov also viewed What is to be done? as the bible of Karakozov’s circle.

7 Russkii Vestnik, February 1861, Otaen Jlumepamyproe o6ospenue u 3amemxu, 891-904.

¥ For an overview of the Cambridge School written especially for a Russian audience and two translated articles by
John Pocock, a colleague of Skinner, see HoBoe Jluteparyprnoe O6o3penue, Ne 134, 4, 2015, pp. 19-132. For a
bibliography, including translated works into Russian, see pp. 41-44. In an interview, Oleg Kharkhodin specifically
noted the implications for the study of Chernyshevsky’s religious language, p. 124.
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to another can only be demonstrated if it can be shown that the language and the usage of this
language was constant over time. Since the language of nihilism had not been formed in 1861,
then it is anachronistic for scholars to argue that Chernyshevsky had the intention of advocating
nihilism at the time.” By the same token, Skinner argued that only by accounting for the
polemical context is it possible to grasp what a given author such as Chernyshevsky “was doing”
in a given text.'” Here the general polemical context or “langue” is compared to the creative
response of an author, as expressed in their unique language, or “parole”.!' This framework
serves to clarify the polemical context that Chernyshevsky was replying to in Polemical Beauties
and his innovative response. Although Skinner was not interested in such extra-textual factors as
personal feelings,'* the hypothesis here is that a key element of Chernyshevsky’s creative reply
was his use of autobiographical narrative, i.e. that his references to his own feelings and
relationships were part of his parole.

Skinner’s juxtaposition between the linguistic or rhetorical and the biographical is a core
theme in autobiography theory. Traditionally scholars have treated autobiography as a literary
genre, in which the veracity of extra-textual factors is not a central issue, much in the spirit of the
Cambridge School’s position. Most famously, Philippe Lejeune’s term “the autobiographical
pact” has become widely used to describe how readers see the name of the author on the front
cover of a memoir and accept the convention of the genre. According to this convention, the
identity of the author is the same as the narrator’s “I” who is remembering their past in the text
and the “I” whose life in the past is being recounted.” Lejeune accordingly discussed the
retrospective nature of memoir narrative, which expresses the truth of the interpretation of the
author at the time of writing rather than a factual, documentary truth. His take on the
autobiographical pact was therefore attuned to the literary or fictional nature of claims for how
events proceeded in the past. More recently though, scholars have sought to emphasize the
authenticity of autobiographical narrative. This shift has been accompanied by an expansion in
the corpus of autobiographical texts studied, especially so-called “ego-documents,” such as

letters and diaries, in which authors may not be famous writers addressing a public audience."

? For a more substantive critique of nihilist interpretations of What is to be done?, see Professor Kantor’s treatment
article “T'onkoduuk versus Bapassa. K monemuke UepnbimeBckoro u I'epuena o Poccun™ in Vladimir Kantor,
Job606b k 0sotinuky: Mug u peanvnocms pycckou Kynomypsl, pp. 294-343.

10 IToxkok, Ixxon. The State of the Art: (Beenenue k kuure «J{o6poaerens, TOpropis u ucropus»), HJIIO, Ne 134, 4,
2015 p. 49.

" bid., pp. 48-9.

2 See his interview, http://www.artoftheory.com/quentin-skinner-on-meaning-and-method/, retrieved on
24.12.2015.

" See Philippe Lejeune, “The Autobiographical Pact,” in On Autobiography, ed. Paul John Eakin, trans. Katherine
Leary, Theory and History of Literature, volume 52 (University of Minnesota Press: Minneapolis, 1990), pp. 1-31.

' See the “Ego-documents in History series,” especially vol. 3 Controlling time and shaping the self: developments
in autobiographical writing since the sixteenth century, ed. Arianne Baggerman, Rudolf Dekker, Michael Mascuch.
(Brill: Leiden, The Netherlands, 2011).
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Ego-documents are therefore studied as sources of testimony for the extra-textual identities of
their authors. In combining the public and private narratives within Chernyshevsky’s
autobiographical narrative, the current study attempts to reconcile the twin currents of the
literary and documentary within autobiography theory.

Today, with the rise of the internet and the appearance of first-person blogs written for
whoever is interested, scholars take more seriously the potential for public texts to contain first-
person testimony. In Russian studies Tatiana Saburova and Natalia Rodigina have applied the
prism of blogs to the circulation of letters among aristocrats in the 1830-40s as a form of
uncensored journalism in a challenge to a binary opposition between private and public genres."
Such a hybrid account of both public and private genres underpins the current study of Polemical
Beauties. Yet in contrast to many bloggers or the earlier practice of aristocrats writing for
friends, Chernyshevsky was a professional journalist. In considering the issue of his social
practice, the current study in particular draws upon the work of Gabrielle Jancke and Claudia
Ulbrich, which provides a framework for understanding how Chernyshevsky’s professional
background as a journalist shaped his autobiographical narrative, as well as providing him with

the opportunity of articulating his narrative in the press.'

3. The polemical context of Polemical Beauties

As its title suggests, Polemical Beauties demands careful attention to the polemical
context that Chernyshevsky was responding to, which included above all his own earlier
journalism. At the time of the great reforms he outlined his worldview in a series of articles in
Sovremennik, such as The Anthropological Principle in Philosophy (1860). In line with his
overall analysis, he supported the initiative of Dobrolyubov in launching the groundbreaking
satirical supplement Svistok, the first six issues of which Dobrolyubov edited between 1859-
1860, in a critique of liberal publicists, such as the merchant Vasilii Kokorev (1817-1889), who
wrote for Katkov’s Russkii vestnik in order to consolidate his commercial reputation.'” In
January 1861, the year of the emancipation of the serfs and a time of intense evolution in

Russian journalism, Chernyshevsky wrote his first article for Svistok.

' See the recent article by Tatiana Saburova and Natalia Rodigina “From Diaries To Blogs: Cultural And Political
Networking In Russian Autobiographical Practice,” in European Journal of Life Writing, Vol. 4, 2015.

'® Gabriele Jancke and Claudia Ulbrich. “From the Individual to the Person: Challenging Autobiography Theory,” in
Mapping the “I”: Research on Self-Narratives in Germany and Switzerland, eds. Claudia Ulbrich, Kaspar von
Greyerz, Lorenz Heligensetzer (Brill: Leiden and Boston, 2015), pp. 15-33.

"AA. Kyk u A.A. Jlemuenko, (Ed.). CBucrok. CoOpaHHe IHTEPATYPHBIX, KYPHAIBHBIX M APYTHX 3aMETOK.
Catupuyeckoe npuioxeHnue K xypHany «CoBpemenHuk». 1859-1863. (Hayka: MockBa, 1981). Dobrolyubov's
articles on Kokorev include “Matepuainsl st HOBOro cOOpHHKa «00pPa3LOBBIX COYMHEHMI» (110 MOBOJY CTaTbU O
«CenbckoM xo3stiHe),” Svistok Ne3, and “OmbiT orydenus ot muim,” Svistok, Ne5, in Svistok (1981), pp. 66-76
and 117-135 respectively.
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For all its mocking satire, Svistok was serious journalism and in his Svistok article
Chernyshevsky concluded not with “cBrcrom, a Bu3rom crecHenHoil rpyxu.” "~ As the editors of
the 1981 edition of Svistok noted, his melancholy lament on the constraints of censorship had a
clear autobiographical content.'” Later that month in January 1861 Katkov identified the shift in
Chernyshevsky’s journalism®’ and blamed Sovremennik for the low tone of journal polemics in a

passage that Chernyshevsky subsequently quoted in Polemical Beauties:

[...] u pazoanuce obvscHenuss 601ee oMKpogenHvle, npamee udyuue K 0eny, OMKPbLIUCH
banazanvl ¢ necHsmMu u Oe3 NeceH, o CEUCMOM U 0adce ¢ BU320M, KAK 6blpA3UNCS

HeoagHo 00uH uz smux ceucmynos, (VII, 710).

