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Apophatic Rhetoric and Romantic Philosophical Prose

Petr Bukharkin (Berlin)

I. Introductory Remarks

1. One of the most important issues in the study of apophatic rhetoric as it is realized in
artistic literature is the investigation of specific forms and variations of its embodiment —
both in the material of the text and in the communicative act as a whole. A literary work,
when viewed from a rhetorical perspective, should be considered not simply as a text but
as an utterance (in Bakhtin’s understanding; Bakhtin 1986: 473-500), deeply integrated
into the entire communicative series, all components of which must be considered when
analyzing the work.

The structure of the communicative act, which also fulfils aesthetic tasks (something
that can certainly be said about a literary work as a rhetorical utterance), is generally clear.
However, I will highlight its key components, setting aside their hierarchy. First, the inten-
tions of the author, which precede the creation of the text; I mean not the biographical
author but the author as a structural (both formal and semantic) element of the text. This
author is described as:

KOHIICHTPHPOBAHHOE BOIUIOLIEHHUE CYTU [IPOUSBEACHIUS, OObeUHAIONICE BCIO CHC-
TeMy PEUYEBbIX CTPYKTYP HEPCOHAKEH B UX COOTHOLICHUH C [IOBECTBOBATENIEM, PAC-
CKa34UKOM WM PACCKA3YMKAMU U YePe3 HUX SABILIOLICECS UCHHO-CTHIICTHYEC-
KUM cpegoToureM, pokycom uesoro. (Vinogradov 1971: 118)

[a concentrated embodiment of the essence of the work, uniting the entire system
of speech structures of the characters in their relationship with the narrator or nar-
rators and through them becoming the ideological-stylistic center, the focus of the
whole.]

In this regard, it would be more precise to speak of the intentions of the author/text; in this
approach to the issue of the author, they are difficult to separate in terms of reception aes-
thetics. Sometimes the author’s intentions are explicit in auto-commentaries’, in which
case the author as the source of text creation begins to correlate with the biographical au-
thor. However, such cases are rare, and the author’s intentions often remain implicit, re-
quiring interpretation to be drawn from the text.

1 See Muratov, Iezuitova 1998 for various types of auto-interpretation, viewed more from a historical-
literary rather than theoretical perspective. When discussing auto-interpretation, it is important to re-
member that in the case of self-commentary, which is temporally distant from the text's creation, the
author acts more as a reader of the text rather than its creator.
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Second, the nature of the logical argumentation, which creates the logical parameters
of the possible (artistic) world constructed by the text, acting as its presupposition. In clas-
sical rhetorical treatises, this was generally reduced to a relatively limited number of models;
for example, Lomonosov, in the third book (,O raspolozhenii®) of his Kratkoe rukovodstvo
k krasnorechiin (1748), pointed out only three possibilities: conversation, chria (an educa-
tional exercise), and syllogism (see Lomonosov 1952: 295, 311, 331). In the era of the ‘un-
finished word’ (,,negotovogo slova®“, see Mikhailov 1997: 117), there was a rejection of the-
oretically formalized normative declarations regarding logical composition, but this did
not negate the need for logical structuring in rhetorical utterances.

This component of the aesthetically engaged communicative act is closely linked to the
previous one — the intention of the author/text; both precede the process of directly em-
bodying a concept into verbal text.

Third, orientation toward other ‘alien’ texts, i. ., the dialogism/polylogism of the ar-
tistic word. This issue, first raised by Michail Bakhtin, has developed differently in the
works of various authors. Today, the orientation of a text toward other texts is rarely ques-
tioned. Michael Riffaterre’s words, opening one of his later books, are relevant here: ,Ver-
bal presentations in a text refer to verbal realities from the sociolect® (Riffaterre 1990: 3);
to this, we must add — not only from the sociolect but also from other artistic texts. Refer-
ence to textual pseudo-reality, rather than just extratextual reality, is characteristic of rhe-
torical utterance in any historical era.

This component already relates to the processes of text generation and accompanies its
unfolding, although it sometimes precedes it. However, the fourth component of rhetori-
cal utterance is entirely text-bound, and that is the text itself. Undoubtedly, it is especially
important and is the core of the utterance as a whole, as it contains the meanings that the
utterance seeks to convey. In the aspect of the problem that interests us — the methods of
actualizing apophatic rhetoric in the text (as the central element of the utterance) — its com-
positional and stylistic levels appear to be the most important.

2. After briefly outlining these foundational questions, I will move on to the subject of the
article itself — some cases of apophatic manifestation in two components of the artistic
communicative act: in the intentions of the author/text and directly in the artistic text, its
composition, and style. However, as previously noted, authorial intentions are closely tied
to logical composition, and it is difficult to clearly delineate them, so I will touch on this
issue as well. As the title suggests, the material for analysis will be (with one exception) ro-
mantic prose. The importance of the apophatic method for romantic artistic thinking was
noted in the preface to this anthology, so I will not dwell on this. The choice of prose,
however, may require some clarification: the prose of Russian romantics is generally con-
sidered inferior to their poetic achievements. If we set aside Pushkin’s Arap Petra Velikogo
(brilliant but still a fragment), Lermontov’s Geroi nashego vremeni (which stands in a
unique position relative to romanticism), and Gogol’s early prose, it is difficult to disagree
that the prose of that era did not produce works of the same caliber as the Iyrics of Batiush-
kov, Zhukovskii, Baratynskii, or Tiutchev. And its influence on subsequent generations of
Russian prose writers was not as significant as that of poetry. Romantic prose, in most of
its manifestations, did not stand the test of time. These works are the focus of this analysis.
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This choice is primarily driven by the fact that, in poetic text, due to its constitutive
properties — such as the unity and density of the poetic line and heightened associativity2
— the word undoubtedly plays the dominant role. Accordingly, apophatic rhetoric is pri-
marily manifested in the lexicon, in the abundance of negations. The description of
apophatic means in romantic lyricism, carried out by Evgenii Matveev and forming the
first part of this anthology, demonstrates this across a broad and diverse array of material.
Of course, other elements of the poetic communicative process are also actualized (in an
apophatic sense), but they remain somewhat overshadowed by negative lexical construc-
tions. In prose, on the contrary, the lexicon is often pushed into the background; its role is
always adjusted by other means. Therefore, prose is more interesting for analyzing the
forms of apophatic rhetoric at the compositional and textual levels. The same can be said
for certain aspects of stylistic analysis, especially when it extends beyond narrow lexical
boundaries. Although less evident, this also applies to authorial intentions and the logical
composition of the work. The relationship between these components and the core of the
utterance — the text — in prose becomes more complex, particularly due to the more intri-
cate relationship between the author and the text: in prose, the role of narrators/characters
is incomparably more significant than in lyric poetry. This gives the expression of authorial
intentions a greater degree of mediation and polysemy, as well as making the relationship
between logical and verbal composition less direct.

That said, the focus will not be on romantic prose as a whole but specifically on one of
its branches — philosophical prose. It is here, for more than obvious reasons, that romanti-
cism’s tendency to express the vague, undefined, and elusive, which escapes logical formu-
lations and even direct verbalization, manifests itself most profoundly, necessitating
apophatics. However, philosophical prose in Russian romanticism did not produce partic-
ularly bright examples, at least in its fiction literature. The above statement about the qual-
ity of romantic prose compared to poetry applies here as well. Philosophical thought in
Russian romanticism found its greatest depth and brilliance in poetic form, in Baratynskii
and Tyutchev, and nothing comparable can be found in prose. This applies even to the
most serious representative of Russian philosophical romantic prose — Vladimir Odoev-
skil’s Russkie nochi.

However, an important clarification is needed: speaking of the relatively low historical
productivity of romantic prose, which was eclipsed by later, post-romantic literary achieve-
ments and pushed to the periphery of literary culture by the early 1850s, it is essential to
specify that this applies to fictional literature. Outside the realm of fiction, the romantic
era produced texts, which, if not strictly philosophical, were certainly philosophical in na-
ture, which had a colossal impact on the subsequent development of Russian self-aware-
ness, and consequently, on Russian literature. Here, I refer to the works of the early Slavo-

2 These characteristics of poetic language and poetry in general were, apparently, first described by Ty-
nianov in 1924 and Larin in 1927. See Tynﬁnov 1924, Larin 1974. At the end of the 20th century,
they were systematically described by Etkind (1978), effectively, summarizing the results of the efforts
of that remarkable philological community to which he partly belonged.

3 On Russian philosophical poetry of the Romantic era see: Ginzburg 1974: 51-126; Maimin 2015:
239-428.
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philes, primarily Ivan Kireevskii and Aleksei Khomiakov. Their example will serve as a basis
for exploring the first of the research questions posed in this article: how apophatic rhetoric
can manifest in the intentions of the author/text.

