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ABSTRACT

The first book of M. M. Bakhtin on Dostoevsky has been the focus of researchers for over
90 years now. In this article, an analysis is carried out of the last wave of the Russian
reception of Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art. We show that the study of the reception of
Bakhtinian ideas, contained in the work, remains relevant with respect to the development
of the general framework of the intellectual history, and to the analysis of isolated
components.
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AHHOTALIUA

llepsas knuea M.M. Baxmuna o /Jocmoesckom 6onee 90 nem npusiexaem HUMAaHUe
uccnedosameneli. B cmamve paccmampusaemcs nocineoHss 601HA pyCcCKOU peyenyuu
[TpoGnem TBOpuecTBa JlocTOEBCKOTO. J{oKkazvlieaemcs, umo 60npoc usyyeHus peyenyuu
OaxmuHcKux uoetl, 3aJ104CeHHbIX 8 KHU2e, He mepsem aKmyaibHOCMU KaK npu cO30aHUuU
obueli KapmuHvl UHMENNEeKMYaIbHOU UCMOPUU, MAK U NPU PACCMOMPEHUU OMOETbHBIX
ee cocCmasuaoujux.
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RESUMO

O primeiro livro de M.M. Bakhtin sobre Dostoiévski é alvo de atengdo dos pesquisadores
ha mais de 90 anos. No artigo é analisada a ultima onda da recep¢do russa de Problemas
da criacao de Dostoiévski. Provamos que a questdo do estudo da recepgdo das ideias
bakhtinianas, contidas no livro, ndo perde a sua atualidade tanto no que diz respeito a
construgdo do quadro geral da historia intelectual, quanto a andlise dos componentes
isolados.
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Introduction

The book Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art plays a special role in M. Bakhtin’s
scientific bibliographic production: for over three decades, this work has been nearly the
only testimony of the scientist’s presence in the field of literary criticism between 1930-
1960, along with two articles on Leo Tolstoy (BAKHTIN, 2000, pp.179-184/185-205).

To date, a significant number of texts have been published, which are dedicated
to the long and contradictory reception — on the part of the human sciences worldwide —
of the ideas in the book. The study on the reception of Bakhtinian ideas has, nonetheless,
remained relevant regarding both the development of the general framework of
intellectual history, and the analysis of particular elements of the work. As we know,
Bakhtin’s book on Dostoevsky — published when the author was awaiting sentencing in
the Voskresenie case — caused a significant stir not only in the USSR, but also abroad,
among the Russian diaspora. Issues regarding the reception of Problems of Dostoyevsky’s
Art, mainly its first wave in 1929-1930, were taken up in many articles and special
reviews (BOCHAROYV, 2000, pp.432-543; OSSOVSKY, 1990, pp.47-60; OSSOVSKY,
1992, pp.379-391; OSSOVSKY, 1997, pp.86-110; GRILLO, 2019, pp.176-196), as well
as in book chapters (KONKIN; KONKINA, 1993, pp.275-299; EMERSON, 1997, pp.75-
92). The general character of the initial discussion that took place within the great
thinker’s homeland, was based on some extensive reviews (I. GROSSMAN-ROSCHIN;
A. LUNACHARSKY; M. STARENKOV) and some less extensive ones (N.
BERKOVSKY; ARKADIY GLAGOLEYV, among others), as well as on mentions of the
booking relation to the analysis of particular scientific issues and problems. Thus, in
Articles on Turgenev (1929-1930), L. Pumpyansky responds to Problems of
Dostoyevsky’s Art expressing his solidarity with Bakhtin’s comprehension of skaz and, in

particular, with the word of the other in Turgenev:

On the comprehension of skaz as a discourse of otherness, we primarily
disagree with the Formalists and agree with M. Bakhtin: “skaz is, above
all, an orientation to the discourse of an other, as a consequence, to oral
discourse... a skaz is introduced precisely by the voice of the other (for
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reference, see Bakhtin’s study Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art,
Leningrad, 1929, p.115).” (PUMPYANSKY, 2000, p.457).

The second reference to Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art is related to Pumpyansky’s
theory of the Russian novel, which he developed in his articles on Turgenev

(BOCHAROV, 2000, pp.482-483):

A novel about the contradictions of the tactics to address the crowd was
needed in the same way as Dostoevsky’s novel about the contradictions
of conspiracy tactics — but, in order to achieve this, the polyphonic
methods of Dostoevsky were required (PUMPYANSKY, 2000,

p.488).2

In the article The Main Problem of the Novel Envy [Ocnognas owubka pomana
3aBucTh] —given as a lecture by Pumpyansky in his cabinet on March 17th, 1931, during
the Leningrad Club of Literati [Joxnao 6 xabuneme nucamensi 6 Jlenxnyonume] — he

quoted the most important thesis of the 1929 edition, without citing the author’s name:

There does not exist that freedom of the characters’ voices that, in
Dostoevsky, collide as if world into worlds, comets into comets, as if
unpredictable orbits from incompatible horizons (PUMPYANSKY,
2000a, p.557).3

! Translated from Portuguese: “Na compreensdo de skaz como discurso alheio nds antes de tudo
discordamos dos formalistas e concordamos com M. Bakhtin: ‘skaz ¢, antes de tudo, uma orientagdo para
o discurso alheio e depois, como consequéncia, para o discurso oral... O skaz é introduzido justamente pela
voz alheia (cf. o seu estudo Problemas da criagdo de Dostoiévski, Leningrado, 1929, pp.l115).
(PUMPIANSKI, 2000, p.457).” In Russian: “B MOHHMaHHH cKa3a KaK qyKOH PEdH MPexie BCero (a yx Bo-
BTOPBIX PEYM YCTHOW) MBI pacxoguMcsi ¢ (opMaMcTaMH M npumbikaeM kK M. M. baxtuny: ‘cka3 ecTb
NpeXJe BCEro yCTaHOBKA Ha YYXYIO pedb, & yXK OTCIO/la, KaK CIENCTBUE, HAa YCTHYH... CKa3 BBOIUTCS
MMEHHO Paji 4y>koro rojoca’ (CM. ero uccienosanue /Ipobnemsr meopuecmea /Jlocmoesckozo. J1., 1929.
c. 115).” (ITYMITIHCKUI, 2000, c.457).”

2 Translated from Portuguese: “Havia necessidade de um romance sobre as contradi¢des da propria tatica
de ir ao povo, semelhante ao romance de Dostoiévski sobre as contradigdes da tatica de conspiracdo, mas
para isso eram necessarios os métodos polifonicos de Dostoiévski (PUMPIANSKI, 2000, p.488).” In
Russian: “HyxeH ObUT poMaH O IPOTHBOPEUYHSIX CaMOM TaKTUKH XOXIICHHS B Hapo, MMOJOOHO TOMY Kak
JlocToeBckuii Hamucalnm poMaH O NMPOTHBOPEYMSIX TAKTHKHM 3aroBopa, — HO JJISL 3TOTO HYKHBI OBUIH
“nonupoHNIECcKUe) MeToAs! JlocToeBCcKoTO.

% Translated from Portuguese: “N@o hé4 aquela liberdade das vozes das personagens que em Dostoiévski
colidem como mundo com mundo, cometa com cometa, como Orbitas imprevistas dos horizontes
incompativeis (PUMPIANSKI, 2000a, p.557).” In Russian: “Her Toif cBOGOIBI TOJTOCOB TepOEB,
CTaJKUBAIOIINXCS y JJOCTOEBCKOrO Kak MHp C MHPOM, KOMETa C KOMETOH, KaKk HelpeIBUICHHbIE OpOUTHI
HECOBMECTHUMBIX KPYTr030pOB.”
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The first wave of the Soviet reception to Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art, as
observed by Bocharov (2000, p.473), occurred “precisely during the period in which the
case was being judged: between July 1929, when Bakhtin was sentenced, on March 1930,
when he was ready to leave to Kostanay”.*

In The Duvakin Interviews (Fifth conversation, March 22nd, 1973), in response to
questions about his first book on Dostoevsky, Bakhtin states: “The book has been noticed,
yes, notably” (BAKHTIN, 2002, p.245).5

It is worth noting that the second wave of Russian reception covers a wider period
of time: delimited (to a degree) between 1940 and 2010. Likewise, it is necessary to
underline its own specificity, due largely to Bakhtin’s living conditions. Two main plots
in the book’s reception are highlighted, which reflect the positions taken up by different
generations of researchers. The fact that the Russian scholar’s monograph, published in
1929, remained for many decades only in the memory of a small circle of specialists in

the USSR and the Russian emigration, was brought up by V. Kojinov during his interview

to N. Pankov, published in the journal Dialog. Carnival. Chronotope:

The first of his books on Dostoevsky, and probably the major work of
his lifetime he finished at the age of Christ and published it in 1929, on
turning 34. But, instead of communicating creatively with his craft
mates, he was obliged to remain silent for some decades, as if he no
longer existed publicly, and thus waited for over 30 years for his first
book to be reissued (KOJINOV, 1992, p.112).6

The same was portrayed in V. Zdol’nikov’s article “Bakhtin’s book on
Dostoevsky in the context of the literary debate of the 1920s”. Zdol’ nikov, evaluating the

level of theoretical innovation in Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art, stated that those early

* Translated from Portuguese: “bem na época em que o caso estava sendo julgado: de julho de 1929, quando
foi dada a sentenca, até o margo de 1930, quando M. Bakhtin ja estava de partida para Kustanai
(BOTCHAROV, 2000, p.473).” In Russian: “B cpoku, Korjga pemanocs jieno: ¢ utons 1929, xorna Obun
BBIHECEH NPHUTOBOp, 10 MapTa 1930, korna M.M.B. yxe orosiBan B Kycranaii.”