Thus, on top of Chernyshevsky’s own frustration at censorship, Katkov further frustrated him
with his taunting reply, which took Chernyshevsky’s writings completely out of context.
Chernyshevsky summed up the underlying motive of reply in his epigraph to Polemical
Beauties, which was taken from the Russian translation of The Iliad “rueB, OoruHs, BOCIOI
Axumneca,” (VII, 707).

Back in January 1861, Chernyshevsky’s articles for Sovremennik had also incorporated a
the polemical sharpness typical of Svistok, notably his anonymous review of the translation of
the letters of American economist Henry Carey (1793-1879), in which he echoed Svistok in
referencing the merchant Vasilii Kokorev.”' Katkov’s influential intervention in his February
article Old gods and new gods revealed that he was particularly incensed by the reference to
Kokorev, which was so on his mind that he incorrectly attributed a reference to Kokorev in an
article by Maxim Antonovich on philosophy.** Katkov insinuated that Chernyshevsky and other
writers on Sovremennik sought the status of a “xymup” who encouraged his readers to
uncritically accept his ideas. Within the framework of this attack on Chernyshevsky’s public

image, Katkov took up what he described as “onno 3ameuarensnoe mecto” in Chernyshevsky’s

' His article, entitled Omeem wna eonpoc umu oceucmanmuviii emecme co 6cemu OPyeUMU  HCYPHANAMU
«Cogpemennury, appeared in Svistok issue seven under the pseudonym “be3BecTHbIi, HO TOJIE3HBIH TPYKEHUK
Hayku,” (Svistok, 218), Sovremennik, January 1861. It is also in his Collected Works, VII, 588-591 and in the Soviet
anthology of Svistok articles Ceucmox. CobpaHue nuTepaTypHbIX, )XypHAJIbHBIX U APYTHX 3aMeToK. CaTHpuyeckoe
npuIokeHue K xxypHaiy «CoBpemeHHHK». 1859-1863. ed. A.A. XKyx u A.A. [lemuenko, 1981, pp. 217-220. On the
issue of pseudonyms used in Svistok, see Zhuk and Pokusaev, ibid., pp. 426-8. In part 2 of Polemical Beauties, he
also revealed his authorship of his Svistok article.

' Alla Zhuk and Adolf Demchenko, the editors of the 1981 Svistok, saw in his lament one of “Han6oiee IUIHBIX
MyONMUIIUCTUYECKUX aBTO-NPU3HAaHUI UepHbIeBcKOro — TpuOyHa U ob1ecTBeHHoro 6oitna,” ibid., p. 502.

%% Russkii Vestnik, January 1861, pp. 478-484. Zametki replaced Sovremennaya letopis’, the historical section of
Russkii vestnik that was turned into a stand-alone paper.

*! His book review IHonumuro-skonomuueckue nucoma x Hpesudenmy Amepuranckux Coedunennvix IlImamos I' K.

Kepu appeared in the bibliography section of Sovremennik, January 1861 (VII, 909-923).

** Sovremennik, February, 1861, pp. 249-280. Katkov claimed incorrectly that Antonovich regretted that the
compilers of the Philosophical Lexicon had not denounced Kokorev and the system of tax-farming (‘“oTkyn”).
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review of Carey’s letters, in which Chernyshevsky first articulated his metaphor “the historical
path is not the pavement of Nevsky Prospect.”

Chernyshevsky responded to Katkov’s charges after a lag of some months in Polemical
Beauties. Since Katkov’s charges had related to both Svistok and Sovremennik articles,
Chernyshevsky’s reply is interesting for its instability of genre and, more than that, for his use of
autobiographical narrative in negotiating between conflicting genres. Although Chernyshevsky
was not writing a memoir in Polemical Beauties, he concluded a journalistic autobiographical

pact with his reader at the end of part one, section one, as if at the end of a preface:

Jyman s noonuceieame 5mu cmamovi KAKUM-HUOYOb 3A00PHO-ULYIMOUHBIM NCEBOOHUMOM.:
HO, Cy0si MO HbIHEWHeMY, He OOHO ULYMOBCMBO 8 HUX He Oyoem, u NOMOMY CMAHY
HOONUCHIEAMb NOO HUMU C8010 PAMUTUIO.

H. Yepnbnuesckuii (VII, 713)

While the reader could have spotted Chernyshevsky’s name in the index of articles in the June
edition of Sovremennik, it would appear that his reader was by no means expecting to see his
name crop up here and was thus not used to the personal, confessional tone. This innovative use
of the autobiographical pact is testimony to the fact that at a time of burgeoning journal
readership Chernyshevsky had acquired a celebrity status due to his career in journalism, which
underscores the importance of his social practice as a journalist to his autobiographical narrative.
In what follows below, the conclusion of the autobiographical pact will first be charted with
reference to sections one and two (VII, 707-713 and 713-714), where Chernyshevsky replied to
Katkov’s January article.

After reviewing how Chernyshevsky concluded his autobiographical pact, attention will
turn to section three (VII, 714-721) of Polemical Beauties part one, in which he replied to Old
gods and new gods. 1 will first explore how Chernyshevsky’s use of the autobiographical pact in
Polemical Beauties can contribute to our wider understanding of his Nevsky Prospect idiom,
which was described as the Judith episode in his polemic with Katkov.” The final question that
will be addressed is the debate concerning the literary (or ideological/rhetorical) versus the

documentary (auto/biographical) nature of Chernyshevsky’s writings. Thus Constantine

> This question ties in with Skinner’s advocacy of an intertextual approach to the study of authorial intentions.
Since it is possible to disagree about an author’s intentions from the information contained in any one text taken in
isolation, Skinner recommended that researchers widen their net of reading to include other relevant testimony, such
as letters and other publications that shed light on a given topic. See Pocock’s summary of Skinner’s method, ibid.,
p. 48. Indeed, as things stand the main interest of researchers in this text is his reply to Mikhail Katkov on the
question of philosophy, as noted by A.A. Demchenko in H.I". Yepnviwescxuii: Hayunas 6uocpagus. (Capatos,
1978-92), vol. 3, p. 76. It should be stressed though that Chernyshevsky tried to sidestep the question of philosophy,
at least in relation to Katkov’s claims in Old gods and new gods.
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Klioutchkine has described Chernyshevsky’s literary self as a “narratable self” that could on
occasion hint at his extra-textual identity, for example in passages that he was not fully in control
of.** Or, as Tatiana Pecherskaya has argued, since he wrote his article to communicate ideas to
readers, there is no reason to trust statements that were made for rhetorical affect.”’As has been
hinted above though, the familiar practice of writing blogs today challenges such a binary
opposition between private testimony and public document. Chernyshevsky did undoubtedly use
his authorial “I” to communicate his ideas more effectively, but it does not necessarily follow
that his public “I” was unreliable as a result. On the contrary, as Paul John Eakin has
documented, in everyday life people tell stories about themselves to make a point and help others
relate to them, and in so doing create identity through the self-narratives they tell others about
themselves. If there is something “fictional” or literary to the process of identity creation, this
creative aspect need not necessarily be opposed to our everyday inter-actions.*® I will bring these
points together by charting his critique of his public image to clarify how Chernyshevsky

employed his self-narrative to reconcile his private and public identities.