II. Dual Oppositions and the Nature of Apophatic Rhetoric

1. Briefly touching upon Khomiakov in his Essays on the History of Russian Literary Style,
Aleksei Chicherin defined him thus: ,,skoree myslitel', nezheli poét® (Chicherin 1985: 371)
[more of a thinker than a poet]. To some extent, this is true. However, it is only partially
accurate, for Khomyakov can just as reasonably be called more of a poet than a thinker, or
rather — a thinker-poet: Khomiakov’s literary aspirations not only made him a poet but also
clearly manifested themselves in his historiosophical and theological works. The same can
be said about Kireevskii, and not merely because he made attempts at writing fiction, albeit
with very limited success. More importantly, in his understanding of the word, he reveals
himself as an artist rather than an analyst.

C110BO, KaK IPO3padHOE TEJIO [yXa, JODKHO COOTBETCTBOBATh BCEM €IO JABUKEHHU-
M. TToaTomy 0HO GeCIpecTaHHO ZOKHO MEHATD CBOIO KPacKy coobpasHo becnipe-
CT4HHO USMEHSIOIEMY Csl CLICTUICHUIO ¥ Pa3PELleHHI0 MbICIIel. B ero mepesuatom
CMBICJIE JOJDKHO TPEIIETATh M OT3bIBATHCS KOKAOE AblxaHue yMa. OHO JOIDKHO Abl-
urats cBobogoio BHyTpenHed xwusuu (Kireevskii 1979: 333)

[The word, as a transparent body of the spirit, must correspond to all its move-
ments. Therefore, it must constantly change its shade in accordance with the ever-
changing course and resolution of thoughts. Each breath of the mind should reso-
nate and respond in its variegated meanings. It must breathe with the freedom of
inner life] -

he wrote in one of his undated fragments. He adhered to this understanding of the word
not only in his artistic endeavors, which were often unfinished and left little trace, but also
in his articles, which had an immense and enduring impact.

Thus, the historiosophical prose of both Khomiakov and Kireevskii can be considered
a phenomenon of literature, albeit a peculiar one. It is important that the aesthetic essence
of their own articles was probably understood by them; at the beginning of one of his cen-
tral works, O kbaraktere prowexlocbenz’zz Evropy i 0 ego otnoshenii k prowe:bchem’z; Rossii,
addressing Egor Komarovskii, Kireevskii writes:

S1TIPOILY O3BOJICHHS JAATh 3TOM CTaThe GOPMY IIMChMa K BAM: MBICIIb, YTO 5 PA3rOBA-
PHBAIO C BAMH, COTPEET U OXKMBUT MOM KabuHerHsle pasmpmuienms. (Kireevskii
1979: 249)

[T ask permission to give this article the form of a letter to you: the thought that I
am conversing with you will warm and enliven my cabinet reflections.]

These words not only impart personal tones to the article, which in themselves enhance its
aesthetic potential, but also indicate an existing and highly influential tradition: use of the
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epistolary form specifically to impart a certain artistic quality to non-fictional texts. Kireev-
skif used this technique, likely consciously, though with restraint.

In the context of this discussion, most interesting are the famous articles by these two
like-minded opponents: their initial Slavophile declarations of 1839 (O starom” i novom”
by Khomiakov (1900a) and V otvet A. S. Khomiakovu by Kireevskii (1979: 143-153)) and
the final manifestos of early Slavophilism of 1852 — Kireevskii’s aforementioned O kbarak-
tere prosveshcheniia Evropy i o ego otnoshenii k prosveshcheniiu Rossii (1979: 248-293) and
Khomiakov’s Po povodu stat’t I. V. Kireevskago ,,O kbaraktern prosvmsbcbem’z? Evropyio
ego otnoshenii k” prosvwshcheniin Rossii“(1900b).

These works form two pairs and were created for polemical purposes, partly in relation
to each other, as their titles suggest: Kireevskii’s 1839 article was titled V otver A. S. Kho-
miakovu, and Khomiakov’s 1852 piece had a similar title: Po povodu stat’s I. V. Kireevska-
go....The disagreements between the authors mainly concerned their attitude toward An-
cient Rus: Kireevskii idealized it, while Khomiakov was far more realistic in his appraisal of
the pre-Petrine sociocultural space.

Coramascs 6e3yc1oBHO ¢b HUMB <KHpeeBCKUM> Bb 5TOMb OTHOLIEHIN <KPUTH-
YeCKOM aHaIM3e 3aafa 1 €ro KyJIbTyphL>, S JOIDKEH'b IPU3HATHCA, 4TO HE MOTY CO-
IJIACUTBCS C BHIBOJAMH, KOTOPbIE 3aKJIOYAIOTCA BO BTOPOM MONOBUHD cTatbu <o
PasBUTHM PycCKOTo camocosHanus u Kyabtypsr> (Khomiakov” 1900b: 212)
[While I agree unconditionally with him <Kireevskii> in this regard <a critical anal-
ysis of the West and its culture>, I must admit that I cannot agree with the conclu-
sions drawn in the second half of the article <concerning the development of Rus-
sian self-consciousness and culture>] —

wrote Khomiakov in response to Kireevskii’s 1852 article. Such differences, despite their
significance, do not undermine the profound agreement between the two founders of Sla-
vophilism; they were rather like-minded individuals than opponents. Their shared world-
view was based on a common idea that they, in different words but with constant repeti-
tion, placed at the core of all their intellectual activity. One of its expressions is as follows:

Hauana npocselneHs pyccKoro COBEPIIEHHO OTINYHBI OT TEX 3JIEMEHTOB, U3 KOTO-
PBIX COCTABJIATIOCH IPOCBENIEHHE HAPOIOB EBPOMNENCKUX. (Kireevskii 1979: 256)
[The principles of Russian Enlightenment are completely different from the ele-
ments that constituted the Enlightenment of European nations.]

However, what are these elements, and what, thanks to their influence, should Russian
Enlightenment become? It should become - since it has not yet fully manifested itself; it
is, as it were, still latent in the depths of national life. The attempt to answer this question
ultimately constitutes the content of the articles under consideration by both Khomiakov
and Kireevskii (notably, this is true for all early Slavophilism). It is a challenging endeavor.
2. To at least approximately describe the peculiarity of Russian Enlightenment (under-
stood as the character of Russian intellectual and spiritual life), it was necessary to charac-
terize the principles that defined it. These principles, according to both thinkers, were gen-
erated by the spiritual life of pre-Petrine Russia. This presented a major difficulty:
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Cospemennyio Pocciio Mbl BUUMb: OHa HACh U PafiyeThb, U THCHUTB; 06 Helt Mbl
MO>EMBb TOBOPUTD Cb TOPAOCTBIO HHOCTPAaHLAMb, 4 HHOTAA coBbcTrMes roBopuTs
AaXKe Cb CBOMMH, HO cTapyio Pych HalobHO — yragsisats. (Khomiakov" 1900a: 15)
[We see modern Russia: it both delights and oppresses us; we can speak of it with
pride to foreigners, yet sometimes we are ashamed to speak even with our own, but
the old Rus must be — guessed at.]

To guess means to perceive intuitively rather than through logic. And the results of such
intuitive insights are difficult to express in logical formulas, as they are, after all, only con-
jectures. Both Khomiakov and Kireevskii believed in their own spiritual intuitions and con-
sidered their hypotheses close to the truth. However, they hesitated to express them in pre-
cise rational formulas and constantly resorted to the method of negation, characterizing
Russian Enlightenment by contrasting it with European Enlightenment. The initial setup
for text creation for both early Slavophile leaders* proclaimed that the Western world itself
reveals its exhaustion and failure:

Kosebanist 061wecTBeHHbIA ¥ IATKOCTh TOCYAAPCTBD, NPUSHAWNXD, Gonbe uu
MeHbe, HACHIIBCTBEHHBIE [IEPEBOPOTHL 32KOHHBIMB [yTEMb CBOETO PasBUTIs, Gescu-
sie 1 Ge3HPABCTBEHHOCTH OBITA 9ACTHATO U CeMeHaro, He nMbiomaro BHyTpeHHIX D
HPABCTBEHHBIXD OCHOBb, 1 6€3HANEKHOCTb GHIIOCOPCTBYIOMEH MBICIH, 00IMYaI0-
1iei CBOKO COOCTBEHHYIO OHOCTOPOHHOCT (Khomiakov" 1900b: 199)

[Social instability and the precariousness of states that acknowledge, to a greater or
lesser degree, violent revolutions as a legitimate path of development, the impo-
tence and immorality of private and family life that lacks internal moral founda-
tions, and the hopelessness of philosophical thought exposing its own one-sided-
ness] —

this is its objective (in the view of both Kireevskii and Khomiakov) self-assessment. To
avoid ending up in the same situation, Russia must choose a different path, and since this
is difficult to define, it should be delineated in opposition to that taken by the West. The
principle of contrast, opposition — in other words, dual opposition as a model of logical
composition — lies at the foundation of these texts. Such is the intention of the author/text
and the logical argumentative model determined by it°.

3. The poles of this opposition are evaluated in the most unambiguous terms: Russian spir-
itual and intellectual life is opposed to the European not merely as different, but as superior
to the latter. The incomparable superiority of Russia over the West is explained by the fact
that the Russian Enlightenment grew from more harmonious foundations than the West-
ern one. These harmonious foundations were not proven but simply deduced in contrast
to the Western world: if there are certain flaws there, Russia is free from them:

4 This setup seems to expand and clarify their main intention: to convince readers and, to some extent,
themselves of the need for Russia to take a different spiritual and intellectual path than the West.