S Translated from Portuguese: “O livro foi notado, sim, notado (BAKHTIN, 2002, p.245).”

8 In Portuguese: “O primeiro dos seus livros, dedicado a Dostoiévski, e, provavelmente, a obra principal da
sua vida ele finalizou na idade do Cristo e publicou em 1929, ao chegar aos 34 anos. Mas ao invés da
comunicagdo criativa com os irmaos de oficio ele foi obrigado a permanecer calado por alguns decénios,
como se ndo existisse mais para os leitores, e esperou pela reedigdo do seu primeiro livro por mais de 30
anos (KOJINOV, 1992, p.112).” In Russian: “IlepByio CBOIO KHHIY, TOCBSIICHHYIO J[OCTOEBCKOMY,
BO3MOKHO, TJIABHBIM TpPY/ CBOEH >KM3HM, OH JIONHUCAN B Bo3pacTe XpucTa, W Hamedarand B 1929 romy,
JocTurHyB 34 sietr. Ho BMecTo TBOpueCcKoro o0IIeHH s ¢ COOpaThsIMH 110 LIEXY, OH BBIHY)KJIEH ObUT 3aMOJTYaTh
Ha HECKOJIBKO JICCSITUIICTHH, OH KaK OBl HE cylecTBOBaI OoJIee JUIsl YUTaTeNel 1 Kl IIepen3aHus cBoer
nepBoii kauru 6oxee 30 yet.”
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conflicting theoreticians, meaning the authors of the very first reviews, not only had not
tried to align Bakhtin to its ideas, but also “completely ‘forgot’ about [...] book’s
existence” (ZDOL’NIKOV, 2003, p.7).” Nonetheless, it is necessary to stress that both
Kojinov and Zdol’nikov speak on behalf of their generations, but forget about Bakhtin’s
own contemporary generation, his burgeoning readership who read the book while young,
and clearly remembered it. Some of them, in fact, kept up a dialogue with the author. The
fact that between the 1930s and the beginning of the 1960s, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art
had not been forgotten is evidenced by serious factors: starting with an official mention
(firstly in the rerelease of A. Lunacharsky’s article “On Dostoevsky’s ‘multivocality’:
regarding M. Bakhtin’s book Problems of Dostoevksy’s Art” [O ‘MHOTOTOIOCHOCTH’
HocroeBckoro: mo moBoay kHuru M.M. baxtuna [lpobnemvr meopuecmasa
Locmoesckoeo]) in 1937, 1956 and 1957; moreover, along with the testimonies on the
preservation of the memory of the book by the philological community: both by word of
mouth and in private correspondence (E. Tarle’s response®; G. Gukovsky’s® and N.
Berkovsky’s letters), and in books, articles and lectures (V. Vinogradov, V. Shklovsky, G.
Fridlender, among others).

The analysis of the last wave of the Russian reception to Problems of Dostoevsky’s
Art allows us to see more deeply specific plots of the process of the Bakhtinian book’s
reception, as well as to outline the current picture regarding the topicality of Bakhtin’s

heritage.

7 In Russian: “BoBce ‘3a6b111’ 0 [...] CylIeCTBOBAHMU KHUIH .

8 According to M. Yudina, Tarle ““loved’ the works of M. Bakhtin on Dostoevsky’ (BAKHTIN, 2002,
p.468). Translated from Russian: “Obu1 ‘0e3 yma’ ot pabor M.M. baxruna o JlocroeBckom...”

® On August 1st, 1943, G. Gukovsky wrote to D. Maksimov: “Of course I know Bakhtin’s book on
Dostoevsky very well; I consider him to be one of the most brilliant minds that have arisen in our science
in the last decades. It is not about agreeing with his theories, but about the kind of his scientific thought, its
depth. In its own time, this book had great repercussions. Almost everyone rated it highly (BAKHTIN,
2002, p.487).” In Portuguese: “E claro que conhego muito bem o livro de Bakhtin sobre Dostoiévski e o
considero um dos fendmenos mais brilhantes da nossa ciéncia dos ultimos decénios. Aqui ndo se trata de
concordar com as suas teses, mas do tipo do pensamento cientifico, da sua profundidade. Em sua época
esse livro causou muita repercussdo. Quase todos avaliam-no muito bem (BAKHTIN, 2002, p.487). In
Russian: “Hy koHe4YHO, s OYEHB XOpOIIO 3HAI0 KHUTY baxTuHa 0 JIOCTOCBCKOM M CYHTAIO €€ OIHHM H3
caMbIX OJIECTSIUX SBJICHUH Halllel HAyKH 3a TOCIeIHIEe AeCATIWIETHS. TyT IeN0 UIeT He O COIVIACHH C €T
MOJIOKEHUSIMHU, & O THUIIE HayYHOTO MBIIIICHUs, O MIyOWHE ero. DTa KHUra B CBOE BpeMsi BOOOIIE OueHb
nrymena. Ee cTaBsT BEICOKO TOYTH Bee.”
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“To the Victor-Master...”’: Initial Remarks

Among the reactions to Bakhtin’s first book, A. Lunacharsky’s review deserves
special attention as it caused, according to S. Bocharov’s precise definition, “a certain
polyphony” of the voices in the Soviet press. In his extensive response to the Bakhtinian
reading of Dostoevsky’s novels as polyphonic, and sharing the researcher’s opinion,

Lunacharsky stressed:

Bakhtin not only succeeded in establishing more clearly the enormous
importance of multivocality in Dostoevsky’s novel, as well as
multivocality’s role as its essential and distinctive trace, but also sharply
defined the full autonomy and appreciation of each one of those
“voices” — which are absolutely unthinkable for most writers though
splendidly developed by Dostoevsky (LUNACHARSKY, 2001,
p.163).1°

It is known that, in margins of his personal copy of the book, Lunacharsky gave
his blessings to Bakhtin’s research on the origin of polyphony, that is, to search for the
historical foundation regarding the main thesis of the book (BOCHAROYV, 2000, p.477),
which is precisely what occurred in the second edition of Bakhtin’s monograph on
Dostoevsky.

A. Lunacharsky’s name is related to one of the longest biographical and scientific
“plots”, temporally speaking, and one of the most intensely manifested. Firstly, his review
played an important role in changing Bakhtin’s sentence (BOCHAROYV, 2000, p.479);
secondly, precisely because of this help of Lunacharsky’s review, Bakhtin “reinforced”

positions necessary to defend his thesis (letter to B. Zalessky on October 19th, 1946)!;

10 Translated from Portuguese: “Bakhtin ndio s6 conseguiu estabelecer, com mais clareza que anteriormente,
a enorme importancia da multivocalidade no romance de Dostoiévski e o papel dessa multivocalidade como
um trago mais essencial e caracteristico do seu romance, mas também definiu com precisdo aquela extrema
autonomia e valorizacdo plena de cada ‘voz’, totalmente impensaveis na obra da maioria dos demais
escritores, ¢ que ¢ desenvolvida de modo espléndido em Dostoiévski” (LUNATCHARSKI, 2001, p.163).
In Russian: “baxTiHy ynanoch He TOJIBKO YCTaHOBHUTH € OOJbIIEH SICHOCTBIO, YE€M 3TO JETATI0Ch KeM ObI TO
HU OBUIO 70 CHUX TOp, OIPOMHOE 3Ha4eHHE MHOTOTOJIOCHOCTH B poMaHe JlocTtoeBckoro, ponb 3Tod
MHOTOT'OJIOCHOCTH KaK CyIIECTBEHHEHIIeH XapaKTepHOHW YepThl €ro poMaHa, HO M BEpHO ONPENEIHUTH Ty
Ype3BbIYaliHYl0, Yy OrPOMHOrO OOJBIIMHCTBA APYIMX [HCATeNeld COBEpPUICHHO HEMBICIUMYIO,
aBTOHOMHOCTb M MTOJTHOIIEHHOCTh KaXKJIOTO “Tojioca”, KoTopas IoTpscarole pazsepHyTa y JloctoeBckoro.”
11 “Dear Boris Vladimirovich! I now send you the thesis of [my work] the dissertation, the scholar A.
Lunacharsky’s review on my Dostoevsky and the review of E. Tarle on Rabelais (BAKHTIN, 2008,
p.972).” Translated from Portuguese: “Prezado Boris Vladimirovitch! Envio-lhe as teses para a [meu
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thirdly, in the eyes of the State Lunacharsky’s article served for many years as a
reassurance of the quality of Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art. Due to the publication of the
article-review in many issues, Bakhtin’s book did not leave the spotlight of Soviet literary
criticism, serving as a type of guide on the evaluation of the book on Dostoevsky. Suffice
it to remember that, in 1937, the circulation of Lunacharsky’s collection of articles
Classics of Russian Literature [ Knaccuku pycckoii aumepamypsi] totaled 10,000 copies.
While Dostoevsky in Russian Criticism [[{ocmoesckuii ¢ pycckoui kpumuxe, 1956] and
Lunacharsky’s collection Articles on Literature [Cmamou o aumepamype, 1957] were
published in a run of 75,000 copies. As one of the earliest reviewers, Lev Chubin, wrote

about Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art,

[...] for many, many years (when M. Bakhtin himself was
“excommunicated” from literature and his book became a
bibliographical rarity), Lunacharsky’s article was practically the only
source for information on the book (CHUBIN, 1965, p.80).%?