4. Chernyshevsky’s authorial emotion and his autobiographical pact

Chernyshevsky began Polemical Beauties by admitting the existence of splits on the
editorial board of Sovremennik and identifying his support for Svistok. He had in mind the split
with Ivan Turgenev, a former collaborator on Sovremennik. Chernyshevsky described the split as
“npucKopOHBIL” but “ecTeCTBEHHBIN B JKypHaJle, HE CTBIISAIIEMCS SBIATHCSA B OAHOM 00epTKe
«Cuctkom»” (VII, 707). In passing, he mentioned that he was looking forward to the return
from Europe of Dobrolyubov, who he referred to as “Svistok,” thereby providing an extra-textual
reference that defined him in relation to others (VII, 707). Then he switched to the mocking tone
of Svistok. Now that the split was over he could speak out in answer to a campaign of unmasking
and ‘“3aHATBCS MOAOOPOM MOJEMHUYECKHX KpPacoT W3 MHOTOYMCICHHBIX CTaTel W CTareek,
rIIyOOKOMBICTICHHBIX M300amueHuit [...] npotuB «CoBpemennuka»” (VII, 708), especially from

Russkii vestnik, “myumiero u3 Hamux xypsaiuos,” (VIL, 709). Chernyshevsky quoted and mocked

**In commenting on Chernyshevsky and his colleague Nikolai Dobrolyubov Constantine Klioutchkine wrote that
“to the extent that they were professional writers, the selves that emerged in their texts had to be narratable in a way
that appealed to readers,” Klioutchkine, Constantine, “Between Ideology and Desire: Rhetoric of the Self in the
Works of Nikolai Chernyshevskii and Nikolai Dobrolyubov,” Slavic Review, Vol. 68, No. 2 (Summer, 2009), p.
538.

* Writing with the diaries and other first-person testimony of especially Chernyshevsky and Dobrolyubov in mind,
Pecherskaya argued that “B Takux Tekcrax camo HOHITHE 0OCHIOBEPHOCHIU OKA3bIBACTCS MEPErPyKEHHBIM IIEIIBIM
psnoM «MeTapUu3UYECKUX JOMYLICHUI», B pe3ybTaTe KOTOPBIX KPUTEPUH, HPENbSBISEMbIe K JOKYMEHTaIbHBIM
CBUJETENbCTBaM, 3aMeTHO obOecueHuBaroTcs,” T.M. Ileuepckas, PasHoumHIBI mectuaecsaTeix rogoB XIX Beka.
DeHOMEH CaMOCO3HAHUS B actiekTe (uionorunyeckoii repmeneBTukH, (Novosibirsk, 1999), p. 24.

%% Paul John Eakin's Living Autobiographically: How We Create Identity in Narrative (Cornell University Press:
Ithaca and London, 2008). While Eakin was interested in how people reconcile their past and their present in their
self-narratives, which has a bearing on some of the section in Polemical Beauties where Chernyshevsky referred to
his past, the focus of the current study is the opening part of the text.
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Katkov’s earlier mockery of his emotional lament at censorship in his Svistok article, which was
noted above. Rather than defend himself from Katkov’s accusations, including the claim that due
to Sovremennik ‘3a0pachIBauCh rpsi3blo BCe TUTEpaTypHble aBTopuTeThl,” such as Pushkin (VII,
711), Chernyshevsky accentuated Katkov’s own hysterical language. Simply by quoting Katkov
at length but in a different context, Chernyshevsky was able to undermine Katkov’s over-the-top
tirade.

When he arrived at the point where Katkov stirred up friction between Turgenev and
Sovremennik, however, he proceeded differently. According to Katkov, talented writers
published in Sovremennik “noromMy TOIBKO OCBHINAINCH JILCTUBBIMU MTOXBAJIAMH, YTO YCIIEX HX B
ny6nuke ObuT BhIrosieH Juist 3Tux xypHainoB” (VII, 711). Katkov backed up this claim with the

following footnote:

Tax uzmenuncs mo C08p€M€HHuKa O HEKOmopblx nucameijisix, 6 4ecmb KOmopblx eue
maxk HeoaéHo NiaMeHenU HCEPNMBEHHUKU 6 IMOM IJiCYypHAJe. B nocneonem Hymepe eco
HaneyameHo MeDfC()y npovum JajiecudecKkoe cmuxomeopeHue, 6 KOmopom U3iuearomcs

CKOpOHble cemosanusl Ha 00po2osusHy npoussedenuti 2. Typeenesa (VII, 711).

Katkov’s claim that Chernyshevsky’s editorial policy was guided by financial motives
essentially described him as corrupt. The issue at stake was now the nature of Chernyshevsky’s
extra-textual identity and character. Chernyshevsky got so angry in response that he lost control
of his argument in a shift in emotion that he referred to in making his autobiographical pact. He
referred to Katkov’s claim that he was guilty of “3a0paceiBanue rps3pro” in admitting his anger:
“Jla-c, ocjie OT HUYEro JeNaTh MOIIYTUM, IIOCMEEMCs, U300JIMYUM, BO3HETOYEM, «BTOIYEM B
rps3by, «3aBuzkuM»» (VII, 713). Only after concluding his autobiographical pact was he able to
declare, “A BoT mpuuwio u Apyroe pacnojoxenue nyxa,” (VII, 713) and provide his own

account of his split with Turgenev. In a demonstratively calm tone he explained:

Haw ob6pas mvicneti nposcuunca ona e. Typeenesa HACMONBLKO, 4MO OH nepecmal
0006pame e2o. Ham cmano xazamwvcs, umo nociednue nosecmu 2. Typeenesa ne max
OuU3K0 coomeemcmeylom Hawemy 632140y HA 8ewju, Kak npedcoe, Koz20a U e20
Hanpasienue He ObLIO MAK ACHO O HAC, 04 U HAWU 63210bl He Obliu MaK ACHbl O

He2o. M1 pazouwinucs. Tax mu? Ccvinaemces na camozo 2. Typeenesa, (VII, 713).

This passage has the character of a memoir account written by a well-known person to defend

their public reputation. Indeed, Chernyshevsky later quoted this very passage in his laer memoir
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account of his split with Turgenev in the 1880s (I, 735). Yet as well as its memoir character, it
also has the flavor of an ego-document that provides source material for a later memoir account,
much as the diaries of famous politicians do. In line with this documentary character, his tone
could be described as “anti-memoir” in the way that he described himself from the outside, in
contrast to the personal viewpoint typical of a memoir.

This appeal to objectivity, which was fused with his own personal and emotional
narrative, is in fact an identifying feature of his self-narrative. Such objectivity mixed with
Chernyshevsky’s own subjective emotion came to the surface in the interval between his two
bites at the cherry in answering Katkov’s insinuations of financial motives behind his split with
Turgenev. In reply he stressed how painful such splits could be and appealed to the experience of

others:

Omu pasznyku Ovieanu unoe0a msiceivl 0list Cepoya paccmarwuxcs, — no Kpaiine mepe,
07151 Hekomopwix u3 Hux. Counemcsi Ha ONbIM KANCO020, KMo Oelicmeosal 6 1umepamype
O1G20POOHO: KOMY U3 HUX He CIYHaANoCh 2080pUmMb cebe mo 0 MoM, Mo O OpPYeOM,
OuU3KOM npedicoe, coyuacmuuke mpyoos u cmpemienuti: «Mvl nepecmaem nomumams
opye opyaa; Mbl CIMAIU 4ydHcovl Opye opyay no yoexncoeHuro, Mol 00JINHCHbL NOKUHYMb Opye
opyea 60 ums uyecmea euje 0ojnee HUCMBIX U OOPOSUX HAM, YeM HAWU B3AUMHbLE
yyecmea.» Tom Komopwlll nuwiem >mu  CMPOKU, HAYAL CB0I0 JUMEPAMYPHYIO
OesmenbHOCMb No30Hee NOYMEHHO20 pedakmopa «Pycckoeo eecmuuxa»;, HO u emy

APULTOCD Yice UCNbImamy He 00Hy makyio nomepio (VII, 712).