5 Although we are dealing with four texts by two authors, from the perspective we are interested in, they
can be regarded as a unique hypertext with a single shared intention and a unified model of logical
presupposition.
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Ipu BceMb TOMB, Hepenb 3anafoMb Mbl uMbemd Boiroas! Hencuncaumssi. Ha Ha-
1Ieil [IepBOHAYAIIBHOM UCTOPIN He JIOKUTS ITHO saBoeBanis. Kpoes u Bpaxaa He
CITy>KWJIM OCHOBaHieMb rocyapcTsy Pycckomy, u abppt He sasbuyanu Bayxams npe-
ZaHii1 HeHaBucTH U MitieHis. IlepKoBb, orpaHrYnBD KPyrs cBOero AbiicTsis, HUKOI-
Ia He yTPaurBasIa YUCTOThI CBOEH KU3HY BHYTPEHHE! U He ipornosbrosana gbrams
CBOMMbD YPOKOB HelpaBocyAis u Hacuisa. ITpocrora po-Tarapckaro ycTpoicTsa
oburactHOTO He 4y>xaa ObLra CTHHBL YeoBbuecKol, 1 3aKOHD CIPaBEATUBOCTY U
/06BYM B3AMMHOM CII)XHTb OCHOBAaHIEM 3TOrO ObITa, MOYTH MATPIiAPXaJBHAIO.
(Khomiakov" 1900a: 28-29)

[Despite everything, we have countless advantages over the West. Our early history
bears no stain of conquest. Blood and enmity did not serve as the foundation of the
Russian state, and our ancestors did not bequeath to their descendants the legacy
of hatred and vengeance. The Church, while limiting its sphere of action, never lost
the purity of its inner life and did not preach injustice and violence to its children.
The simplicity of the pre-Tatar regional structure was not alien to human truth,
and the law of justice and mutual love served as the foundation of this almost pa-
triarchal way of life.]

Later, Khomiakov himself took a more critical view of the ancient Russian heritage, but
this did not undermine the fundamental idea of Slavophilism. Similarly, the description of
the positive attributes of Russian consciousness was not made directly but through a neg-
ative characterization of the West. Thus, thirteen years after Khomiakov’s manifesto,
Kireevsky wrote in the same vein:

XpucTHaHCTBO, TPOHUKHYB B POCCHIO, He BCTPETHIIO B HEl TeX IPOMARHBIX 3aTPy/-
HEHUI, C KaKUMH JOJDKHO 65110 6opoTses B Pume n I'pennu u B eBponeiickux sem-
J1X... YUCTOMY BIMAHMIO €TI0 YYIeHHA Ha BHYTPEHHIOI U OOIIECTBEHHYIO )KU3HB Ye-
JIOBEKA CJIOBEHCKHI MUP He IPEICTABHII TEX HEOAOIMMBIX [PEILATCTBHUI, KAKHE OHO
HAXOJHMJIO B COMKHYTOH 06Pa30BaHHOCTH MUPa KJIACCUIECKOTO U B OFHOCTOPOH-
Heit obpasoBanHOCTH Hapogos samaaHbix. (Kireevskii 1979: 259)

[Christianity, having penetrated Russia, did not encounter those enormous diffi-
culties it had to struggle with in Rome, Greece, and the lands of Europe... The
Slavic world presented no insurmountable obstacles to the pure influence of its
teachings on the inner and public life of a person, unlike the enclosed civilization
of the classical world and the one-sided civilization of Western peoples.]

The true flaws of Russians, which differed from those of Western Christians, were either
ignored by the founders of Slavophilism (as with Kireevskii) or noted but neutralized by
subsequent judgments (as with Khomiakov). Their thoughts did not extend beyond the
logical model underlying the creation of their texts. This model, based on an axiologically
colored dual opposition, among other things, led to the persistent stringing together of
negations, which is so characteristic of many of the Slavophile leaders’ writings.

Such chains give lexical negation a rhetorical character; it can be argued that purely lin-
guistic meanings are being transformed, and this quite significantly. Through constant re-
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petition, negations begin not merely to negate but to point to something opposite to them-
selves, something that has not yet taken shape but is only meant to emerge in the future
and that, due to this indeterminacy, is almost impossible to express in direct, positive terms.
In summary, one could say that the consecutive repetition of negations gives them an
apophatic meaning.

The significance of this meaning becomes more apparent when considering the entire
utterance: the author’s intentions and the logical composition of the text, based on a dual
opposition whose evaluative nature is not only obvious but accentuated, make the
apophatic orientation of the early Slavophile manifestos abundantly clear. Such a rhetori-
cal mode shifts the argumentation, which is so crucial for historiosophical publicism, into
a different domain - not a purely logical one but a rhetorical one, where logic is signifi-
cantly reinforced by emotions: influencing the emotions of recipients has always been,
since Aristotle, one of the most important methods of rhetorical persuasion. In Khomia-
kov and Kireevskii, this method not only complements their rational constructs but often
displaces and, to a great extent, replaces them. Logically proving the superiority of future
Russian education (i. e., intellectual and spiritual culture) over Western European culture
was not possible—there were clearly not enough positive arguments. Thus, they resorted to
apophatics, which allowed them to persuade readers (or at least attempt to do so) not with
verifiable arguments of reason but with emotional intensity.

III. The ‘Inexpressible’ and the Composition of the Text

Hegsipasumoe OABIACTHO JIb BHIPAXKEHBIO?
Kyxorckuit
[Can the inexpressible be subjected to expression?

Zhukovskii]

1. A completely different type of interaction between apophatic authorial intentions and
the text they generate can be observed in a literary monument of Russian Romanticism
that differs significantly from the programmatic works of the Slavophiles: Odoevskii’s Ras-
skie nochi. Published in 1844 as part of a three-volume collection of the writer’s works,
some fragments of the book had previously been published separately as independent sto-
ries. Although Russkie nochi caused a considerable stir, it never became a national cultural
event in Russian literature, failing to elevate itself above its time. The reaction of Valerian
Maikov and Vissarion Belinskii, critics who fully expressed the intellectual trends of the
1840s and who were close to the dominant literary tastes of the following decades, is quite
telling in this regard: ,Sochineniia Odoevskogo byli pamiatnikom ushedshei epokhi® (Zy-
kova, Meshcherina, Vatsuro 1999: 398) [Odoevskii’s works were monuments of a bygone
era]. In some sense, Russkie nochi is comparable to Sumerki by Evgenii Baratynskii, al-
though the later fate of Sumerk: (and all of Baratynskii’s poetry) was considerably happier.
Russian Nights, despite attempts to reassess its reputation, has remained on the periphery
of literary history. However, there is no doubt that it ranks among the best achievements
not only of Odoevskii but of Russian Romantic prose as a whole. In the context of this
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discussion — forms of expressing apophatic rhetoric in an artistic text — Russkie nochi is
particularly remarkable.

Much of Odoevskii’s worldview resonated with the ideas of Khomiakov, Kireevskii,
and other Slavophiles of the 1840s and 1850s. It is true, however, that Odoevskii cannot
precisely be called a Slavophile; he belonged to that generation which embraced both fu-
ture Slavophilism and Westernism. Representatives of this generation, in some sense, trans-
cended this opposition, finding both camps too constricting; the most notable examples
here are Pushkin and Gogol'. On this point, Gertsen remarked in the fourth part of Byloe
dumy: ,V nachale byli tol'ko ottenki, a ne mneniia, ne partii (1956: 26) [At the beginning,
there were only shades, not opinions, not parties]. Nevertheless, many of Odoevskii’s judg-
ments, including several passages in Russkie nochi, are very close to the tenets of Slavophi-
lism. This is particularly true of the writer’s conviction that the Western world had lost its
vitality, was empty, and spiritually dead, and that Russia was poised to take its place. This
is clearly evidenced by the concluding phrase of the novel: ,,Devﬁmadgatyi vek prinadle-
zhit Rossii“ (Odoevskii 1975: 183) [The nineteenth century belongs to Russia]; a phrase
that reappears earlier in the novel in Faust’s impassioned monologue in the , Epilog®, a mo-
nologue that clearly reflects many of the author’s own convictions.