The reference A. Belkin made to Bakhtin (through quoting Lunacharsky) in his
introductory essay to the book F. M. Dostoevsky as per Russian Criticism [®. M.

Hocmoesckuii 6 pycckoti kpumuke] is characteristic:

Lunacharsky notices typical traces on Dostoevsky’s aesthetics: his
‘lyricism’, subjectivity, the structure of ‘confession’, so common in
Dostoevsky’s novels, his ‘multivocality’. Lunacharsky dedicated a
special article in the form of a review of the Problems of Dostoevsky’s
Art. Multivocality (or polyphony) manifests itself in the way
“Dostoevsky’s characters live, struggle and, above all, argue, confess
to each other etc., without being pushed by the author in the slightest”.
That is the reason “Dostoevsky’s novels are actually very well
memorized dialogues” (BELKIN, 1956, pp. XXXIV-XXXV).13

trabalho] dissertacdo, a resenha do académico A. Lunatcharski sobre o meu Dostoiévski e a resenha de E.
Tarle sobre Rabelais” (BAKHTIN, 2008, p.972). In Russian: “Muoroysaxaemsrii boprc Biaguvmuposnd!
Hanpasmsro Bam Tesucsl k [Moeit pabote] muccepramuu, oT3eiB akan. A. B. Jlymagapckoro o mMoem
Jocroesckom u oT3bIB akaj. E. B. Tapne o Pabne.”

12 Translated from Portuguese: “[...] por muitos, muitos anos (quando o préprio M. Bakhtin foi
“excomungado” da literatura e o seu livro se tornou uma raridade bibliografica), o artigo de Lunatcharski
foi quase a tnica fonte de informagio sobre o livio (CHUBIN, 1965, p.80)”. In Russian: “[...] monrue,
Jonrue rofp! (korna cam M. baxTtus ObLT ‘OTiTydeH’ OT TMTepaTyphl ¥ KHHTA €T0 cTasa Onbnnorpaduaeckoi
PEIKOCTEIO) cTaThst JlyHauapcKoro OblIa IOYTH €IMHCTBEHHBIM HCTOYHUKOM MH(OpMAIK 0 KHHTE.”

13 Translated from Portuguese: “Lunatcharski observa tracos tipicos da estética de Dostoiévski, o seu
‘lirismo’, a subjetividade, a forma de ‘confissdes’, tdo comuns nos romances de Dostoiévski, a sua
‘multivocalidade’. A ‘multivocalidade’ do artista Lunatcharski dedicou um artigo especial em forma de
resenha do livro de Bakhtin Problemas da cria¢do de Dostoiévski. A multivocalidade, ou polifonia,
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Lunacharsky’s article plays a no less relevant role in the 1964 Literaturnaya
Gazeta * controversy surrounding Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art. Soviet critic A.

Dymchits begins his critical review Monologue and dialogue as follows:

The book has been read... I read it for the first time thirty-five years ago.
It is M. Bakhtin’s Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art, reissued some time
ago with additions and corrections. In Bakhtin’s book there are plenty
of ideas, reflections and relevant observations. It is indeed the work of
a scientist. A great deal of what he has discovered will remain as gold
in science. The very definition of Dostoevsky’s novel as polyphonic has
already been consolidated in literary science; it had already been fairly
acknowledged by Lunacharsky. Literary Science will always be grateful
to M. Bakhtin for the richness of his most refined observations on the
poetics and language of Dostoevsky (DYMCHITS, 1964a, pp.4-5).%°

However, the entire remaining content of the article contradicts those introductory
considerations on Bakhtin, with the aim demeaning him (also in regard to the typology of
the novel genre). I. Vassilevskaya and A. Miasnikov — two of Dymchits opponents — in
their article “Analysis of the Essence” [Pasbepemcs no cywecmsy] also turned to

Lunacharsky as an argument in defense of Bakhtin’s theory:

manifesta-se no modo como ‘as personagens de Dostoiévski vivem, lutam e, principalmente, discutem,
fazem confissdes mutuas etc., sem serem em absoluto forgados pelo autor’. E por isso que ‘os romances de
Dostoiévski sdo, na verdade, dialogos muito bem decorados’ (BIELKIN, 1956, pp. XXXIV-XXXV)”. In
Russian: “JIyHagapckuii OTMEYaeT XapaKTepHBIE UYEPTHI AICTETHKH JlOCTOEBCKOTO, €ro ‘JIupw3M’,
CYOBEKTHBHOCTD, POPMY ‘HCITOBEICH’, CTONb YaCTHIX B pOMaHaxX JJOCTOCBCKOTO, €0 ‘MHOTOTOJOCHOCTS .
‘MHOrOroJI0CHOCTH  XymMOoKHHKA JIyHAauapCKuil MOCBSITU CIEUAIBHYIO CTaThio B (hopMe peleH3uu Ha
kHury M.M. Baxtuna Ilpobnemsr meopuecmea J{ocmoesckozo. MHOTOTOJIOCHOCTb, WIN MOIH(DOHU3M,
NPOSIBIISIETCS B TOM, YTO ‘JAeHCTBYyIOIME Juia JJOCTOEBCKOrO KUBYT, OOPIOTCSI U B OCOOCHHOCTH CIIOPSIT,
UCTIOBENYIOTCS APYr Opyry W T. JA., HACKOJBKO HE HAacHIyeMble aBropoM’. BoT moyemy ‘pomaHBI
J10CTOEBCKOTO CYTh BEIMKOJICITHO 00CTaBICHHBIC THAIOTH .

14 TN: Weekly cultural and political newspaper published in Russia and the Soviet Union.

15 In Portuguese: “O livro foi lido... O li pela primeira vez h4 trinta e cinco anos. E o livro de M. Bakhtin
Problemas da poética de Dostoiévski, que ha pouco tempo foi reeditado com acréscimos e corregoes. No
livro de M. Bakhtin ha muitas ideias, reflexdes e observagdes verdadeiras. Trata-se de uma obra de um
cientista. Muito daquilo que ele descobriu permanecera como riqueza da ciéncia. A propria defini¢do do
romance de Dostoiévski como um romance polifonico ja faz parte da ciéncia. Ela foi reconhecida com
justeza ainda por A. Lunatcharski. A ciéncia literaria sempre estara grata a M. Bakhtin pela riqueza de
observagdes mais refinadas sobre a poética e a linguagem de Dostoiévski (DYMCHITS, 1964a, pp.4-5)”.
In Russian: “IIpounTana kHura... BriepBble s 9uTal ee TPUALATH MATH JIET Ha3al. D10 kHura M. baxtuna
Ipobnemor nosmuxu /locmoesckoeo, Tiepen3laHHas ¢ JOTOJIHCHISIME M TTOTIPaBKaMHU HE TaK JaBHO. B
kaure M. baxTrHa HeMao BEepHBIX MBICTEH, cooOpakeHnH U HabmoaeHui. DTo Tpy/ yueHoro. M MHOTO®
u3 JOOBITOTO UM JIsl HAYKH OCTaHeTcs ee jocrosiHueM. Camoe ompejeneHne poMaHa J[0CTOEBCKOro Kak
poMaHa MoM(pOHNIECKOTO YK€ BOIILIO B HayKy. Ero mo cnipaBemmBoctu npusHai emie A.B. Jlynagapckuii.
JlutreparypHast Hayka Bcerga Oymer oOs3aHa M. baxTuHy 3a MHOXECTBO TOHYAHIINX HAaONIOACHUH Han
MO3TUKOM U s3bIKOM J[0CTOEBCKOT0.”
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The first edition of M. Bakhtin’s book on Dostoevsky enjoyed a
positive reception by A. Lunacharsky, who published the extensive
article “On Dostoevsky’s “Multivocality ”. Right at the peak of the
struggle against Formalists, Lunacharsky detached Bakhtin from them
and, more than that, he saw through the book and unriddled its anti-
formalist trace (VASSILEVSKAYA; MIASNIKOV, 1964, pp.4-5).16

In response to his opponents, in the article “Praise or criticism?” [BocxBanenue
nmu kputuka?], Dymchits revisits Lunacharsky’s review to support the points that
reinforce his earlier observations and the author’s position.