In relating his own self-narrative in terms of the experience of others, Chernyshevsky’s mood
shifted noticeably from anger to wistful sadness. His attempt to control his emotion was
indicated in his description of Katkov as “nmourtennsiii,” which he added in after a second reading
of his draft in an effort to avoid the personal collisions of a polemic and stress what he and
Katkov shared in common.”’ He confessed that it had been a blow when he learnt that Katkov
would not collaborate with him on the main question of the day, the emancipation of the serfs,
and stressed that no financial motive was involved: “Uro mue Onu1 T. KatkoB? S ero Torma He
3Han B nu1o, oH MeHs Takxke,” (VII, 712). In making this statement, Chernyshevsky alluded to
the fact that he did subsequently meet Katkov in person, which can be crosschecked with his
personal correspondence and other documents and highlights the documentary character of his

self-narrative. In March 1861, in the immediate aftermath of the emancipation of the serfs

CXL)

*" The word “moutennprii” was added in re-drafting the text, evidently as an after-thought. RGALI, fond 1, opis 1,
ed. khr. 199, number one, p. 8 (reverse side).
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decree, the state censorship committee resolved to close Sovremennik in the future for its use of
“mockery” to undermine existing institutions, unless it changed its tune.*® Other journals were
also affected, which led Chernyshevsky to participate in a coalition lobbying for a more open
press. As he reported to Dobrolyubov, he visited journalists in Moscow on March 27-28, 1861,
at Katkov’s house, in spite of criticism from Nekrasov and Antonovich that he was wasting his
time.”’

The above emotional quotation, in which Chernyshevsky revealed nostalgia for lost
friendships, clearly clashes with his angry polemical tone. Since the motivation of his polemic

was precisely an angry one, Chernyshevsky admitted that he had gone off-topic:

Hem, s ne ymerw nucamv. K uemy smom uckpenuuii moH, 2mMOmM NoOpwvlé 4yecmed,
KOmopule cuibHee U 8blule 6cex HCYypHaibHuix opaze? K uemy smom Heymecmmuwiii nagoc

8 cmamve ¢ HacCMewIuBol MblCIblo U, npagdy ckazamv, ¢ npespumenvhol mvicavio? (VII,

712).

It is easy to doubt the genuineness of his “nopsiB uyBcTBa” and his reference to the feelings of a
private citizen. Rather than journalists acting honorably (‘“Oxaropoano”), it now emerges that
honor is juxtaposed to journal polemics. His mention of such qualities as honesty thus appear to
have flowed from his own reflections, which he considered worthy of a private citizen: “U kax
Tenepb U3 3TOH chepbl MBICIIEH, XOTh HECKOJIBKO JOCTOMHBIX YECTHOTO Tpa)KIaHWHA, IEPEUTH K
xypHanbHOU nonemuke?” (VII, 712). In line with his honest feelings as a private citizen, rather
than an angry publicist, he stated his willingness to collaborate with his opponents: “nepsbiit
OTPBIBOK IYyCThb W OyAeT 3aKOHYEH HaASKIOoW Ha ONM30CTh JyYIIEero pa3BUTHs Haei
nuteparypHoit aestensHoctn,” (VII, 712).%°

As his polemical reply underlined, however, his plans for collaboration came to nothing.
The moment of transcending divisions had not yet arrived. Russkii Vestnik would not suspect

“muiryuiero 3tu ctpoku’” of literary cowardice, and rightly so since: “B uTepaTypHOii nosemuke

** In his intellectual biography of Chernyshevsky, A.A. Demchenko chronicled the deliberations of the press censors
in Saint Petersburg. On March 18, 1861, the main department of censorship passed a resolution opposed to
Sovremennik’s “mIyX HOpPHLIAHUS BCETO CYIIECTBYIOIIETO0 YacTO B BHJIE HACMEIIKH HaJ TOCYAapCTBEHHBIMU,
COCJIOBHBIMH, LiepkoBHbIMU oTHomeHusmMu.” The decision taken by the head censors was “chenars crporuii
IIPUTOBOP, @ PEJaKUUU CHAeNaTh IIPEJOCTEPEKEHUE, YTO €CIM OHA HE IEPEMEHUT HalpaBJieHUs, TO >KypHal
moJBepruercs 3anpeenuto.” Sovremennik was closed down the following year after Chernyshevsky’s arrest. See
A. A. Demchenko, ibid., vol. 3, pp. 85-92.

** Letter to Dobrolyubov, 27 April/9 May, 1861, XIV, 424-426.

30 However, it does not follow that his desire for rapprochement led him to delay his polemic. If he did not read
Russkii vestnik until early June that year, as he claimed (VII, 708), then he wrote and published his reply in a rush
that very month. Yet it is more than likely that he would have been aware of Russkii vestnik’s line from the
comments of his colleagues and it is possible that he delayed making a start on his reading of his opponents in the
hope of some form of rapprochement.
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OH He ciMIIKoM Ooutcs 3a ce0s. U npumupenus [...] on He xaeT Hu y «Pycckoro BectHuka» ¢
«CoBpeMEeHHUKOM», HH Y Koro apyroro xypnana,” (VII, 713). Here he referred to Katkov as
“Russkii vestnik” and himself as “Sovremennik,” just as he had earlier labeled Dobrolyubov as
“Svistok.” By the same token, when Katkov insinuated that Sovremennik’s position was guided
by financial considerations, his charge related to Chernyshevsky personally. Chernyshevsky
therefore had grounds to make his autobiographical pact because readers were interested in the
self-narrative of the leading writer on Sovremennik. He was not using his journal merely as a
medium to communicate his self-narrative but, more fundamentally, he was recording how the
responsibility of being a newspaper editor had shaped his self-narrative. And, on the other hand,
he was trying to get across the idea that his own personal integrity, which was worthy of a
private citizen, set boundaries to his polemical reply. Thus, he emphasized his sobriety in
seeking to moderate his own anger, which explained his statement that rather than “/la-c, mocne
OT HHMYEro JenaTh MOLIYTUM, MOCMEEeMCs, M300JIMYMM, BO3HETOJYEM, «BTOIMYEM B TIPA3bY,
«3aBU3KUMY, a TENEPh — KAaK-TO CIYyYUJIOCh PA3TOBOPUTHCA Tak, uTo He To Ha yme” (VII, 713).
He would not write satirical mockery but serious analysis that he could put his name to and be
held directly responsible for.’'

In summing up his move in concluding his autobiographical pact, it is striking how his
narrative can be aligned with Quentin Skinner’s discussion of intentions. Chernyshevsky noted
that he had been thinking of using a pseudonym, as he did when he wrote for Svistok. His desire
to reply to Katkov’s attacks on him can thus be linked with his intention of writing a Svistok
style mocking reply. However, his intentions changed once he started writing, which was
reflected in a shift in language to a more serious tone. In itself though, this more serious tone of
Sovremennik did not justify his autobiographical pact but it did create the possibility for conflict
between the angry public position of a publicist and his wistful feelings as a private citizen. And
in an effort to overcome this fluctuating tone between mockery and serious polemic, he clarified

his clash of feelings by making his autobiographical pact.