Nevertheless, Odoevskii’s opus magnum is not identical to the works of the Slavo-
philes, even ideologically. What is more, it differs from them in its artistic form. Russkze
nochi is, with reservations, a novel, albeit an unconventional one:

9T0 IPOU3BENEHNE YHUKATBHOE II0 MBICJIY, TI0 XAPAKTEPY KOMIIO3ULIHH, T10 KAHPO-
BOM CBOEH mpupofe. ITO, OFHOBPEMEHHO, U POMaH, U ApaMa, U PUIOCOPCKUIL
TPaKTarT, ¥ AUFAKTHYeCKas KHurd. Moxxer Gbits, Gimske Beero ,Pycckue Houn To-
My OIIpefieIEHUIO POMaHa, KOTOPOe GbLIO0 JAHO PAHHMMMU HEMELIKMMU POMAaHTUKA-
mu. (Maimin 1975: 261-262)

(It is a work unique in its ideas, its compositional nature, and its genre. It is simul-
taneously a novel, a drama, a philosophical treatise, and a didactic book. Perhaps,
Russkie nochi is closest to the definition of a novel as conceived by the early German
Romantics. ]

The deep connection of Odoevskii’s work with the German Romantics’ understandings
of the novel was noted over a century ago by Vasilii Gippius (Gippius" 1914: 16, second
pagination). However, most importantly, the intention of Russkie nochi (which I believe
corresponds to the author’s intention — in this case, the author’s and the text’s intentions
coincide; it is difficult to speak of expanding the horizon of expectation in Russkie nochz,
which is probably why the novel remained somewhat marginal in the history of Russian
literature) is fundamentally different from that in the previously discussed works by Kho-
miakov and Kireevskii.

2. The central artistic idea of Russkie nochi, or its ultimate thematic goal, is to reveal most
fully and clearly the complexity and ambiguity of life, where the visible and the hidden
often contradict each other, where constant alternatives arise, and where the line between
the real and the imagined/imaginary is blurred. This semantic dominant is vividly mani-
fested in the ,Noch' chetvertaia®, in the novellas that comprise it: ,Brigadir®, ,,Bal“, ,Msti-
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tel, and ,Nasmeshka mertvetsa®. It is also palpable, though in a slightly different way, in
,Poslednii kvartet Betkhovena® (,Noch' shestaia®) and in ,,Sebastian Bakh® (,,Noch' vos'-
maia®). Odoevskii seeks to convey this idea notdirectly butindirectly through descriptions,
including those of nature. For instance, consider the opening lines of the ,Noch' devia-
taia“:
BeuepHee CoHIIE IbLIAIO HAZ BEJIMYABOM PEKOIO; aible 061aKa PACCHITAINCE IO CH-
30My Heby, U KKIOE CBETUIIOCh CTOPOHOI0, OOPAIEHHYIO K COJIHILY, 3 APYTOI0 HC-
gesano B TymaHe. (Odoevskii 1975: 132)
[The evening sun blazed over the majestic river; scarlet clouds scattered across the
gray sky, each glowing on the side turned towards the sun and disappearing into
mist on the other.]

The duality of the clouds perceived by Faust reflects the multifaceted nature of being,
which cannotbe reduced to simple definitions and unambiguous evaluations. This duality,
or rather, the ambiguity of the surrounding world corresponds perfectly with the state of
the protagonist who is simultaneously confident, ,,clear in his gaze® (Odoevskii 1975: 134),
and melancholy, thus, internally unsettled.

The same fundamental idea appears in the conversations of the friends (Faust, Viktor,
Viacheslav, and Rostislav), whose dialogues form the architectonic, and perhaps also the
compositional, frame of the novel; this is particularly evident in Faust, who repeatedly
states that no theory is capable of explaining life in its entirety or of helping people achieve
their desired goal — happiness.

Mexpy TeM BpeMs IIPOXOZMIIO, IOHOWIN CTAHOBUJIUCh MY>KAMH,  HX BOIIPOCHL..
BOIIPOCHI He Haxoauuu oTeera. (,Noch' vtoraia®, Odoevskii 1975: 19).
[Meanwhile, time passed, the youths became men, but their questions... their ques-
tions remained unanswered.]

A further example is a fragment from the ,Noch' p’iitaﬁ“: Jane ponimaﬁl, chto éti gos-
poda khoteli dokazat' svoef istoriei, — skazal Viacheslav (Odoevskii 1975: 72) [, do not
understand what these gentlemen were trying to prove with their story’, said Vyacheslav*].
Faust replied: ,Dokazat'? Reshitel'no nichego!“ (Odoevskii 1975: 72) [Prove? Absolutely
nothing!]. This thematic complex, presented in various forms, constitutes the content of
the , Epilog®,which takes up almost a quarter of the novel and serves as its conclusion.
Moreover, it is in the ,,Epilog® that the idea that the impossibility of fully explaining life
and humanity’s place within it stems primarily from the extraordinary difficulty (if not the
outright impossibility) of expressing thought in words is most clearly articulated. This idea
was mentioned earlier as well, for example, at the beginning of the ,Noch' deviataia“, in a
dialogue between Faust and Rostislav:

Pocmucaas. ClencTBEHHO, T He JOIYCKAELIb BOSMOYKHOCTH JIOTNIECKOTO IIOCTPO-
enns moicneir? Paycm. S noka He JOIyCKaI0 TOTO, YTOO JIOHH, TOBOPSI MEXAY CO-
6oo, coBepeHHO nmoHuManu gpyr apyra. (Odoevskii 1975: 134)
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[Rostislav: Consequently, you do not allow for the possibility of constructing log-
ical thoughts? Faust: For now, I do not allow for people to fully understand each
other when conversing,]

However, in the ,,Epilog®, this thought is stated with utmost clarity right at the outset:

Pocmucaas. To ectb, 9TH TOCIIOAA PASHBIMU OKOIBHBIMU JOPOTaMH SOLIIH OILATH
IO TOTO, C Yero HaYaJIu, TO €CTh, O POKOBOTO BOIIPOCA O HA3HAYECHUH JKUSHH... B1-
yecaas. Her, oHM, Ka)KeTCs, 1O PEAYYBCTBHIO, YTO JIU, XOTENIH OKA32Th TIOOUMYI0
(payCcTOBY MBICIIb O TOM, 9TO MbI HE MOYKEM BHIPAXKATh CBOUX MBICJIEH 1 4TO, FOBOPA,
MBI IpyT fipyra He noHuMaeM... @aycm [...] 51 He roBopro, 4T06 C10B2 HawWK BOBCE
HE TOZWIINCH AJISL BBIPDKEHUS. MBICIIH, — HO YTBEPXKAAI0, 9TO TOXKAECTBO MEXKIY
MBICJIMIO ¥ CJIOBOM IIPOCTUPAETCSL JIMLIb A0 HEKOTOPOH CTENEHH; ONPEREIUTD STy
CTeneHb AeHCTBUTENBHO HEBO3MOYKHO IIOCPEACTBOM CJIOB — €€ JOJDKHO OILyTHTH B
cebe. (Odoevskii 1975: 140-141)

[Rostislav: So, these gentlemen have, by various winding paths, returned to where
they started - to the fateful question of the purpose of life... Vyacheslav: No, they
seemed to want to prove, through a sort of premonition, Faust’s favorite idea that
we cannot express our thoughts, and that when speaking, we do not understand
one another... Faust: [...] T am not saying that our words are entirely unsuitable for
expressing thoughts—but I assert that the equivalence between thought and word
extends only to a certain degree; determining this degree is truly impossible through
words — it must be felt within oneself.]

This passage appears to be the most crucial for understanding the main semantic vector of
Russkie nochi. The ultimate meanings of existence cannot be fully articulated in words;
they are conveyed through silence, hints, and allegory. Incidentally, the second epigraph to
the novel, taken from the tenth chapter of the first book of Goethe’s Wilbelm Meisters
Wanderjabre, directly emphasizes allegory as a necessary form of discussing things that are
difficult and incomprehensible (Odoevskii 1975: 7: ,,Bei schwer begreiflichen Dingen®).
Odoevskii deeply and organically internalized the mystical-religious aspirations of German
Romanticism:

Mip® sB7IeHi# OTOHD TANHBL, U, KIACCUPUUUPYSI STH ABJIEHIA Bb OOIIMXb TOHATI-
SAX'b, COEAUHAA U PasHbisis uxb [0 3aKOHAMB JIOTHKH 1 0cBbmas cebroms pasyma,
MBI CJIMIIKOMb Y4CTO TePSEMb Bb HUX'b CAMOE BAXKHOE M MHIUBU/YIBHOE, HEBbIPA-
sumoe Ha 13bIKb Hamero mpiuwtenis. (Zhirmunskii 1914: 8)

[The world of phenomena is full of mystery, and by classifying these phenomena
into general concepts, combining and separating them according to the laws of
logic and illuminating them with the light of reason, we too often lose in them what
is most important and individual, what is inexpressible in the language of our

thought.]

These words could well have been repeated by Faust, the novel’s main ideological hero, and
by the author himself. Therefore, an apophatic approach is necessary.
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3. Thus, the intention of the author/text in Russkie nochi is not to use negation to provide
a positive characterization of the future Russian culture, as it was in Khomiakov and Kire-
evskii, but to attempt to express the inexpressible in an artistic text. This approach leads to
different forms of apophatic rhetoric in the text compared to the Slavophile articles.
Indeed, Russkie nochi occasionally features the same negations typical of the early Sla-
vophile manifestos. In the first paragraph of the novel, in the ,<Vvedenie>“, which con-
sists of only 20 lines, the following negative words and expressions can be found:

HeobopUMOit crtbl [...] HeBOJIBHO [...] He ocTaHaBmuBaer [...] HU KUTEHCKUE YAy
YL PAJOCTH, HU MATEXKHAs AEATEHOCTD, HI CMUPEHHOE CO3epLIaHHue [...] HesaBucu-
Mo [...] He M3MeHsIeT HU HX CyljecTBa, HU MX 00pasa aeiicTsus [...] HepasragaHHas
rapmons. (Odoevskii 1975: 7)

[irresistible force [...] involuntarily [...] does not stop [...] neither worldly sorrows
nor joys, nor rebellious activity, nor humble contemplation [...] independently [...]
does not alter their essence or their mode of action [...] unsolved harmony.]