In M. Bakhtin’s scientific biography, Problems of Dostoevky’s Art plays a special
role: for over three decades it actually served as the only proof (among two other articles
on Lev Tolstoy) of his participation on the literary scene between 1930 and the early
1960s. Curiously, L. Dymchits gave M. Bakhtin his book Four Stories on Writers
(Yemwvipe pacckasza o nucamensix) (DYMCHITZ, 1964b) as a gift and wrote the following
inscription on the back cover: “To the Victor-Master, from his defeated pupil; to M.
Bakhtin, from A. Dymchits.”!” The photographic copy of this inscription allows the
visualization of the original handwriting, as well as the corrections made by the book’s

donor. (ZEMKOVA, 2018, p.65).

V. Vinogradov: “... I Propose the Scientific Title ‘Professor’ Is Conferred to M.
Bakhtin”

What we are calling the “last” wave of reception began to gain ground a few years
before the “symptomatic” and explicit reactions to Bakhtin’s first book on Dostoevsky,
that is, long before the second half of the 1950s/early 1960s. We relate this last wave with
the period in which Bakhtin was preparing to defend his thesis on Rabelais in the History

of Realism [Pabne 6 ucmopuu pearusma] and to his following discussion in VAK

18 Translated from Portuguese: “A primeira edigdo do livro de M. Bakhtin sobre Dostoiévski obteve uma
recepgdo positiva de A. Lunatcharski que publicou um artigo grande Sobre a ‘multivocalidade’ em
Dostoiévski. Bem no auge da luta contra o formalismo Lunatcharski separou Bakhtin dos formalistas. Mais
do que isso, ele adivinhou, enxergou o carater antiformalista do livro (VASSILIEVSKAIA; MIASNIKOYV,
1964, pp.4-5)”. In Russian: “u3ganue kaura M. baxtuHa o JIocTO€BCKOM OBUTIO COUYBCTBEHHO BCTPEYCHO
A.B. Jlynagapckum, ormyOIMKOBaBIINM 00JIbIYI0 cTaTblo O ‘muozozonochocmu’ JJocmoesckozo. B cambiit
pasrap 6opbObI ¢ dopmanm3mom JlyHauapckuii otaenunu baxtuHa ot gopmanuctoB. bonee Toro, oH
yragai, yBUaea aHTH()OpMaTUCTHYECKUH XapakTep KHUTH.”

17 In Russian: “IToGeauTeIio yUUTENIO OT 06k IeHHOro yuenuka; M.M. Baxruny ot A.JL. Jpivimuma.”
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[Beicmass Arrecrannonnas Komuceusa]!® in 1949. We remember its main moments as
follows.

In the summer of 1945, Bakhtin was preparing the presentation of his manuscript
on Rabelais for his doctoral®® defense (at first, in the defense though later in a letter to A.
Smirnov?® he was pursuing the Professorship?!). Meanwhile, the choice of the experts he
would defend his work against (members of the panel) was being discussed. On July 14th,
1946, at the request of M. Iudina, Bakhtin’s thesis was submitted to scholar E. Tarle. E.
Bojno, who submitted Bakhtin’s work, described E. Tarle’s opinion on Problems of

Dostoevsky’s Art as as follows:

T. [arle] [...] made several questions about M. B.; said he was
enthusiastic about the book on Dostoevsky, which he had already read
twice, that it was a shame that M. B. would not keep on working on
Dostoevsky and how good it would be if M. B. returned to this subject
(BAKHTIN, 2000, p.908).22

Tarle’s enthusiasm about the great scientist and his book was also expressed in his

own letter to Bakhtin, of August 19th, 1946:

It pleased me greatly, by means of your letter, that in time you Sir intend
to retake your work on Fyodor Mikhailovich. In case you do not mean
to follow the chronological order, then you should analyze Bobok [...].
There is so much to be exploited by historians and literary critics there.

18 TN: Higher Attestation Commission.

19 TN: “kanaunarckas auccepramus’.

20 On June 24th, 1945, Bakhtin wrote: “I have decided — not without hesitating (...), advised by some
important staff members of Gorky Institute, to present the book on Rabelais in the Institute in support of
Professorship. I humbly ask you, Aleksandr Aleksandrovich, if you Sir, of course, approve of this endeavor
and would help me with it — that would be essential for me. I ask You to be my oponent” (BAKHTIN, 2008,
p.958). Translated from Portuguese: “Decidi (ndo sem davidas) [...] aconselhado por alguns funcionarios
de peso do Instituto Gorki apresentar o livro sobre Rabelais no Instituto como tese de livre-docéncia. Pego
encarecidamente, Aleksandr Aleksandrovitch, se o Senhor, € claro, aprova essa empreitada, me ajudar nisso,
0 que para mim seria essencial. Lhe peco ser o meu oponente (BAKHTIN, 2008, p.958).” In Russian: “S
peummn (He Oe3 konebaHmil) < . > 1O COBETY HEKOTOPHIX BIMATENBbHBIX paboTHHKOB MHCTHTYyTAa HMM.
T'opskoro, npencraButh KHATY 0 Pabne B IHCTHTYT B KauecTBE JOKTOPCKOM AuccepTanuu. 1 O4eHb POy,
Anexcanap AneKcaHApOBHY, €CIHM TOJBKO Bbl KOHEUHO 0700pHTe 3TO A€o, oka3arh MHE B HeM Bairy
OYEHB JUISl MEHS CYIIECTBEHHYIO oMo, S nmpomry Bac 65T MOUM ommioHeHTOM.”

2L TN: “nokropckas auccepranus’.

22 Translated from Portuguese: “T. [arle] (...) fez varias perguntas sobre M. B., disse que estava
entusiasmado com o livro sobre Dostoiévski, o qual havia lido duas vezes, que era uma pena M. B. ndo
trabalhar mais com Dostoiévski e que seria muito bom se ele voltasse a abordar esses temas” (BAKHTIN,
2000, p.908).” In Russian: “T.(apxe) [...] paccnpammuBan o M.M., cka3al, 4To B BOCTOpre OT KHUTH O
JlocToeBckoM, IpouuTal ee JBa pasa, FoBOPMII, KakK aib, 4ro M.M. He paboTaet Terneps Hall JlocToeBCKuM
Y KaK XOTeJIOCh Obl, 4TOO OH BEPHYJICS K 9THM TeMaM.”
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My best wishes. [ hope that you defend your thesis soon and come to
Moscow, to Lenin Library! (BAKHTIN, 2008, pp.970-971).%

Bakhtin defended his thesis on November 15th, 1946, in the Gorky Institute of
World Literature. During his defense, one of the experts proposed to grant him the title of
Professor?*, which provoked a discussion with a mass participation of almost everyone
present (BAKHTIN, 2008, pp.1017-1068). Thus, literary historian, N. Piksanov, on
explaining why he had not read Bakhtin’s thesis, stated: “a doctoral thesis does not
demand such responsibility, as to make one worry too much about it, especially regarding
Bakhtin, a figure we already know from the press” (BAKHTIN, 2008, p.1035; emphasis
added).?® It is most likely that Piksanov had the popularity of Bakhtin’s book on
Dostoevsky in mind when he made the statement about the reputation of Bakhtin’s works.

Almost three years later, on May 21st, 1949, and following Piksanov, V.
Vinogradov made a statement during the Higher Attestation Commission. Precisely at the
moment, Vinogradov, M. Bakhtin’s contemporary, Russian linguist and literary scholar,
whose scientific exchange with Bakhtin lasted for over a decade, on referring to Bakhtin’s
level of erudition as a researcher, reminded participants of the discussion that?® revolved
around the 1929 book. A phrase from this speech became a part of the title of our lecture.

The complete quote follows:

2 Translated from Portuguese: “Fiquei muito contente em saber, por meio da sua carta, que o Senhor
pretende com o tempo retomar a obra sobre Fiddor Mikhailovitch. Se nao for seguir a ordem cronoldgica,
analise Bobok (...). Para um historiador e critico da literatura ha ali uma grande vastiddao. Meus melhores
votos. Defenda a tese logo e venha para Moscou, para a Biblioteca de Lenin! (BAKHTIN, 2008, pp.970-
971).” In Russian: “Od4enp pan Obu1 y3HaTH U3 Bamero mucema, uto Bel coOupaeTecs co BpeMeHeM CHOBa
npuHAThHCs 3a Peopa Muxaitnosnua. Ecim Oynere paboTarh He B XpOHOJIOTHYECKOM MOPSIKE, — pazdepute
‘bobox’ [...] [ns ucToprka TuTEpaTypsl U KpUTHKA 00ibIIoN mpoctop. [IpuMuTe Haumydime moxxeIanusl.
[Tockopee 3ammiaiiTe guccepTauio u nepeesxainte B Mocksy, B JIeHUHCKYIO OMOIHOTEKY.”