5. Chernyshevsky’s comments on reply to Katkov’s Old gods and new gods

! These points echo with Pecherskaya’s analysis. For example, she stressed the importance of the selection of
material as an indicator of a raznochinets author’s personality, “cBo60Has Mepa HepepacipeaeCHNs MaTepraa B
3aBUCHMOCTH OT OCOOECHHOCTH Pa3BHTHS TEX WJIM MHBIX NPEAMETHBIX CYXICHHH HEMOCPEICTBEHHO COOTHOCUTCS C
BO3MOXKHBIM BOCHpUATHEM JInuHOCTH aBTopa.” Yet while Pecherskaya had a point in identifying the importance of
self-criticism, she may have gone too far in denying the scope for direct first-person narrative “Croxnp xe
IOKa3zaTeJIbHBIM W (OopMa «caMmopa3oOiiaueHus», He MPeIyCMOTPEHHOIO aBTOPOM co3HarenbHO. Curyarus
ABTOPCKOW THIEPLEH3YpPhl, HANpaBJICHHOW Ha 3ampeT NPsMOro BBICKa3bIBaHMS O cebe, MPUBOJUT K TOMY, YTO
Mavieiinee ocnalieHre CaMOKOHTPOJIS MUINYLIEro MO3BOJISET OOHAapYKUTh XapaKTEpHbIE CHOCOOBI yTaMBaHUs, C
IIOMOLIBIO KOTOPBIX HECKAa3aHHOE BCE JK€ BO3BpallaeTcs B TekcT,” ibid., p. 25.
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Since Chernyshevsky wrote part one of Polemical Beauties in June, he knew what
Katkov had subsequently written in succeeding months after his January article, notably his
influential article Old gods and new gods. In his critique of Chernyshevsky and Sovremennik,
Katkov framed his argument with reference to the review of Maxim Antonovich (1835-1918) on
the first two volumes of the Philosophical Lexicon produced by S.S. Gogotsky in Kiev. In reply
to Antonovich, Katkov claimed that there were types of materialism that were compatible with
myth, which he clearly hinted applied to Sovremennik. Chernyshevsky re-stated Katkov’s thesis

as follows:

Mbl, NO 8p09fC6€HHOMy HAM n0006ocmpacmuio, He Moofcem He 6ajiAmbCi HA KOJIEeHAX
neped KCZKMMM-HU@V@b Kymupamu, U nOmMomy, Huseepzcasl nPesCHUxX, bl CmaHo6uUM HOBbLX,

Komopble 4ymb Jlu He XYoice NpedstCHUx, u npoeosziawtaem cjienoe noKJIOHeHUue uUm, Vil

714-5.

Chernyshevsky accepted that Katkov’s move (“o60opot”) was subtle (“moBkuii”) in a reply that
clearly echoes with Quentin Skinner’s term “move” (xon). In reply he merely added that the
charge of Sovremennik defending superstition and undermining reason was not true to life,
“TOJILKO OJTHO M3 YCJIOBUH OCTPOYMHUS HE COOJIIOJICHO: Beb HY>KHO, UTOOBI BBIIyMKa UMeJa BU
npasonono6us,” (VII, 715) and unmasked an example of plagiarism on Katkov’s part.’> Of
course, it could be objected that Chernyshevsky “spun” Katkov’s thesis, since Katkov was
unequivocally claiming that in setting up idols, Chernyshevsky et al. were setting themselves as
idols at the same time. However, in his reply Chernyshevsky challenged that he was setting
himself up as an idol, making this a mute point.

Chernyshevsky ignored the polemic that Katkov launched against his article The
Anthropological Principle in philosophy, which he dealt with in passing in a following sub-
section. Instead he quoted a lengthy passage in which Katkov described progress in his views in

political economy. Katkov claimed that in contrast to his alleged “charlatanism” in philosophy:

I'. Yepuviuesckuii, nOGUOUMOMY, 2NAGHBIL 0XHCOb IMOU OPYICUHBL, HAYUHAEM Yice
2080pUMb  YeN0BEYECKUM AZLIKOM NO  NpeoMemam NOAUmuyeckou 9xkoHomuu. Il

. . . 33
N humamse, ce monsieur.” B nocneonux HoMepax 9maoco JHCypHala mul C y0080ﬂbcm8ueﬂ/l

32 Katkov had referenced the use of the gibberish word “kololatsy” by a mystic called Ivan Yakovlevich that had
been reported previously in Sovremennik As Chernyshevsky explained, “MbI 3a Hale 6eccMbICINE CPaBHUBAEMCS C
VBanom SIkoBieBUYEM [...] TONBKO 3a4eM XK€ 3aMMCTBOBATh CBOE OCTPOYMHE y TaKMX OECCMBICIEHHBIX JIIOJCH, KaK
MmbI?” (VII, 715)

33 “On craHoBUTCS GOJIEE MOXOKUM HA YeN0BEKY, TOT FOCIOAUH.”
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npodiu cmamvl 3a €20 VlO()l’ll/lelO,' 6 HUX yoice Henl nmex 6€CCMblCJZl/lI4, Komopble 6b10a8al

o npeaicoe, (VII, 716).

[...] Ho ecmu npexcusas Ouub ocmepecaemcs 3a2ia0bléams 6 me Cmamol 2.
YepHovluedcko2o, KOmopwvle NOONUCAHbL €20 UMEHEM, MO OHA euje OM3bl8Aemcs 8 OpPY2Ux,
um He noonucaumvix. Tam ewe MOHOM WAPIAMAHCKOU UPOHUU 2080PUMCA O BETUKUX
pyccKux sKoHomax, ee. Bepmaockom, Byuee, Powcesckom, bezobpazose, k komopvim
npuuuciasemcs 2. oe-Moaunapu, a nakouney Kape (unu, xax y nac nuwemcs, Kepu) u

bacmua. (VII, 717).

The point of Katkov’s objection was that even though Chernyshevsky did not sign his name to
the article in question, namely his review of the letters of American economist Henry Carey,
Katkov could still identify his authorship due to his charlatan tone. His alleged “charlatan irony”
was distinctive to Chernyshevsky and, thus, part of his “parole.” Firstly, then, his tone was
therefore recognizable. Secondly, since Katkov would not bother to criticize it unless it was
influential, his objection was testimony to the influence that Chernyshevsky had acquired as a
publicist. Katkov’s public discussion of Chernyshevsky’s name — and perhaps also his claim that
comprehensibility was linked to writing in “a human voice” — thus facilitated Chernyshevsky’s
move into an autobiographical mode and his decision to stress the use of his signature in
concluding his autobiographical pact.