However, they clearly play a subordinate, secondary role; far more significant apophatic
rhetorical means are found at the level of composition in the novel.

Primarily, these are the numerous ellipses. These seemingly simple methods of graph-
ical text arrangement are very important for the novel’s composition — both verbal and
semantic. Ellipses appear early in Russkie nochi — in the friends' dialogues and in the em-
bedded novellas, often appearing in semantically significant positions where the text
touches on fundamental issues of existence. As early as in the opening scene of the novel,
in the ,Noch' pervaﬁ“ when characterizing R ostislav’s state of mind and thoughts, we see:

»IIpocsemenne”... Ha 9TOM CJIOBE OH HEBOJIBHO OCTaHOBUJICA. Mblciu ero Gosee n
Bostee pacipocTpaHsucs, bonee u bosee cranosunucs Baxkuee... (Odoevskii 1975:
10)

[»Enlightenment®... on this word he involuntarily paused. His thoughts expanded
further and further, becoming increasingly important...]

CmepTs Hapopa... crpamtoe cioso! (Odoevskii 1975: 11)
[The death of a nation... frightening words!]

M1 sHaem Bawe npoureguee... Ho sHaem u coe 6yaymee? (Odoevskii 1975: 11)
[We know your past... But do we know our future?].

The ,,Noch' vtoraia® and the manuscript ,Opere del Cavaliere Giambattista Piranesi“ from
the ,Noch' tret'a“ also conclude with ellipses.

With caution, one might say that gradually, as the philosophical narrative of Russkie
nochi unfolds, ellipses become more frequent. The novellas within the novel, each present-
ing its own perspective, reinforce the notion of the contradictory nature of existence, the
deceptive nature of its external manifestations, and its elusive inner essence. The commen-
tary on these novellas, given in the dialogues between Rostislav, Viktor, Viacheslav, and
Faust (either directly or indirectly), further clarifies these ideas. The notion that the ulti-
mate meanings cannot simply be verbalized becomes increasingly pronounced, leading to
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the heightened presence of ellipses — as a special form of silence, graphically expressed, as a
silent indication of the hidden depths of life that are not easily articulated in words; here,
the verbal transitions into the visual.

In some cases, there are chains of ellipses of varying types. They can saturate descrip-
tions or characters’ speech:

EnBa nouysiu OHu, 9TO YKHIIHIIE UX JOIDKHO OTPAHUYUTHCS ORHUMY IPABUPOBAH-
HBIMU KapTHHAMHY, KaK BOSHETOZ,0BIM Ha MeHSL... S yoke ObUI Ha CMepTHOI IOCTe-
JIM, KaK BAPYT... CIIbIXaJIH JIb BB O Y€IOBEKE, KOTOPOTO HA3BIBAIOT BC4HbLM HUOOM?
Bce, 4TO pacckasbiBaIOT O HeM, — JIOXKb: STOT SJIOONYIHbIA nepes Bami... (Odoev-
skit 1975: 32)

[As soon as they sensed that their home must be limited to only the engraved pic-
tures, they became angry with me... I was already on my deathbed when suddenly...
Have you heard of the man they call the Wandering Jew? Everything they say about
him is a lie: that unfortunate man stands before you...]

In this excerpt from the old man’s story, the protagonist of the novella ,,Opere del Cavaliere
Giambattista Piranesi, three out of four sentences end in ellipses but more frequently, el-
lipses appear at the end of paragraphs, especially in the friends’ conversations, which are
often contemplative. There are cases of what could be called punctuational epiphora, span-
ning several paragraphs; this occurs, for example, at the beginning of the ,Noch' deviataia“:
after a rather concise description of the scenery and Faust’s state of mind, four consecutive
paragraphs representing the dialogue between Faust and Rostislav end with ellipses (see
Odoevskii 1975: 132). The same can be seen in the ,,Epilog“: closer to its conclusion, after
Faust’s extended monologue in which he criticizes contemporary science for its lack of a
comprehensive theory, six more paragraphs — a dialogue between Faust and Viktor - fol-
low. Five of them end with ellipses, only one (Faust’s first reply) ends with a period, and
even there an ellipsis is used within the sentence (see Odoevskii 1975: 170-171). A page
later, we encounter a similar punctuational epiphora — of the eleven dialogue paragraphs
among Faust, Viktor, and Viacheslav, two end with periods, one with a question mark, and
eight with ellipses (see Odoevskii 1975: 173).

Ellipses become an important and consistently employed principle for connecting par-
agraphs, influencing not only the verbal but also the semantic composition of Russkie no-
chi. They begin to form a kind of secondary semantic plot of the novel — not articulated in
words but nevertheless palpable. This plot consists of indicating — through sheer visuality,
i. e., akind of silence — the ultimate inexpressibility of the deeper content of life.

Rhetorical questions in Odoevskii’s novel serve a similar function. Already in ,Noch'
pervaﬁ“ when ‘significant questions’ are raised for the first time — questions concerning
the meaning of history and life itself (contemplated by Rostislav, one of the philosophical
characters of Russkie nochi) — we encounter an accumulation of rhetorical questions:

ITpocsemenue! Ham XIX Bex Ha3bIBaIOT IPOCBEMEHHBIM; HO B CAMOM JIU JIETIE MBI
CYACTIIMBEE TOTO PbIOAKA, KOTOPBII HEKOT/A, MOXKET OBITh, HA 5TOM CAMOM MECTE,
I7ie TeTeph IIECTPEET ra30BasA TOJIIA, PACCTHIAT CBOU ceTu? ITo BOKpyT Hac?
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3aueM MATYTCA HAPOAbI? 3a4eM, KaK CHEXKHYIO IIbIJIb, PA3HOCHT X BUXOPh? 3a4eM
IUTA9ET MIIAJCHEL], TEP3ACTCS IOHOIIA, YHBIBAET CTApeL? 3a4eM 0OIIeCTBO BPaXKAyeT
c 0bmecTBOM M, e1me 60Iee, C KaXKIbIM M3 CBOUX CODCTBEHHBIX YIEHOB? 3aueM seJte-
30 PacCeKaeT CBA3H JII0OBU U IPy>KObI? 3a4eM IIPECTYIUICHHE U HECYACTHE CIMTACTCS
HeobxoauMor0 OYKBOIO B MaTeMaThdeckoit popmyite obmecrsa? (Odoevskii 1975:
10)

[Enlightenment! Our 19th century is called enlightened; but are we truly happier
than the fisherman who once, perhaps, cast his nets at this very place where the
illusory crowd now throngs? What is around us?

Why do nations stir> Why does the whirlwind scatter them like powdery snow?
Why does the child cry, the youth suffer, the old man despair? Why does society
conflict with society and, even more so, with each of its own members? Why does
iron sever the bonds of love and friendship? Why is crime and misfortune consid-
ered a necessary element in society’s mathematical formula?]

Eight consecutive rhetorical questions immediately create an atmosphere of epistemologi-
cal uncertainty. It is reinforced by anaphoric questioning, which emerges on the next page
and encompasses six lines:

T'bl TOBOPHLIb MHE O 3aKOHE IPUPOJABI; HO KaK YTafas Thl ero? [...]
T’bl TOBOPHLIb MHE O [OJIb3€ IPOCBeIeHNA? [...]

T’bl TOBOPHLIBb MHE O Bpefie IPOCBeIeHus? [...]

T’bl roBopHLIb MHE 0 popMe rpasreHus? |...]

T'bl TOBOPHIIb MHE O PEJINTUO3HOM 4yBCTBE? |[...]

T roBopuus Mue 0 panarusme? [...] (Odoevskii 1975: 11)

[You speak to me of the law of nature; but how did you guess it? [...]
You speak to me of the benefits of enlightenment? [...]

You speak to me of the harm of enlightenment? [...]

You speak to me of the form of government? [...]

You speak to me of religious feeling? [...]

You speak to me of fanaticism?]

This sense of anxious bewilderment intensifies, becoming a kind of emotional dominant
of the fragment, amplified by the dual nature of the anaphora — not only syntactic but also
lexical (six repetitions of the phrase ,, Ty govorish' mne o...“ [You speak to me of...]), the
rhetorical address within this phrase, and additional interrogative constructions: in two
cases (the first and fourth positions), the anaphoric sentence is followed by a further inter-
rogative statement. Additionally, the entire anaphoric sequence is preceded by an initial
rhetorical question.