24 TN: “mokTop Hayk.”

2 Translated from Portuguese: “A tese de doutorado ndo é um assunto de tanta responsabilidade assim para
se preocupar em demasia com ele, principalmente quando se trata de Bakhtin, o qual nos ja conhecemos
ha muito tempo devido a imprensa (BAKHTIN, 2008, pp.1035; grifos meus).” In Russian: “Kangunarckas
JIUCCEPTals — IeJI0 He TaKoe YK€ OTBETCTBEHHOE, YTOOBI 0UeHb OECIIOKOUTRCS O HEH, a 0cobeHHo, Ko2oa
deno kacaemcs baxmuna, komopoeo mvl dasno 3naem 8 neuamu.”

% See also the works of V. Alpatov, Nina Perlina and A. Chudakov. M. Bakhtin used to follow attentively
V. Vinogradov publications: in Bakhtin’s archives one can find, among reviews on On Fictional Literature
[O xyooorcecmsennoii aumepamype, 19301 (BAKHTIN, 2002, p.544), The Russian Language. A Science of
Grammar of the Word. [Pycckuil aszvik. I pammamuyeckoe yuenue o cinose, 1947], On the Problem of
Authorship and Theory of Styles [IIpobnema aemopcmea u meopus cmuieti, 1961] with Bakhtin’s
marginalia. Moreover, for many years Bakhtin received the scientific journal News From USSR Science
Academy [Hzeecmus AH CCCP. Omoenenue numepamypel u ssvikal; Russian Literature [Pycckas
aumepamypal; Literary Issues [Bonpocuvl aumepamypui]; Linguistic Issues [Bonpocul szviko3nanus], amid
others. In Vinogradov’s publications themselves there are Bakhtin’s marginalia, particularly in articles
dedicated to Dostoevsky (KLIUEVA; LISSUNOVA, 2010).
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Bakhtin and I had almost been colleagues at Leningrad University; he
was a figure of enormous erudition and vast knowledge. Bakhtin had
basically an extraordinary talent but, as it shows, also poor health. One
of his works, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art, instigated an enthusiastic
article from Lunacharsky back in the day. Obviously, had Bakhtin
defended it today, he would not be granted the Ph.D?’. That is why his
sternest opponents (Smirnov, Aleksev) suggest to grant him the
Professorship?®. In the present time it is nonetheless impossible to
confer him such title for a work defended ten years ago; for this reason,
my suggestion is we confer him the full professor? title: it is well
deserved (BAKHTIN, 2008, p.1100).%°

The book on Dostoevsky was, not only for Vinogradov, but also for all those

present, the most powerful argument in favor of Bakhtin.

“To the Author of the Best Book on Dostoevsky...”

The new wave of interest on Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art in the mid 1950s was
due mostly to the “‘resurrection’, in our own social and literary fields, of Dostoevsky
himself” (BOCHAROYV, 2000, p.501). Thus, in the collection of studies and articles on
the work of Fyodor Dostoevsky, which resulted from a commemorative session promoted
by the Gorky Institute of World Literature in honor of the 75th year of the writer’s death,
the interest on Bakhtin’s 1929 book was declared in many of those papers. The epicenter

of the controversy was the matter of the polyphonic word in Dostoevsky’s novel, and,

27 TN: “crernenp KaHIuIaTa.”

28 TN: “cTeneHnb 10KTOpa.”

29 TN: “yuenoe 3BaHue npodeccopa.”

%0 Translated from Portuguese: “Bakhtin foi quase meu colega na Universidade de Leningrado, uma pessoa
de enorme erudigdo, de grandes conhecimentos, em suma, uma pessoa de um talento extraordinario, mas,
como podem ver, muito doente. Um dos seus trabalhos — Problemas da poética de Dostoiévski — resultou,
em sua época, em um artigo entusiasmado de Lunatcharski. Obviamente, se ele se apresentasse agora, nao
seria possivel lhe atribuir o titulo de doutor. E por isso que os oponentes mais sérios — Smirnov, Aleksiéev
— propdem a atribui¢do do titulo de livre-docente. No entanto, atribuir agora o titulo de livre-docente por
aquilo que foi feito ha dez anos nao € possivel, por isso proponho atribuir-lhe o titulo de professor titular:
ele o merece (BAKHTIN, 2008, p.1100)”. In Russian: “baxtun — noutu Moii ToBapuii 1o JIeHHHrpaJIcKoMy
YVHHBEPCHTETY, YEIIOBEK OYEHb OONBIION KYIbTYyphl, OYCHb OONBIIMX 3HAHWH, HY, HCOOBIKHOBCHHO
TAJIAHTIMBBIA, HO, KaK BUIWTE, O4eHb OonbHOWH. OmHa W3 ero pabor — [lpobnemwvr meopuecmea
Hocmoesckoeo — BbI3Basa B CBOE BPEMs BOCTOPIKEHHYIO cTarbio JlyHauapckoro. M ectecTBEHHO, UTO, €CIIN
OBl OH BBICTYITWJI TeNEpbh, CTEIEHb KaHINAaTa HEBO3MOKHO ObII0 OBl maTh. [To3TOMy camble cepbe3HBIe
onmmoHeHTH — CMUPHOB, AJICKCEEB — IPEJUIATAI0T JaTh CTENeHb JokTopa. Ho nath ceifuac cteneHb JOKTOpa
3a TO, YTO CJAETAHO JICBSTH JIET TOMY Ha3al, HEelb3s, I03TOMY s IpeIyIararo MPUCBOUTh baxXxTHHY ydeHOe
3BaHUE Mpogeccopa: OH ATOTO 3aCITyKHUBACT.”
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therefore, the issue of the author. G. Abramovich, in his article “On the Matter of Nature

and the Characteristics of Dostoevsky’s Realism” [K sonpocy o npupode u xapaxmepe

9931

peanuzma /Jocmoesckozo], points out the “inner lyricism of representation”* that belongs

to Dostoevsky’s writing style and stresses that it was precisely the author’s “subjectivity”
that “greatly determined the direction and the strength of his realistic frames and

images”2. Abramovich states:

It is impossible to agree that each and every character in the work of
Dostoevsky actually lives an autonomous life, as according to M.
Bakhtin in his conception of polyphony in the great author’s novel; it is
no less impossible to acknowledge that Dostoevsky is only the
“landlord” that knows how to treat well the wide plurality of his guests,
and that he never has the need to give the last word, as O. Kaus tried to
convince us (ABRAMOVICH, 1959, p.60).%

A. Chicherin, in the article, “The Poetic Order of Language in Dostoevsky’s
Novel” [Ilosmuueckuii cmpou s3vika 6 pomanax Jocmoesckoeo], firstly focuses on
isolating the author’s particular stylistics, in the description of his language and in
generally, in the discursive framework of his novels.The controversy with Bakhtinian

ideas takes place within this field of problematization that:

M. M. Bakhtin, in Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art, brought about in the
day a very original conception of Dostoevsky’s novel as polyphonic,
that realize a specific kind of linguistic and ideological multivocality:
Bakhtin noticed, above all, “words with a double orientation,
necessarily related to another’s utterance” [...] Therefore, Bakhtin
brings up definitions such as “bivocal word to multiple directions”,
“inner dialogical word”, “a discussion of two voices presented in a

31 Translated from Portuguese: “lirismo interior da representagdo”. In Russian: “BHYTpEHHHil IHMPH3M
n300pakeHus.”

32 Translated from Portuguese: “‘subjetividade’ do escritor que ‘determinou, em grande parte, a direcdo e a
for¢a dos quadros e das imagens realistas criados por ele’.” In Russian: “cyOpexTHBHOCTH (...) B
3HAUUTENILHONH Mepe OINpenessieT HAlpaBlIeHHE W CHIIy CO3[aBaeMbIX UM PEAJMCTHYECKUX KapTHH U
obpa3zoB.”