It may seem too obvious to mention, but part of Chernyshevsky’s reply to Katkov was
precisely his extensive quote from the end of Katkov’s article, from which the above citation is
only a fraction. Admittedly, Chernyshevsky did skip Katkov’s paraphrase of the passage he
related about the heroine Judith, a figure from the Old Testament whose story was being
portrayed on the Saint Petersburg stage in January 1861. In an attempt to demonstrate that self-
sacrifice was necessary in politics, Chernyshevsky gave the example of Judith, who damaged her
reputation and became immoral in the eyes of her friends in order to become the mistress of an
Assyrian military leader, who she then killed in order to rescue the Jewish people.
Chernyshevsky returned to directly quoting Katkov at the point where Katkov quoted
Chernyshevsky’s explanation of the Judith passage, which employed the following image:

Hcemopuueckuii nyms ne mpomyap Heeckoeo npocnexkma, on udem yeaukom uepes nois,
MO NblibHblE, MO 2ps3Hble, MO Yepe3 Oonoma, mo yepe3 debpu. Kmo boumcs Ovimo
NOKPbIM  NblIbI0 U GLINAYKAMb CANO2U, MOM He NPUHUMAUCS 30 O00WeCmEeHHYIO

dessimenvnocme, (VII, 717).
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Katkov claimed that the Judith episode (including the Nevsky prospect passage) was poetry that
could not have appeared “ecnium 6 ee He mpusBamo camo cepjaie mnucasiiero. OHa Moria
CKa3aThCsl TOJBKO M3 TIIyOWMHBI AYIIM, OHA MOTIJIA MPOPBATHCSA TOJIBKO HEYJIEPKUMOH CHIION
HEBOJILHOTO OTKpOBeHUs. CKOJBKO ClI€3 W HEKHOCTH B ITOM pacCKasze, KOTOPBIA SIBUIICS
HEOXHUJIAHHBIM 0a3MCOM CpEJH MyCThIHU NMPOTEKIIMOHHBIX MOILUINH, TJI€ BEET COBCEM MHOM AyX,
cyxoit u cypossid!” (VII, 717). Katkov was not being ironic here. He assumed that
Chernyshevsky chose Judith as an example of moderating one’s behavior for a wider good
because her story said something about a feeling of injustice that he identified with himself. Such
a premise justified Katkov’s conclusion that Chernyshevsky had no need to present himself as a
victim figure: “O, rocnoza, He nATHaiTe cebs nonanpacHy! He mpuHOcHTE HEHY>XHBIX >KepTB!
He ompaBnpiBaiite ce0si MOABUIOM: HUKAKOTO IMOJABHUra He uMeeTcs. Bel u cebs obombinaere u
obmanbiBaere apyrux,” (VII, 717).

Katkov’s commentary on this passage therefore asked the same central question as
Lejeune did later in his research into autobiography: did Chernyshevsky as author affirm the
unity of author, narrator and hero in his Nevsky Prospect metaphor? Katkov assumed that such
an identity was in place and that in writing “kto 6outca” Chernyshevsky had himself in mind.
Much like Klioutchkine’s claim for a clash between Chernyshevsky’s worldview and his
personal feelings, Katkov claimed that Chernyshevsky was riven between a lyrical, poetic
authorial “I” and his alleged “charlatan irony.” There was a logic to Katkov’s position. In his
review of Carey’s letters, Chernyshevsky moved from general political analysis to the question
of personal agency by drawing an analogy with our everyday personal life. On the question of
political programmes and forming alliances, he stated: “Crapaiireck TOIbKO BBIOMpATh, KaKOH
¢axT, Kakas mporpamma 3aKiarouaeT B cebe HauMeHee HelpaB/bl U Hailboee CIpaBeUInBOCTH —
U BBIOpaB, yX€ NPWICIUIIMTECh K HUM BCEM IyIIOW: KaK B YaCTHOM JKHU3HU, €CIU BBl HE
0e3yIIHBI YeNOBeK, JIIOOUTE 3K BBl TOPSU0 HEKOTOPBIX JIOJEH, XOTS B KAXKAOM U3 HHUX
HAaBEpPHOE €CTh He coBceM Hpapsmuecs Bam ctoponsbl,” (VII, 921). Here Chernyshevsky was
inviting readers to assume that he as author was providing an example in which he invested his
own emotions. Moreover, he invoked the style of a writer of a private letter confiding in his
reader by introducing the figure of Judith as if she was a real, everyday person “BoT MOXHO
pacckasath BaM, uto s Bugen Buepa” (VIL, 922).°** Moreover, Chernyshevsky did not appear to

disagree with Katkov’s comments, noting that:

** Since the play was running in Saint Petersburg at the time, he may even have seen the show the night before,
though it is possible that this reference was fictional, which would represent an example of the “narratorial self” that
Klioutchkine referred to.
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Onuzo0 o «FOouguy deticmeumenbHo 200ULCs 0 MO20, YMOObI NOCMEMbCSL HAO HUM
[...] mym nacmewa enonne yoanacey «Pycckomy Becmuuky». Jla u namemuyeckuii mou
snuzoda o FOougu OelicmeumenvHo oueHb 3a0a6eH CEOUM He co8ceMm YOOOHbIM

nomeuwjenuem 6 cmametike o cyxom npeomeme, mapucghe u Kepu” (VII, 717).

He then admitted his authorship of his review of Carey’s letters and moved straight on to a brief

memoir-like justification of his record on political economy (VII, 717-718).

However, his memoir-style justification of his record on political economy, in which he
stressed that his ideas were the same whether he signed his articles or not, has a bearing on his
reply to Katkov. Up until 1860 he had explored specific questions “Hanbonee HHTEpECOBABIIMX
MeHs”’, namely questions “KOTopble MHE Ka3aJlCh OCOOEHHO IIOXO M3JIaraéMbIMH y IHcaTelen
rocrojcTByomieit skonommueckoi mkonsl,” (VIL, 718), i.e. his analysis of the emancipation of
the serfs and rural land relations that he could not discuss openly due to censorship. In contrast,
beginning in 1860 he published a translation of John Stuart Mill’s study of political economy,”
which was the corpus on political economy that Katkov praised in the citation above. Work on
this translation had allowed him in an abstract, theoretical form to discuss such topics as Mill’s
call for the nationalization of the land in Britain, although in his reply to Katkov Chernyshevsky
downplayed his scope to explore progressive policies through commenting on Mill. Instead he
limited himself to stating that if before he was writing on issues on that he disagreed with other
economists on, then “B mepeBose MWUIs UMEIO LENBIO U3TIOKUTH BCE, YTO HAJOOHO AyMaThb O
mpeaMeTe, — | TO, B YeM 51 He COTJIaceH, u To, B ueM coriaceH ¢ Bamu,” (VII, 718). The question
that arises is: if Katkov was so wrong on economic questions, as Chernyshevsky insisted, how
was it possible for him to make a telling criticism of Chernyshesvky’s review of Carey’s letters?

The answer is that Katkov may not have made such a telling criticism after all. A closer
reading of Chernyshevsky’s review reveals that he could consistently unmask Katkov’s
ignorance of economic issues and agree with his comment that the poetry of the Judith passage
contrasted with the topic of protectionism. What Chernyshevsky did not clarify was that in the
rest of his article he did not actually discuss the dry matter of protectionism, which Katkov failed
to see precisely because he was not well versed on what an article on free trade versus
protectionism should actually involve. On the contrary, Chernyshevsky used protectionism as a
marker for the side of the North in America after the election of Abraham Lincoln in November

1860 and the looming outbreak of the American civil war. The play “Judith” was itself

** His translation and commentary of Mill’s story of political economy is found in volume IX of his collected works.
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associated with the struggle of Italian national liberation against Austrian rule, which hinged on
the military and heroic imagery of the Old Testament story.’® It is therefore highly likely that
Chernyshevsky was directing this familiar image to the subject of the forth-coming war in
America.”” If this is the case, his reply to Katkov showed that Chernyshevsky was not interested
in clarifying his position on the American civil war, which by the summer had developed into a
full-scale military conflict that demanded heroism from both soldiers and civilians alike. The
question that thus arises regards why Chernyshevsky chose to quote Katkov at such length if he
had no intention of clarifying the argument in his review on Carey’s letters. The evidence
presented in Polemical Beauties does not allow for a clear answer but the least that can be said is
that while formally Chernyshevsky seemed to distance himself from his earlier metaphor in his
comments, the very fact that he quoted himself highlights that he must have liked his metaphor
to justify his repetition of it.