4. Doubts about the possibility of arriving at definitive answers to the most general ques-
tions of existence are deeply emotional in Russkie nochi, an effect achieved through an
abundance of rhetorical exclamations. Incidentally, the question anaphora cited above is
preceded and surrounded by numerous exclamations. The author seeks to show the irre-
sistible striving of human consciousness to resolve the ultimate questions. Despite all the
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doubts in the results they obtain, humans, nonetheless, persist in their pursuit of truth,
straining all their strength. These doubts do not, however, deny the existence of truth itself
— despite its transcendence, it is present in the world, although it defies simple verbal ex-
pression. The very agitation of human consciousness when contemplating the problem of
understanding the universe, the constant return to this problem, and the dissatisfaction
with what has been achieved - all of this (pointed to by the compositional and rhetorical
features of the novel) testifies to the human potential to comprehend existence. Compre-
hend, but not express the results of such comprehension in words. For this, apophaticism
is necessary, allowing one to convey the inexpressible (but present in the world and acces-
sible to the mystical planes of human consciousness) through the non-verbal means of the
text.

Despite their considerable proximity, the Slavophile manifestos and Russkie nochi are
not identical; they differ greatly in their approaches, and these distinct orientations define
their differences. Apophaticism in Khomiakov and Kireevskii is manifested primarily by
negation; its goal is, through contrast, the method of ‘via negativa’, to demonstrate the fu-
ture superiority of Russian intellectual and spiritual life over Western culture. Without
proving their claims (for which they lack sufficient convincing arguments), they strive to
persuade using not logic but rhetoric, meant to stir emotions in the audience and, by evok-
ing sympathetic responses, win them over.

As mentioned earlier, the tension of emotional tone is also evident in Russkie nochi.
However, the text’s intention here is entirely different: to show the impossibility of final
answers to the ultimate questions of existence and simultaneously to point to those depths
that are palpable but cannot fit into ordinary words. This, incidentally, significantly re-
duces the triumphal hymn to Russia that is found in the ,,Epilog“. The characters want to
agree with it, but the novel’s entire pathos, defined by its guiding intention, shifts these
optimistic hopes into a different modality, a strictly subjunctive one — perhaps it will be so,
but it is just as likely that everything will turn out otherwise. For Khomiakov’s and Kireev-
skif’s essays, Russia’s brilliant future is beyond doubt (though it is possible the authors
themselves, not just their texts, harbored doubts). For Russkie nochi, as well as for Odoev-
skif himself, this future is far from certain; it is only one of many possibilities. These doubts,
not directly expressed but inferred from the entire utterance, which is Russkze nochi viewed
sub specie rhetoricae, once again set Odoevskii apart from the Slavophiles.

IV. "Roughness” of Style as a Means of Apophatic Rhetoric

1. Odoevskii’s Russkie nochi aims for a mystical, i. e., non-rational, understanding of the
world that cannot be verbalized logically, in full accordance with certain tendencies of Ro-
mantic thought most clearly represented in German culture, with which the writer was
deeply connected:

PomaHTH3MB, KAKb IIMPOKOE KyJIbTYPHO-UCTOPHIECKOE ABJICHIE, CBA3AHD Ch BO3-
POXKZieHiEMb MUCTHYECKAroO YyBCTBA, T. €. MOJOYKUTENIBHATO YYBCTBA MPUCYTCTBiA
6e3KoHeUHaro, 60’KECTBEHHATO BO BCEMb KOHEYHOMD ¥ 3EMHOMD — Bb npnpou"]; u
BB ,uyuﬂ; genosbka. IIpu sToMb BB pOMaHTI/ISMT) MHUCTUYECKOE IyBCTBO HE YCTPEM-
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JIEHO Bb Mipbl HHBIE, HE OTPHULIAETD XKU3HH, KaKb 9TO ObUIO Bb cpennie Bbka: Bes
KU3HB, BO BCEMb CBOEMb MHOT00Opasiu, BO Beeit cBoeit nonHoth npuanmMaercs u
6JIarOCIOBISIETCA POMAHTUKAMH, KaKb cofepkamas Bb cebb GosxecTBeHHBIM
cmbicrb. (Zhirmunskii 1919: 17)

[Romanticism, as a broad cultural-historical phenomenon, is associated with the
revival of mystical feeling, i. e., a positive sense of the presence of the infinite, the
divine, in everything finite and earthly - in nature and in the human soul. In Ro-
manticism, this mystical feeling is not directed towards other worlds and does not
deny life, as it did in the Middle Ages; all of life, in all its diversity and fullness, is

accepted and blessed by the Romantics as containing divine meaning. ]

In this context, Romantic literature faced the challenge of pointing to these ‘divine mean-
ings’ without diminishing them while keeping them partially hidden - as far as possible in
averbal text. These intentions determined the compositional features of Russkie nochi dis-
cussed above. However, there were also other means, beyond the realm of punctuation and
graphical composition, related to the stylistic parameters of the text.

The problem of style in Russian literature had acquired a new dimension by the end of
the Romantic era, in the second half of the 1830s—1840s, one that differed from earlier
perspectives. To grossly simplify the issue, one could say that earlier, stylistic questions
were closely intertwined with those of literary language itself. The stylistic texture of the
works of Lomonosov or Sumarokov, as well as later authors like Fonvizin, Derzhavin, Ra-
dishchev, Karamzin, and others, became a matter of history (or, more accurately, pre-
history) for the contemporary Russian literary language, which was then taking shape®.
This situation began to change somewhat at the beginning of the 19th century. Poets be-
longing to the literary-linguistic movement that Lidiia Ginzburg called the school of har-
monic precision (see Ginzburg 1974) based their poetic practices on certain notions of an
aesthetic-linguistic norm that existed not in abstract rhetorical prescriptions but in the spe-
cific Russian linguistic context of their time. This norm (or, more precisely, guideline) of
harmonic precision was what they sought to embody in their own poetic texts, each in their
own way.

Pushkin’s work, which completed the process of forming the new literary language,
ultimately set the standard for what future writers should strive for. From this moment
onward, new stylistic opportunities opened up for authors: to depart from these standards
and oppose them with their own individual style (idiolect), in order to point through it to
the deeper content of life concealed beneath its external surface — a surface that, for its
realization in words, used the exemplary language. However, this deeper content, these
higher, and thus mysterious, meanings of existence cannot be contained within the bound-
aries of that language; a different stylistic format is needed. Here, we encounter a stylistic

6 Itis no coincidence that the history of the Russian literary language of the second half of the 18th to
the early 19th century is often reduced to the description of the idiolects of individual writers. See gen-
eral works (Vinogradov 1938, Levin 1964, Meshcherskii 1981) as well as more specialized monographs
(Gorshkov 1982). It should be noted that Derzhavin’s idiolect, in this regard, has been inadequately
researched.
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phenomenon that is somewhat analogous to the concept of ‘reverse perspective’, perform-
ing a similar function.”

2. The first to explore such possibilities were poets who were previously brilliant represent-
atives of the ‘school of harmonious precision’: Pushkin and Baratynskii. This is extremely
significant, especially in relation to Pushkin. Having manifested, through his artistic activ-
ity, the new principles of literary language as exemplary, he almost immediately began using
deviations from the standard established by his own poetic style as an important means of
addressing the ultimate questions of existence. I refer to his religious-philosophical lyrics
such as ,,Strannik®, or the so-called Kamennoostrovskii tsikl. In all these poetic works, Push-
kin turned precisely to those ,divine meanings® (to use Zhirmunskii’s definition) that he
sensed in the flow of life and that rose above it. To embody these meanings in poetic lan-
guage, the style had to correspond to such a rise. Pushkin does this, demonstrating inven-
tiveness, stylistic virtuosity, and his inherent sense of proportion, while the degree of devi-
ation from the general linguistic norms (again, norms established within Russian literary
culture largely by himself) gradually increases in his lyrics. Thus, in ,,Vospominanie® — one
of the earliest of Pushkin’s philosophical-meditative poems (Maimin 2015: 347: ,odnom
iz pervykh po vremeni filosofsko-meditativnykh stikhotvorenii Pushkina“) — we see only a
shadow of archaism that lends the poem an elevation without making its stylistic move-
ment unclear. Nevertheless, against the backdrop of Evgenii Onegin, for instance, it devi-
ates significantly from the norms of poetic language represented, among other works, by
the verse novel itself. The primary role in achieving this effect of slight unusualness is
played by the combination of Church Slavonicisms such as ,stogny grada® in the second
line:

I Ha Hemsle crorusl rpaga. (Pushkin 1977: 57)
[And on the mute streets of the city.]

The impulse set by it is supported by verbs like ynaliazhet“ [descends] and ,vlachatsia®
[drag], the phrase ,,tomitel'nogo bdenia“ [of weary vigil], and the inversion in the eighth
line:

3Meu cepaednoit yrpoisenss. (Pushkin 1977: 57)
[The snake’s heart bite.]