3 Translated from Portuguese: “E impossivel concordar que cada personagem das obras de Dostoiévski
viva uma vida autdnoma, como afirmou M. Bakhtin ao desenvolver a concepg¢ao da polifonia dos romances
do grande escritor; tampouco € possivel reconhecer que Dostoiévski, como tentava mostrar O. Kaus, é
apenas o ‘dono da casa’ que sabe tratar bem os seus mais variados convidados e que ndo precisa pronunciar
a ultima palavra (ABRAMOVITCH, 1959, p.60).” In Russian: “Heb3s1 COIIACHTECS C TEM, — IIPOIOIDKAET
UCCIeNoBaTeNlb, — YTO KaKAbIH Tepoi mpousBeneHH JlOCTOEBCKOTO JKMBET SIKOOBI TOJIBKO CBOEH
CaMOCTOATENILHOM JKM3HBbIO, KaK 3TO YTBEP)KAajd, pa3BHBas KOHIEIIHMIO ITOJU(GOHMYHOCTH POMaHOB
Benukoro nucarensi, M. baxtun, ninn uto JloctoeBckui, kak mpiTajics mokazats O. Kayc, mumb ‘Xo3suH
JIOMa’, YMEIOLIMH XOpOLIO OOOWTHCh CO CBOMMHU pa3jIMUHBIMH TOCTSIMH M HE HYXKAAIOIIUICS B
MIPOM3HECCHNH TTOCIIEIHETO CI0Ba.”
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single dominant word” [...] In this paper, we rather start a controversy
regarding such statements; we rather highlight the author’s role in the
monologue, the dialogue, the multivocality and stand up for the decisive
relevance of the “author’s consciousness” (TCHITCHIERIN, 1959,
p.443) .3

G. Fridlender, a Soviet literature scholar, and one of the main researchers on F.

Dostoevsky’s work, states in the article The Novel The Idiot [Poman Houom]:

In his famous book on Dostoevsky, M. Bakhtin described Dostoevsky
as a type of creator of a new kind of ‘polyphonic’ novel, in which there
is no ‘monological’ point of view and each character has its own
independent ‘voice’, very independent from the author’s. Despite the
abundance of valuable points presented in Bakhtin’s book, his analysis
on The Idiot clearly reveals factual inconsistencies in his overview of
Dostoevsky’s novels. The author’s ‘voice’ and his authorial point of
view on described events are not at all hidden — on the contrary, they
are sharply and definably expressed, although in a very peculiar manner
(FRIDLENDER, 1959, p.211).%

3 Translated from Portuguese: “M. M. Bakhtin em seu livro Problemas da cria¢do de Dostoiévski sugeriu,
a época, uma concepg¢do bastante original dos seus romances como polifonicos, que realizam um tipo
especifico da multivocalidade linguistica e ideologica. Na linguagem dos romances Bakhtin via, antes de
tudo, ‘palavras duplamente orientadas que incluem, como um elemento necessario, a relagdo com um
enunciado alheio’ (...) Devido a isso, surgem em Bakhtin as seguintes defini¢des caracteristicas: ‘palavra
bivocal de multiplas dire¢des’, ‘palavra internamente dialogica’, ‘discussdo de duas vezes em uma Unica
palavra pelo dominio sobre ela’ (...) Ao longo do nosso artigo, polemizamos constantemente com
afirmagdes desse género. Evidenciamos o papel do autor no monologo, no didlogo, na multivocalidade,
defendemos a ideia da importancia decisiva da ‘consciéncia do autor’ (TCHITCHIERIN, 1959, p.443).” In
Russian: “M. M. Baxtusn B cBoeii kuure [Ipobiemvl meopuecmea /Jocmoescko2o BHIABUTAN B CBOE BpeMs
OpHUTHHAILHOE MOHUMAHKE €r0 POMaHOB KaK MOMU(POHHUYECKHX, PEATU3YIOIINX 0COObII BUJT U SI3BIKOBOM U
UIefiHOM MHOTOTOJIOCHIIBL. B si3bike pomManoB BaxTuH BHEN Mpex/ie BCEro ‘BOSKO-HAMPABIECHHBIE CIIOBA,
BKJTIOUAIOIINE B ce0sl, Kak HEOOXOIMMBINT MOMEHT, OTHOIIEHHE K Yy>KOMY BBICKa3bIBaHHIO...” Y BaxTuHa
MOSABJISIIOTCA MOSTOMY TakKHe XapaKTepHble OO0O3HaueHHs: ‘pa3HOHANpPABICHHOE JIBYIOJIOCOE CIIOBO’,
‘BHYTPEHHO TUAJOTH3UPOBAHHOE CJIOBO’, ‘CIIOP JIByX TOJOCOB B OJIHOM CIIOBE 3a oOnananue um’ [...] Ha
NPOTSDKCHWU HAllleW CTaTbd MBI MOCTOSHHO TMOJIEMH3MPOBANIM C YTBEPXKICHUSIMH 3TOr0 poja. Mbl
MOKAa3bIBAJIM POJIb ABTOPA B MOHOJIOTE, B THAJIOTe, B MHOTOTOJIOCHIIE, MBI OTCTAUBAIIH MBICIIh O PEIIAOIIEM
3HAYEHHUH ‘CO3HAHUS aBTopa’.”

% Translated from Portuguese: “No seu famoso livro sobre Dostoiévski, M. Bakhtin descreveu Dostoiévski
como uma espécie de criador de um novo tipo ‘polifénico’ do romance em que nao ha um ponto de vista
‘monologico’ do autor e cada uma das personagens possui sua propria ‘voz’, bastante independente da do
autor. Apesar da abundancia das observagdes valiosas no livro de Bakhtin, a analise de O idiota com toda
evidéncia revela a inconsisténcia fatual da sua visdo geral dos romances de Dostoiévski. A ‘voz’ do autor,
o ponto de vista autoral sobre os acontecimentos descritos, ndo estdo de forma alguma ocultos, mas, pelo
contrario, expressos com bastante nitidez e definicdo, embora de modo bastante peculiar (FRIDLENDER,
1959, p.211).” In Russian: “B cBoeii u3BectHoil kaure o /loctoeBckom M. baxTuH BbICKa3aa B3IV HA
JocTtoeBckoro, Kak Ha co3jarensi HOBOro Oynro Obl THma ‘monuQoHHYEecKoro’ pomaHa, e HET
“MOHOJIOTHYECKOH~ aBTOPCKOH TOYKH 3pPEHUS W KaXKABIM W3 TepoeB O0NafaeT CBOMM COOCTBEHHOM
‘TOJIOCOM’ BIIOJIHE HE3aBHCHUMBIM OT aBTropa. HecMoTpst Ha obnime neHHBIX HaOmoneHuit B kanre baxTtuHa,
aHanu3 Mouoma ¢ 04eBUITHOCTHIO BCKPBIBAET (DAKTHUYECKYIO HECOCTOSATEIBHOCTh €ro OOLIEero B3IIAAa Ha
pomansl JlocToeBckoro. ABTOPCKHH ‘TOJIOC’, aBTOPCKasi TOUKa 3pEeHHsI Ha N300pakaeMble COOBITHS 3/1€Ch
OTHIOZIb HE CKPBITHI, @ HAPOTHB, BBIPAXKEHBI BECbMa PE3KO U OINPEETICHHO, XOTSI U OY€Hb CBO€0Opa3Ho.”
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G. Fridlender addressed more than once the questions that concerned him. In his
monograph Dostoevsky’s Realism [ Peanuzm /Jocmoesckozo, 1964], it is noteworthy that
once more he criticizes the Bakhtinian idea of polyphonic traits in Dostoevsky’s novels,
developing a critique of some of his theses (FRIDLENDER, 1964, pp.188-198).
Nonetheless, the finesse with which that criticism was introduced in Fridlender’s
reflections is also noteworthy: “... as the author of the present book has already had the
opportunity to state, the interpretation on the artistic nature of Dostoevsky’s polyphony
that Bakhtin proposed does not seem to be perfectly convincing®® (FRIDLENDER, 1964,
pp.188-189).7%7

As we can see, Fridlender did not limit himself to writing monographs or articles.
He is the author of chapters on F. Dostoevsky’s work in two academic issues: History of
Russian Literature [Mcmopus pycckoii aumepamypwt, 1956], and History of Worldwide
Literature [ Mcmopus mupogoti aumepamypsi, 1991]. In 1956, the literary critic discussed
the traits of Dostoevsky’s work and directly quoted the book, recalling Bakhtin’s view on
Dostoevsky’s novel as a misconception, “as if it was from the ‘polyphonic’ kind in which

there is no ideological and artistic union, and the author’s role is reduced to harmoniously

13

% Translated from Portuguese: “...como o autor do presente livro ja teve oportunidade de escrever, a
interpretacdo da natureza artistica da polifonia em Dostoiévski, proposta por Bakhtin, ndo lhe parece de
tudo convincente”.