Without pretending to provide a definitive answer on the biographical versus literary
nature of Chernyshevsky’s narrative “I,” there is mileage to be gained from considering the
inter-section of his self-narrative and his journalistic practice. In particular, it is possible to re-
phrase Katkov’s question concerning the incompatibility of poetry and protectionism in terms of
autobiography and more formal genres of journalism. In contemporaneous Victorian Britain it
would have been unthinkable for an author to jump from Carey’s letters to an account of a play
they might have seen the night before. But in Russia it was still possible, much in the manner of
blogs today. The boundaries between public journalism and private self-testimony were not
clearly opposed. The days when aristocratic friends could circulate letters as a form of private
journalism, as described by Saburova and Rodigina, were still fresh in the memory. And as the
journals entered into new territory, first with the unmasking campaigns and then with the impact
of Svistok, Chernyshevsky’s reputation from his articles on political economy gave him a launch-
pad to reflect on his feelings in his public self-narrative.

In sum, there is little reason to doubt that Chernyshevsky was genuinely emotional in
writing his review of Carey’s letters, since the question at stake was the abolition of slavery. If it
is possible to take anything for granted, the likelihood that Chernyshevsky felt passionately

about the abolition of slavery would be a prime contender. Indeed, not only would such passion

%% In writing this article, I was stimulated to return to Chernyshevsky’s review of Carey’s letters, which I have
analysed in line with Skinner’s methodology for the forthcoming bulletin on Chernyshevsky studies published in
Saratov. Evidence that the Judith play was part of the “langue” of the Italian independence movement comes from
an 1858 article written by Engels in the second edition of the Marx and Engels collected works, vol. XII, pp. 673-4.
*"In his political review of the same month, January 1861, he had described the war as de-facto breaking out
already.
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explain the idiosyncrasy of his narrative, but it would also explain the historicism that underpins
his Nevsky Prospect metaphor, which is premised on the practice of people in their everyday
lives being able to fight for a cause, if the situation demands it. For Chernyshevsky, conviction
and passion were not whims that can be attributed to his authorial style, but very much the topic

of his journalism.

6. Chernyshevsky’s critique of his public image

Chernyshevsky’s autobiographical pact and his concern with presenting before the reader
feelings, both his own and those of the examples he gave, all shaped the construction of his
public image. In addition to these specific facets of his public image, Chernyshevsky moved on
to suggest that one reason for Katkov’s anomalous praise of his political economy may have
been a result of the fact that “most peryramus yenmuusaercs, ” (VIL, 718).>® The question of his
public image brings us to the claim of Tatiana Pecherskaya that raznochinets writers such as
Chernyshevsky experienced a distance between their “s-onsa-opyeux,” where the writer could
come across as an integrated personality, and “s-0ns-ce6s,” where an author experienced various
complexes, particular in the cases of leaders, such as Chernyshevsky and Dobrolyubov.*” Was
there really such a contradiction between his concern with his public image and his own self-
conception?

The proposed answer is that there was not such a gap on the grounds that
Chernyshevsky’s public image was made up of his private account of himself, including his own
personal feelings (e.g. his autobiographical pact) and his insistence on linking general ideas to
personal feelings (the Judith episode). In contrast to authors of literary memoirs of the sort that
Philippe Lejeune studied in theorizing the autobiographical pact, Chernyshevsky engaged in
reflections about his public image in order to challenge Katkov’s claims about his celebrity,
“priest-like” (“xymup”) status. Due to the low level of Russian public opinion he could mention
his fame “He mNPUKUABIBAsICH CKPOMHBIM, IOTOMY UTO HE CJMIIKOM TOpXYCh CBOEH
muteparypHoii nestensHocThio,” (VII, 718). Here he referenced Katkov/Russkii Vestnik to the
effect that Russian criticism was still in a pathetic “school position” (VII, 718) in a sober
assessment of Russian journalism that stressed his isolation and critical distance from others. He

thus challenged, rather than justified, readers who admired his analysis, and deconstructed the

*¥ The fact that Katkov was so bothered by Chernyshevsky’s articles on political economy does, to one degree or
another, corroborate Chernyshevsk’s claim here.

%% Pecherskaya noted that this distance “B MHOroM ompeneinmia 0OCOOBIH xapakTep PedIeKCHH PasHOYHHCKOrO
camMoco3HaHus. NTHTEHCUBHOCTh peICKCHH CBsI3aHa C YBEIMUYCHHEM 3TOU TUCTAHIMH, YTO Hanboyiee CBOMCTBEHHO
HJCOJIOTUICCKAM BOXKISIM ITOKOJICHHS, TO €CTh JIFOAM, HanboJiee NEIbHBIMH C TOYKU 3PEHHUSI COBPEMEHHHUKOB,” ibid.,
p. 12.
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image of senseless thinker who chased after the idol of public opinion that Katkov was

pushing.*® Chernyshevsky declared proudly:

A mepme nosmomy K noxeane u K NOPUYAHUIO MOMY, UMO 5 NUWLY, 5 CAM CYObS,
npousnecwull u cebe 8 uucie Opyeux NPueo8op, KOMOpbIU He NONpasuulb U He
ucnopmuutv Huuem. M na mo, kak oymaem 000 mue nyonuKa, s CMOMpO MOYHO Max e,

KaK Ha MonKu o Kakoti-nu6yos m-lle Pueonsbow,” (VII, 718-9).

However, he added with regard to himself: “Ho s He Bce ckasan, ckazaB, 4TO K CBOEH
auTeparypHoi perytauuu s MeptB. K cebe, k yenoBeky, st He Mory ObiTh MepTB” VII, 719. As
for himself, his attitude to himself was mediated by his self-conception as a publicist able to
contribute to the development of Russia. This seems a contradiction in terms because he has just
said that he is dead to his literary reputation, but his points make sense when they are placed in
an evolving trajectory: he was indifferent to his reputation in the present, but still had hopes for

the future, which continued to motivate him. His self-narrative here merits careful scrutiny:

Ho 5 ne 6ce ckazan, ckazag, umo Kk ceoeu aumepamyphot penymayuu s mepms. K
cebe, K uenogexy, s He mo2y Ovbimb mepms. A 3uaio, umo 6yOoym nyuuiue 8pemeHd
JUMepamypHol  OesimelbHOCMU,  Ko20a  Oyoem  OHA  NPUHOCUMb  0OUWEeCm8y
oelicmeumenvhyto nov3y u 6yoem O0eucCmeumenbHO 3ACAYAICUBAMb 000poe UM MO20,
K020 ecmb cunvl. M 60m s 0ymar0: coxpaHumcs i 60 MHe K Momy 8pemMeHu chOCOOHOCMb
cayxcums obujecmsy Kaxk cinedyem? J{is 9mMo2o HYJHCHA C8eHcecmyv CUll, C8eHcecmb
ybesxcoeHuu. A s 8UdNCy, YUMo yaHce HAUUHAIO 8XOOUMb 8 YUCTIO «VBANCAeMbIX» nucamenetl,
mo ecmv nucamenei UCMACKAGUWUXCA, OMCMAOWUX OM OBUNCEHUS O00WeCmEEeHHbIX
nompebdbnocmeti. Imo 2opvko. Ho umo denamsv? Jlema bepym ceoe. /[gaxcovt Mono0 He
OyOewb. H moey monvKko 4y8cmeosams 3a6UCmb K JI00AM, KOMOPble MON0NCE U C8excell
mensa. Hanpumep, k 2. Awmonosuuy. Ymo oc? pazee s cmany cKpvleamv, 4mo
0elicmeumenvHo 3a8udyio UM, 3Ad6UOVIO C OMMEHKOM OCKOPONAEMO20 UX CBEHCEeCMbIO

camonrobdus, ¢ docadoti onepexcaemozo? (VII, 719)