This creates a sense of a special kind of loftiness, implying a discussion of highly significant
issues for which an unequivocal resolution is hardly possible. No wonder the final draft,
omitted during publication in Severnye tsﬁuety, ends with two lines that remove the very
possibility of clear answers:

1 06a roBOPAT MHE MEPTBBIM A3BIKOM
O raiinax cuactust u rpoba. (Pushkin 1977: 417)

7 For more information on the reverse perspective that defines the composition of an icon and allows
the iconographer to address their primary epistemological tasks, see Florenskii 1993; the article is dated
1919/20. Also see the works of Boris Uspenskii (1995a; 1995b).
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[And both speak to me in a dead language
Of the secrets of happiness and the grave.]

In the printed text, this motif is absent, but the poem’s semantic direction still retains a
certain ambiguity; it deals with problems that rise above the ordinary course of life. This is
reflected in its somewhat unusual poetic style.

Yet, even in this dimension of Pushkin’s style, there are no rough edges, and deviations
from the norms of literary language are not very significant and lack sharpness. During the
1830s, such deviations became more pronounced, reaching their greatest clarity in the po-
ems of the Kamennoostrovskii fsikl®. The archaism of their language not only indicates the
‘elevation’ of the questions posed in them, but simultaneously attests to the difficulty (per-
haps even the impossibility) of their straightforward and ‘simple’ verbal expression. Con-
sequently, in this mode of Pushkin’s poetic language that we are now considering, traits of
apophatic expression begin to emerge.

This is even more true for Baratynskii’s Iyrics during the last decade of his literary ca-
reer, when the poet consistently resorts to cumbersome syntactic constructions that are
difficult to perceive (Kupreﬁnova 1957: 38: ,,postoﬁnno pribegaet k gromozdkim sintak-
sicheskim konstruktsiiam, ves'ma trudnym dlia vospriﬁtiﬁ“), combining complex syntax
with unusual vocabulary, incorporating both rare Church Slavonicisms and colloqui-
alisms, marked by unusual tropological transformations (see Kupreﬁnova 1957: 38-40;
Chicherin 1985: 388-398). As a result, the poetic style becomes extremely complex, ob-
scure, and requires considerable effort to comprehend its hidden meaning. Its texture be-
gins to express the difficulties of understanding and verbal expression of the depths of life,
which are hardly comprehensible in their entirety. Such a style thus assumes apophatic
functions.

3. Such phenomena were scarcely present in romantic prose. This is largely because the
formation of ideas about the ‘correct’ style, beauty, and naturalness of language in Iyrical
poetry progressed faster and more successfully than in prose. It was only by the mid-19th
century that Russian literature developed such criteria for prose, which were fully embod-
ied in the works of Turgenev. Rather quickly, apophatic rhetorical strategies, similar to
those employed by Pushkin and Baratynskii in their lyrics, began to appear in prose narra-
tives. First and foremost, Dostoevskii and Tolstoi must be mentioned here. Of course, the
works of both are far removed from Romanticism — Tolstoi’s in full measure, and Dosto-
evskii’s to a lesser degree. However, considering their styles in the context that interests us
seems partially justified. Firstly, as already noted, romantic prose does not provide corre-
sponding examples of stylistic anomalies used for apophatic purposes, as seen in Dostoev-
skif and Tolstoi. Secondly, their creative practices illustrate the further evolution of
apophatic rhetoric in the post-Romantic period; which romantic strategies proved viable
in the new aesthetic-epistemological space, how they were transformed within it, and
whether their ultimate aims changed. Thirdly, and finally, the stylistic preferences of Do-

8  Kamennoostrovskii fsikl has repeatedly been the subject of individual studies. See, for example: Izmailov
1958: 29-40; Stark 1982; Fomichev 1985; Davydov 1987.
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stoevskii and Tolstoi allow us to outline more clearly the parameters of the authors’ artistic
(possible) worlds and their main direction, which presupposes an active engagement with
apophatics.

The styles of Dostoevskii and Tolstoi differ sharply from each other. However, in one
respect, they are similar: they both evoked perplexity, dissatisfaction, and even criticism
among their contemporaries, albeit in different tones.

Eciu citor u xyRosxecTBeHHast MaHepa T0JICTOrO HOABEpraach APY>KECKOM KPUTH-
Ke, T0 JI0CTOEBCKOTO KaK XyAOXKHUKA BCTPETWIN B CBOE BPEMS IIPAMO B IUTHIKH 1
HpeHebPeRUTENBHO OTHOCHIINCH K ero uckyccrsy Becbma gooro. (Chicherin 1980:
126)

[While Tolstoi’s style and artistic manner were subject to friendly criticism, Dosto-
evskii as an artist faced outright hostility and his art was long treated with disdain.]

This criticism primarily concerned the style — both Dostoevskii’s and (to a lesser extent)
Tolstof’s — as both demonstratively disregarded the key principles that defined contempo-
rary standards for exemplary narrative style, creating styles that were, in many respects, op-
posed to these principles. In Dostoevskii’s case, the rhythmic organization of his prose
played an extremely important role invoking the art of the Baroque era. This (without us-
ing the term barogue) was felt, shortly after the writer’s death, by an author as sensitive to
and sympathetic towards Dostoevskii, namely Sluchevskii:

Ero cmbiibist 06pricoBKu, €ro yHaTHYECKiH KONOPUTD, Ype3BbryaitHo bumsky k cBb-
to-rbuu Pembpanta, Pubeitpsr, Kapasampkio u JJoMeHUKHHO, OTpOMHOE KOJTHYEC-
TBO PaboTh KOTOPBIXS UMbeTh CBOMMSB IpeAMETOMS, KaKb ¥ IucaHis Jlocroescka-
IO, BCAKUXb OflEPIKMMBbIX'b, SIMIICIITUKOBS, ObcHyromuxcest 1 T. . (Sluchevskii 1889:
30)

[His bold sketches, his lunatic coloring, are exceedingly close to the chiaroscuro of
Rembrandt, Ribera, Caravaggio, and Domenichino, many of whose works, like
Dostoevskii’s writings, have as their subject the possessed, epileptics, and demoni-
acs.]

In this characterization, not only the set of names is telling, but also the last words — ,,oder-
zhimykh", épileptikov”, bbsnuiushchikhsia®. These words, naturally, do not define the
mental state of the characters; with them, Sluchevskii, perhaps unconsciously, points to the
rthythmic pattern of Dostoevskii’s prose —

CYAOPOIKHO-HAIPSKEHHOE ABIKEHHE ABTOPCKON PEUH, CO3BYIHOE PEIU IEPCOHA-
>Kell, COCTaBIIAeT B TBopuecTse JlocToeBckoro crumuctudeckyio somusanty. (Chi-
cherin 1980: 142)

[the convulsively tense movement of the author’s speech, in harmony with the
characters’ speech, constitutes a stylistic dominant in Dostoevskii’s work.]
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This dominant feature made Dostoevskii appear to his contemporaries as a careless and
odd stylist9.

While different, Tolstof’s style also opposed the aesthetic norms of exemplary prose
language. For Tolstof’s style, the rhythm may not be as crucial (though his prose is marked
by its own unique rhythmic pattern), but two strategies play a major role in creating his
style that shocked readers. Firstly, the extremely cumbersome syntactic structure of long
sentences and periods. They are not very numerous, and their quantitative presence should
not be exaggerated, but these constructions significantly shape the overall atmosphere of
Tolstoi’s prose. Perhaps the most extreme expression of this atmosphere is the famous
opening of Dekabristy:

»lleKabprcThI® HaYaThI CHHTAKCHYECKUM IIEPHOZOM B 698 CIIOB, COCTOALIMM U3 Psi-
T4 CJIOXKHBIX IPEJIOXKEHMUI, TECHO CBSI3aHHBIX MeXX/y coboit. BHyTpu sToro nepuo-
4 TOCTIOACTBYIOIIEE [IOIOKEHUE 3AHUMAET CIIOKHO-TIOAUMHEHHOE PEATIOKEHHE C
HEBATBIO TPHUAATOYHBIMY BPEMEHHBIMH, YETBIPHMA [ONOIHUTENBHBIMY, ILTHIO
[IPUYACTHBIMHY, Y€THIPbM JEETIPHYACTHHIMU 060POTAMH, ABYMSI CPABHUTEIILHBIMH
¥ OJHUM OIIPEfE/IUTE/NBHBIM [IPEAIOKEHNEM. B OIMHHALATH CIIy4aiX B 9TOM
CII0)KHOM TIPEIOKEHUH BCTPEYAIOTCS OGHOPORHBIE WICHSBL, [0 BOCEMB, 10 LIECTh
(mBa pasa), mo Tpu (deThIpe pasa), IPUYEM TPYIKABL 32 HEUCUEPIIAHHBIM IIEPEYHEM
CTIEfyIOT CJIOBA ,,d MHOTO IPYIUX" HJIH U TaK pajee”. B mepuon B nesmoM Bxopar
ellle IECTh BPEMEHHBIX Ipupatoynbix npeproxenuit. (Chicherin 1956: 10)
[Dekabristy begins with a syntactic period of 698 words, consisting of a series of
complex sentences closely interconnected. Within this period, the main position is
occupied by a complex sentence with nine temporal clauses, four additional clauses,
five participial, four adverbial participial phrases, two comparative clauses, and one
attributive clause. In eleven cases within this complex sentence, there are homoge-
neous parts, with eight, six (twice), and three (four times) items each, with three
occurrences followed by phrases like ,,and many others® or ,,and so on“. The period
as a whole includes six more temporal subordinate clauses.]