Dostoevsky’s Realism was given to M. Bakhtin by G. Fridlender with the inscription: “To the most respected
Mikhail Bakhtin, from the author in 8. V. 1964” [['nybokoyBaxkxaemomy Muxaminy Muxaiinosuuy baxTuny
ot aBropa 8.V.1964] (ZEMKOVA, 2018, p.189). Bakhtin used to be very appreciative of Fridlender’s
contribution to studies on Dostoevsky. During the interview to Z. Podgujets, Bakhtin declared: “I very much
appreciate the works of the late Dolinin, of Fridlender, Kirpotin, Bursov, Evnin. All of them approach
different aspects of Dostoevsky and, generally speaking, I find it impossible to be just one way of
approaching literary studies. (...) I particularly praise Fridlender’s work, his theoretical book on the realism
in Dostoevsky (BAKHTIN, 2002, p.460). Translated from Portuguese: “O livro O realismo de Dostoiévski
foi presenteado por G. Fridlender a M. Bakhtin com o seguinte autdgrafo: “Para respeitadissimo Mikhail
Bakhtin do autor em 8. V. 1964” [[my6okoyBaxxaeMomy Muxamry Muxaimosuay baxTtuHy oT aBTOpa
8.V.1964] (ZEMKOVA., 2018, p.189). Bakhtin apreciava muito a contribuicdo de Fridlender aos estudos
dostoievskianos. Na entrevista com Z. Podgujets ele diz: “Considero muito valiosos os trabalhos do finado
Dolinin, de Fridlender, Kirpétin, Bursov, Evnin. Todos esses trabalhos abordam aspectos diferentes de
Dostoiévski e, de modo geral, acho impossivel uma tinica abordagem nos estudos literarios [...] Valorizo
principalmente o trabalho de Fridlender, o seu livro tedrico sobre o realismo de Dostoiévski (BAKHTIN,
2002, p.460). [5 cuurato oueHb LHEHHBIMH — TOBOPHJI OH B MHTEPBBIO 3. [Toarysxeiry, — paboTHI IIOKOHHOTO
Jommnuna, @pugnenaepa, Kupnoruna, bypcosa, EBanHa. Bee 3Ti paboThI paccMaTpuBaloT pa3Hble TpaHH
JlocToeBckoro, HO 51 BOOOIIE HE CUMTAO, YTO B OOJACTH JINTEPATYPOBEJCHUSI BO3MOXKEH KaKOW-TO OAMH
noaxon [...] OcobGennHo s ueHro pabory PDpuiieHgepa, €ro TEOPETHYECKYIO KHHTY O pealu3Me
Hoctoesckoro].”

37 In Russian: “kak UMell ye BO3MOKHOCTD ICATh aBTOP HACTOSLIEH KHUIH, IIPEIIOKEHHOE BaXTHHBIM
WCTOJIKOBaHHE XYJOXKECTBEHHOH NpHUpoabl mnonupoHu3mMa J[OCTOEBCKOTO MpPEICTAaBISIETCS  eMy
yOeIUTEeLHBIM JJAIEKO HE BO BCEM.”
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be the conductor of those independent ‘voices’ from isolated characters”
(FRIDLENDER, 1956, p.104).% Regarding his disagreement with Bakhtin, Fridlender

explains:

isolated characters’ ‘voice’ independence is only relative and does not
imply the loss of ideological and artistic integrity of the novel.
Dostoevsky in no way renounces an authorial evaluation of his
characters and of the ideas expressed through them; he does not look
into the inner world of each of them as to something that is closed and
separated from outer reality and other characters’ psychology. In his
novels, human individuality is inserted in the external world, among its
objective conflicts and contradictions; human individuality carries
experiences, ideas and opinions whose content is not only subjective,
personal and strict, but also objective and important. In the discussions
between characters are revealed many points of view that are either
already concrete or possible in society, related to objective problems
that life itself presents (FRIDLENDER, 1956, p.104).%

Notwithstanding the previously mentioned opinion on the Bakhtinian
interpretation on Dostoevsky’s poetics, Fridlender used to appraise Bakhtin as an
international level scientist. In co-authorship with V. Zhirmunsky and B. Meilakh, he
wrote the article, “Issues on Poetics and Theory of the Novel in M. Bakhtin’s Works”

[Bonpocsl moaTUKH U Teopuu pomaHa B pabotax M. M. baxtuna] and reviewed the

38 Translated from Portuguese: “como se ele fosse do tipo ‘polifénico’ no qual ndo existe uma unidio
ideologica e artistica e o papel do autor se reduz a condugdo harmoniosa das ‘vozes’ independentes dos
personagens isolados (FRIDLENDER, 1956, p.104).” In Russian: “[...] xak Ha 0cOOBIA SKOOBI
‘noNMM(pOHNYECKHUI’ THI POMaHa, B KOTOPOM HE CYIIECTBYET UICHHOIO M XYJIOKECTBEHHOTO €IUHCTBA U
POJIb aBTOPA CBOJIUTCSI K TAPMOHMUYECKOMY BEICHUIO CAMOCTOSITENBHBIX ‘TOJOCOB’ OTIEIbHBIX TepoeB.”

% Translated from Portuguese: “a independéncia das ‘vozes’ das personagens isolados é apenas relativa e
ndo resulta na perda da integridade ideoldgica e artistica da obra. Dostoiévski de forma alguma renuncia a
uma avaliag@o autoral das suas personagens e das ideias por elas expressas, ndo olha para o mundo interior
de cada um deles como para algo fechado, separado da realidade exterior e da psicologia das outras
personagens. A individualidade humana em seus romances e novelas esta inserida no mundo exterior com
suas contradi¢des e conflitos objetivos, ela é portadora das vivéncias, ideias e opinides cujo contetido ndo
¢ somente pessoal e estrito, subjetivo, mas também objetivo e de importancia geral. Nas discussdes entre
as personagens em Dostoiévski sdo revelados diversos pontos de vista presentes (ou possiveis) na sociedade
acerca dos problemas objetivos que a propria vida apresenta (FRIDLENDER, 1956, p.104).” In Russian:
“cCaMOCTOSITENIFHOCTh ‘TOJIOCOB’ OTHENBHBIX T'epOEB B HHUX JIMIIb OTHOCHTEIbHA M HE BEIET K yTpare
WUIEHHON M XyJOXXECTBEHHOM 1IEIOCTHOCTU Mpou3Be/eHUs. [J0CTOEBCKMI OTHIONb HE OTKAa3bIBAETCS OT
ABTOPCKOW OIEHKH CBOUX TEPCOHAXEH M BHICKA3bIBAEMBIX MMH HjeH, HE CMOTPHUT HAa BHYTPEHHHUI MU
KQKJIOT0 U3 HUX KaK Ha HEYTO 3aMKHYTOE, OTOPBAHHOE OT BHEIIHEW JeHCTBUTEIHHOCTU U MCUXOJIOTHU
JIpyrux mepcoHaxeil. UenoBedeckass WHIMBUIAYAIBLHOCTh B €0 POMaHAaX M IOBECTSIX BKIIOYEHA BO
BHEITHUH MHUDp C €TO O6’BCKTI/IBHBIMI/I MIPOTUBOPCUYHAMHU U KOHq)J'[I/IKTaMI/I, OHa SBJIACTCA HOCHTGHBHHHeﬁ
HCpe)KHBaHHﬁ, H]leﬁ U B3IIA0B, KOTOPBIC HMCIOT HE TOJIBKO Y3KO JIMYHOC, Cy6T)CKTI/IBHOC, HO H
00BEKTUBHOE, OOIIIe3HAUNMOE cojiep:kanue. B cropax Mexay reposMu y JJ0CTOEBCKOTO pacKphIBAIOTCS
pas3nyHble CKJIaJIBIBAIONIMECS B 00IIeCcTBE (MIIM BO3MOXKHBIE) TOUKU 3PEHHS HA 0OBEKTUBHbIE MPOOIIEMBI,
KOTOPbIE BBIJIBUTAIOTCS CaMOM JKU3HbIO.”
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collection of Bakhtin’s articles which were posthumously published as Literary and
Aesthetic Issues [Bonpocwr aumepamypul u scmemuxu]. This review partially integrated
Fridlender’s article The Real Content of the Quest [PeansHoe comepikanue mouckal,
published in 1976 in the journal The Literary Panorama [Jlumepamyproe 0603penue].
In 1991, Fridlender chose to speak in a conclusive tone, while avoiding the use of

the concept of polyphony tone:

[...] despite all apparent “multivocality” in Dostoevsky’s novels (in
Bakhtin’s terms), they always tend to a certain core, which is noticed
by the reader, and to a set of moral, social, historic and philosophical
matters that join the ideological and artistic web of the novel
(FRIDLENDER, 1991, p.122).40

In this sense, the articles of the collection repeat the objections against the theory
of the polyphonic novel contained in N. Berkovsky’s review, which inaugurated the 1929

critical campaign. We shall compare:

The most injurious to Bakhtin’s book are his totally insubstantial and
erroneous statements about the supposed “polyphonic” character of
Dostoevsky’s novels. [...] In reality, Dostoevsky’s novels are extremely
unified precisely by the author’s idea and sense; the author judges the
characters’ “voices” by means of the demonstrative revealing of a fable;
at the end of the fable, that puts to test —and also “instigates”, according
to Bakhtin’s successful expression — the character’s world and its point
of view on it, the author gives his first instance verdict (BERKOVSKY,
1989, pp.186-187).4

0 Translated from Portuguese: “[...] apesar de toda a ‘multivocalidade’ aparente dos romances de
Dostoiévski (termo de Bakhtin), eles tendem sempre a um determinado nticleo que é percebido pelo leitor,
a um conjunto de questdes morais, sociais, filosofico-historicas que une o tecido ideologico e artistico do
romance (FRIDLENDER, 1991, p.122).” In Russian: “...npu Bceil BHEUIHEH ‘MHOTOTOJI0COCTH POMAaHOB
JHocroeBckoro (TepmMuH M. baxTiHa) OHH TATOTEIOT BCETJA K OMPEICICHHOMY, OIyIIIAEMOMY YHTaTeIIeM
BHYTPCHHEMY SIPY, K OOBEIUHSIOMIEMY HICOJOTHICCKYIO M XYIOKECTBEHHYIO TKaHb pOMaHa KOMILIEKCY
HPABCTBEHHBIX, COIIMAJBHBIX, (PHII0CO(CKO-UCTOPUUECKUX BOIIPOCOB.”