If the title and author were not already given, and one had to guess the provenance of this
passage, there would certainly be a case for it to be a diary passage or a letter to a close friend,

not a polemical article. Firstly, the author described their still-to-be-realized hopes, which are not

* He further claimed with regard to himself: “s, kak nuTepatop” that “Moe 4yBCTBO K JIMTEpaType, B TOM UHCIE K
Moeil 1oyie B Hell, UMeeT )KeCTOKOCTh, HU4eM He cMmsrueHHywo,” (VII, 718).
! M-lle Rigolbosh was a dancer whose real name was Margarita Babel (VII, 1039.)
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usually a fit subject for a journalist to confess to — why should the reader be interested?
Secondly, there is a strong motif of the passage of time, a key area of interest in the study of ego-
documents. Thirdly, in reflecting on how things are turning out, the author mentioned another
person, namely Maxim Antonovich, who Chernyshevsky had already mentioned in passing in
connection with Katkov’s attack on his review of the Philosophical Lexicon. A reading of
Chernyshevsky’s diary underlines the importance of the names in his entries. He very obviously
identified himself in relation to the people whose interaction with him he recorded. With regard
to Antonovich, two reflections will suffice. Chernyshevsky identified him as being worthy of
envy because he had qualities that Chernyshevsky liked, e.g. he was young, fresh etc., thereby
combining a preference for Antonovich with envy. In doing so, he defined himself horizontally
and made a statement about himself.*” Moreover, he reflected on how Antonovich and other
young intellectuals viewed him, and especially how they might come to view him, which
underscored his anxiety about whether he was old news. These points all tick the right boxes for
ego-documents, conjuring up images of an author writing in the privacy of their home, confiding
in their diary or private letter thoughts that they could not otherwise express because, frankly,
who would be interested? Perhaps also for memoirs the subject matter is right, but the text is in
the present and future tenses, and, it seems, would only suit a memoir preface or concluding
chapter.

One would not expect this intimate, confessional passage to be written in public by a
journalist and definitely not by a journalist who was so successful that he could reflect on his
personal feelings in public in the knowledge that readers would be interested. For all his
influence, Chernyshevsky considered himself to be of modest use to society because, as he had
just stressed in a further echo of his lament at the end of his Svistok article, Russian journalism
was still in a poor state. In answer to Katkov’s mocking question in his comments on the Judith
episode as to what his intentions might be, Chernyshevsky clarified that they were to
“IPUHOCHUTH OOIIECTBY JIEHCTBUTENBbHYIO MOb3y.” Yet despite his influence, he could not fulfill
these intentions. His role was limited due to censorship and the new institutional architecture that

was forming at the time, which Chernyshevsky felt would be detrimental to Russia’s future.

* G.E. Tamarchenko noted Chernyshevsky’s praise for Antonovich in her introduction to an anthology of the
latter’s literary and aesthetic writings. See Pycckas kputnka. M.A. AHTOHOBUY. JIuTepaTypHO-KPUTHYECKUE CTATHH,
ed. I'.E. Tamapuenko, Mocksa, Jleaunrpan, 1961 p. vi. The above analysis echoes Pecherskaya’s observation that
Chernyshevsky’s statements about others reveal a lot about himself: “/Ipyroii naxxe anpuopHO He MOXET OBITH
NPEAMETHBIM  LEHTPOM  Pa3HOYMHCKOTO CO3HaHMs. TaKOBBIM OKa3bIBaeTCs TOJNBKO coOCTBeHHoe S,
00BEKTHPOBAHHOE TEMATUUECKOIl (popMOil BocCTIOMUHAHUIT 0 dpyeom (MeMyapsl), oOpallieHHeM K dpyzomy (IHCbMa),
CYXJIEHHEM O Opyeom (CTaThH, Ha3BaHHBIN croxker),” ibid., pp. 23-4. Ultimately though, the current study offers a
less solipsistic interpretation of Chernyshevsky’s identity than Pecherskaya’s, which flows back to the claim that
Chernyshevsky’s personal emotions were integrated with his objective stance towards the world. The interplay of
subjective and objective poles in his writings is a topic that requires more extensive treatment in connection with his
memoir writing, including the retrospective glimpses he provided in other sections of Polemical Beauties.
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Thus, rather than his recognition of his rising reputation appearing as a bridge to his later nihilist
cult, Chernyshevsky stressed that he was entering a circle composed of ‘“nucareneit
MCTACKaBIINXCA, OTCTAIOIIUX OT IBMKEHUS oOIecTBeHHBIX moTpeOHocTei.” There is therefore a
distinction to be made between feelings, such as conviction and brutal honesty, which he did
advocate and provided an example for, and Chernyshevsky’s own overall autobiographical
example, which arguably he did not present as a model for emulation because he was not
actually fulfilling the role he wanted to fill.

Rather than being a priest-like figure who had influence over public opinion,
Chernyshevsky stressed precisely the limits of this influence. Despite his “rising reputation,” he
did not seek to present a unified, fictional public image that contrasted with his auto-conception.
On the contrary, because he viewed himself in terms of the role he could play socially, his
critique of his public position had a direct knock-on effect on his own self-conception. And in its
turn, his critical, qualified account of his public image was incompatible with the construction of

the later nihilist retrospective narrative that supported his subsequent canonization.

7. Conclusion

This study has charted Chernyshevsky’s use of a journalistic autobiographical pact in
Polemical Beauties in a reply above all to Katkov’s Old gods and new gods. Due to the rupture
in Chernyshevsky’s career triggered by his arrest in 1862 and the radicalization of assessments
about him, of which both nihilist and Katkov’s anti-nihilist views are examples, Polemical
Beauties has a particular value in revealing what Chernyshevsky thought before his name
became over-shadowed by the reception of his novel. As has been shown, Chernyshevsky
defined himself as a journalist, who specialized in political economy, in contrast to later
retrospective claims that others made in relation to his literary legacy. It has been further argued
that his self-narrative revealed how his journalistic practice re-fashioned his identity, notably in
shaping how he responded to his rising reputation by deconstructing claims of him as an priest-
like figure who sought to manipulate the ignorance of his readers.

There are perhaps two conclusions that deserve to be stressed in conclusion. One of them
concerns the importance of autobiographical narrative to the “langue,” the general polemical
context of Russian letters in the second half of the nineteenth century, for example in
Dostoevsky’s Diary of a Writer and Tolstoy’s Confessions. Clearly, this wider current had other
sources than Chernyshevsky’s contribution, notably a Romantic foundation, which is especially
visible in Herzen’s My Past and Thoughts. Yet Chernyshevsky’s text is of interest as a
journalistic polemic, rather than a memoir, which explains why the genre of journalism

reconstituted the memoir style that Chernyshevsky embraced in mounting his defence of his
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reputation. Thus, it is possible to add further weight to calls for more research into ways that
Chernyshevsky may have influenced the writings of contemporaries.” If it is the case that
autobiographical narrative formed part of the “langue,” then certain modifications will have to be
made to the approach of the Cambridge School, which arose in the study of earlier periods in
European intellectual history when autobiography had not emerged as a distinct and familiar
genre. Finally, the other main conclusion is that there is a need for more research into
Chernyshevsky’s legacy in the field of political economy, the area that he felt his record was

most worth defending.
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