Again, such constructions are not frequent in Tolstoi’s work, but the syntactic tendencies
underlying them recur throughout his writing: continuous layering of participial and ad-
verbial participial constructions, a preference for complex subordination forms, and syn-
tactic repetition form the foundation of the style in most of his works. This principle of
repetition extends to the lexicon as well; in Tolstoi’s work, one often finds examples of a
single word repeated in close syntagmatic positions.

The stylistic predilections of both Dostoevskii and Tolstoi were long explained as a re-
sult of haste, lack of editorial precision, or an absence of stylistic sensitivity (in Dostoev-
skif’s case), or as Tolstoi’s willingness to sacrifice the elegance of language for better expres-
sion of thought. However, numerous studies by philologists in the first half of the 20th

9 This dominant feature, the principle of consistent disharmony (see Chicherin 1980: 154), led the re-
searcher to draw stylistic parallels between Dostoevskii’s prose and Baroque art (see Chicherin 1980:
151-160).
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century demonstrated the deep deliberateness with which both prose writers employed
these stylistic features. They were necessary for achieving the primary and ultimate goals
the writers set for themselves. Thus, the stylistic ‘roughness’ of their texts was a deliberate
artistic choice, inseparable from the aesthetic parameters of Dostoevskii’s and Tolstoi’s
worlds. It was not a matter of carelessness or indifference.

What, then, was the purpose? One possible explanation (of course, alongside others)
leads us toward apophaticism. In one of his notebooks, Chicherin wrote:

He tomnsko Jocroesckuit, Toncroit, Ho u Banssak, u TypreHes Bce Bpemst IPOHU-
KAIOT K KOPHAM OBITHA, OT 3TOTO U PeaiaM Ux He ddpemepHslit. [1x cosHaHue peass-
HOCTH He B TOM, 9TO OHHU KPEIIKO YyBCTBYIOT BEWECTBEHHEII MUP, 4 B TOM, 4TO OHU
YyBCTBYIOT U IIOPBIBAIOTCA YyBCTBOBATH MUP B LIEJIOM B €I0 G1arOJATHBIX CBASSX U
Tparmdeckux oTphiBax ot cymuoctu 6srrus. (Chicherin 1962)!°

[Not only Dostoevskii and Tolstoi, but also Balzac and Turgenev constantly strive
to reach the roots of existence; this is why their realism is not ephemeral. Their sense
of reality does not lie in their acute perception of the material world but in their
feeling and yearning to feel the world as a whole, in its blessed connections and
tragic severances from the essence of being.]

Concerning Turgenev and (to a lesser extent) Balzac, this characterization may raise some
doubts, but when it comes to Dostoevskii and Tolstoj, it is hard to disagree. However, the
transition from recreating the material world to perceiving existence as a whole — including
those spheres that are not entirely accessible to rational knowledge (or not accessible at all)
— required a special language/style. Finding its positive qualities was extremely difficult, if
not impossible. It was easier to express the characteristics of the desired style apophatically
— through strategies that violated the conventions of ‘correct’ narrative style. This is pre-
cisely what happens with Tolstoi and Dostoevskii. What, in lyric poetry was proposed in
the Romantic era by Pushkin and Baratynskii, found its expression in prose much later,
but perhaps in a more unusual and sharper form, making it all more expressive.
Translated from Russian by Lidiia Strechen’

Anodarudeckas PUTOPHUKA U POMAHTHYECKAA PrumocoPcKas mposa

ITpu paccMOTpEeHMM JIMTEPATYPHOTO IPOUSBEACHHUS B ACTIEKTE PUTOPUKU HEOOXOJMMO YUHTHIBATh
BCE KOMIIOHEHThI PUTOPUYECKOTO KOMMYHUKATUBHOTO aKTa. VICXO/is U3 9TOM yCTAHOBKU B CTAThe
AHATUBUPYIOTCS HEKOTOPHIE CIIyIaH IIPOSBICHIA AITOPATHKH B IBYX KOMIIOHEHTAX Xy/0KECTBEHHOTO
KOMMYHHKATUBHOTO 4KT4: B MHTEHIIAX ABTOPA/TEKCTA M HEMNOCPEACTBEHHO B Xy[OXKECTBEHHOM
TEKCTE, €r0 KOMIIOSHIUY ¥ CTUJIE, B COOTHOIICHUY CTHIIA C ,[IPABUIIBHOM  PEUbIO M IIPE/CTABIICHI-
MU 310XH4 0 KpacoTe cyord. OCHOBHEIM MATEPHATIOM CIIY>KMT POMAHTHUECKAS GUIOCOPCKast Iposa
— nybimnucTuKa paHHux caassHodunos u poman B. @. Ogoescxoro Pycckue nouun.

10 A.V. Chicherin’s notebook, along with other materials from his archive, is held in the collection of
P. E. Bukharkin and L. L. Strechen’.
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ITporpammusie craThu Bodxzei crasanopumscTsa — A. C. Xomsaxosa u M. B. Kupeesckoro —
ObLIH HATIPABJIEHHI HA TO, YTOOBI IIPU OMOIIM ano(aTHIECKUX PUTOPUIECKIX CTPATETUI JaTh [IO3K-
THUBHYIO XapaKTePUCTHKY OyyIeit pyccKoi KyasType. Pycckue 1o4u MIMeIH MHYIO MHTEHIIMIO — BBIPa-
3UTh B TEKCTE HEBBIPASMMOE B CJIOBAX. JIJIsl pELICH s CBOMX 33144 CJIABSHOPIIIBCKIIE Iy OIMIACTHIEC-
KH€ TEKCThI IIOJIb3YIOTCA IIPEXK/Ee BCEro JIEKCHIECKUMH OTPULIAHUAMY, OTPKAIOIIMMY aKCUOJIOTU-
4EeCKHU OKpAIICHHBIE JyabHble OIIOSULMHU. B Pycckux nouax npes HeBBIPa3MMOCTH B CJIOBE KOHEY-
HBIX CMBICTIOB OBITHSI, KOTOPBIE, BMECTE C TEM, OIIYTHMMBI MUCTHIECKMM UyBCTBOM, IPOSBIISETCS B
rpa¢udeckoM OPOPMIIEHHU TEKCTA — B LIEIOYKAX MHOTOTOYHI ¥ PUTOPHYECKHUX BOPOCOoB. Uncras
BU3YaJIbHOCTh OKA3BIBAETCSA CIOCOOOM BOILIOIIEHMS MOIYAHIS KaK GOPMBI BBIPKEHHMSI BEICIIEH ¥IC-
THHBIL.

B nocepHeM paspesie CTaTby pedb UaeT 00 aropaTHIeCKoM CTPATErkH, KOTOPAs CTaId BO3MOJK-
HOM TOJIBKO T10C/Ie GOPMHUPOBAHHSA B PYCCKOM A3BIKOBOM CO3HAHUM TIPEACTABIEHII 00 06pasioBom
nuTeparypHoM s3bike. C 5TOro BpeMeHH Hepeft IIUCATENAMM OTKPBUIMCh HOBBIE CTHITHCTHYECKHE BO3-
MOYXHOCTH: OTKA3BIBATHCS OT STUX 0OPA3L[OB, IPOTHBOIIOCTABISA M CBOM MH/MBHYaIbHBIA CTHIIb
IS yKA3aHY Yepes Hero Ha ITyOMHHOE COfepIKaHue SKM3HH, TAAIECECS 34 €€ BHEIIHUM IIOKPOBOM,
KOTOPBIM 1715 CBOETO BOIUIOWICHNS B CJIOBE ¥ UCIIOIB30BAT 0OPA3LIOBBIA SA3bIK. A BOT IiybUHHOE CO-
AepoKaHue, BBICIINE, 4 IOTOMY TAMHCTBEHHBIE CMBICJIBI OBITHSA, B IPAHHMIIB TOTO S3bIKA HE BMECTHTH;
Hy)KeH CTHJIb MUHOTO GpOpMaTa. 371eCh MbI CTAIKUBACTCA CO CTUIMCTUYECKHM ABJIEHHEM, OTYACTH aHa-
JIOTMYHBIM TIOHATHIO ,,00paTHAS IIEPCIEKTHBA", BBIIOHAIOLIMM B YEM-TO IIOX0XKyIO $pyHKImI0. B mu-
pHKe nepBbie ApKUe 0OpasLBl amodaTUsMa TAKOTO Poja 0OHAPYKHBAIOTCA B MOSJHEM TBOPYECTBE
A. C. ITymxuna u E. A. Baparsisckoro, B npose — y @. M. JTocroesckoro u JI. H. Tosncroro.
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