1 Translated from Portuguese: “O mais nocivo para o livro de Bakhtin sdo suas afirmagdes totalmente
insubstanciais e erroneas sobre esse suposto carater ‘polifonico’ do romance de Dostoiévski. (...) Na
realidade, o romance de Dostoiévski é extremamente unificado e justamente pela ideia do autor, pelo senso
do autor; o autor julga as ‘vozes’ das personagens por meio da revelagdo demonstrativa da fabula; no final
da fabula que pde em teste (e ‘provoca’, segundo a feliz expressdo de Bakhtin) o mundo da personagem e
a sua visdo sobre ele, o autor d4 o seu veredito em primeira instdncia (BERKOVSKI, 1989, pp.186-187).”
In Russian: “Bcero ke ryouTensHee A KHUTH baxThHa, €€ COBEPIIEHHO HECOCTOSITENbHBIE U B KOPHE
OImMOOYHBIC OCHOBHBIC YTBEPKIeHHsI 00 3TOH OyaTo OBl ‘monudoHuuHOCTH pomaHa JJocroeBckoro [...] B
JIEWCTBUTENILHOCTH poMaH J[0CTOEBCKOTO Ype3BhIYaliHO OOBEIMHEH, U MMEHHO aBTOPCKOW MBICIIBIO,
ABTOPCKHMM CMBICJIOM; 4epe3 MoKa3aresibHoe packpbiTHe (alysbl aBTOp CYAHUT ‘TOJI0ca’ CBOMX I'epoeB; K
KOHITy (aOyIel, Ha KOTOPOH HCHBITEIBaeTCA (‘TIpoBOIMpYeTCs’, IO yAa9HOMY BhIpakeHHI0 baxTtuHa) u Mup
reposi U ero MUPOBO33pPEHHUE, BHIHOCHTCS 110 MEPBOM MHCTAHIIMU aBTOPCKUiA IPUToBop.”
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The dialogue between the two literary scholars continued for fifteen years: in the
mid 1950s, N. Berkovsky sent M. Bakhtin the collection Scientific Notes from Leningrad
Pedagogical State Institute (Vuenvie 3anucku Jlenunepadckozo 20cy0apcmeeHH020
neoazozuueckozo uncmumyma), tome IX, 3" edition, 1954, with the following inscription
on the first page of his article: “To Mikhail Mikhailovich Bakhtin, with deepest respect.
April 4th, 1955. Author. Leningrad, Kolomenskaya street, 35, apt. 624 (ZEMKOVA,
2018, p.29)*. After receiving Bakhtin’s reply, Berkovsky wrote him a letter on January
18th, 1956, which registered a change of opinion about the book Problems of
Dostoyevsky’s Art and its author:

You are obviously well known and remembered by all who are
interested in good, honest books [...] the language — that one presented
in the book on Dostoevsky — is such a memorable, philosophical and
impressionistic one. About your Rabelais: so far I have only heard of
it; I have not yet had the opportunity to acquire a copy. It has been
praised here in Moscow as well, though. [...] Would Dostoevsky’s
anniversary not be the appropriate occasion to manifest yourself to the
press? (BAKHTIN, 2000, p.514)*

42 Translated from Portuguese: “Para Mikhail Mikhailovitch Bakhtin, com o mais profundo respeito. 4 de
abril de 1955. Autor. Leningrado, rua Kolémenskaia, 35, apto 62.” In Russian: “Muxamry MuxaitnoBudy
Baxtuny ¢ rmybouaiimmMm yBaxenuem. 4 amp.1955. Asrop. JI-x, Komomenckas, 35 kB. 62.”

43 See Estifeva, V. Memories on Bakhtin (The first decade in Saransk): “M. Bakhtin was never forgotten by
a restrained circle of scientists. Among his books, some of them were gifts from L. Timofeev, B. Purichev.
I recall my visit to the Foreign Literature Department of the Leningrad Pedagogical State Institute. When
the deputy chief of the department, N. Berkovsky’s, heard I was coming from Saransk, he made me several
questions about Mikhail Mikhailovich. Before my departure, he entrusted me with a letter to Bakhtin and
a collection of scientific works from his department staff, autographed by all the authors. (ESTIFEVA,
2000, pp.146-147). Translated from Portuguese: “Cf.: Estifiéeva, V. Memorias sobre Bakhtin (O primeiro
decénio em Saransk): ‘M. Bakhtin nunca foi esquecido por um circulo estrito de cientistas. Entre os livros
havia os presenteados, de L. Timofiéev, B. Purichev. Lembro nessa relacdo a minha visita ao Departamento
da Literatura Estrangeira do Instituto de Pedagogia de Leningrado. Quando o vice chefe do departamento,
N. Berkovski, soube que eu era de Saransk, me fez varias perguntas sobre Mikhail Mikhialovitch. Antes da
minha partida ele me entregou uma carta para Bakhtin e uma coletdnea de trabalhos cientificos dos
membros do seu departamento autografada por todos os autores’ (ESTIFIEEVA, 2000, pp.146-147).” In
Russian: “Y3kuit kpyr yu€nbix He 3a0biBann M.M. baxtuna. Cpeau KHUT UMeNnch JapctBeHHsle — JLLU.
Tumodeepa, b.M. Ilypumepa. BcrmomunHaio B 3TO# CBs3M CBOE TOceUicHHWE Kadeapbl 3apyOe:kHON
muTepaTypbl JIeHuHrpaackoro neauHCTUTYTA. 3aB. Kadenpoit H. 5. bepkoBckwii, y3HaB, uto s u3 CapaHcka,
JIOJIro paccupamusail MeHs 0 Muxaune Muxaiinosuue. Ilepen Ilepen MouM 0TBE310M OH BPYUHJI MHE JJIsL
HETO NMUChbMO M COOPHHUK HAyYHBIX TPYJOB WIEHOB ero Kadeapsl ¢ aBrorpadamu Bcex aBTopos.”

4 Translated from Portuguese: “Obviamente, vocé é bem conhecido e lembrado — por todos aqueles que
buscam livros bons e verdadeiros (...) a linguagem, aquela presente no livro sobre Dostoiévski, ¢ uma
linguagem muito memoravel, filoséfica e impressionista. Sobre o seu Rabelais apenas ouvi falar, ndo tive
oportunidade de t€-lo em maos, mas aqui em Moscou ele foi também elogiado. (...) Serd que o aniversario
de Dostoiévski ndo poderia lhe servir como motivo para manifestar-se na imprensa? (BAKHTIN, 2000,
p.514).” In Russian: “Bac, kOHE4HO, XOPOIIO IOMHST U 3HAIOT — BCE UCKATEIIM XOPOIINX, HACTOSAIINX KHHUT
[...] s13BIK, uTO B ‘JloCTOEBCKOM’, — OYEHb MAMSTHBIH S3BIK, (HI0CO(CKU-IKCIIPpecCHOHUCTHUECKIH. O
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It is impossible to ignore the matter that resonated in the letter, as well as the
following commentary: “While I was organizing the Moscow Military Institute’s
collection, issued in 1946, I strongly desired you could have taken part in it, but in
Moscow no one could give me your contact information” (BAKHTIN, 2000, p.515).%°

To be fair, it is necessary to state that the classic literature on Soviet Dostoevskian
studies had not only accepted Bakhtin’s ideas but also expressed gratitude towards him
(KLYUEVA; LISSUNOVA, 2010; ZEMKOVA, 2018). On October 8th, 1963, Leonid
Grossman made a typical inscription in his biography on Fyodor Dostoevsky, issued as
part of the series Life of Remarkable People [)Kusnuv 3ameuamenvuvix nmooeti]: “To
Mikhail Bakhtin, author of the best book on Dostoevsky, as a manifestation of my deepest
admiration of his work” (ZEMKOVA, 2018, p.57).4¢

L. Chubin’s 1965 article-review evaluation on Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art is
noticeable, as it introduces the new book to the public, granting special attention to the

controversial character and academic value of the 1929 version:

M. Bakhtin, through his book that openly opposes itself to vulgar
formalism and sociologism, moves from a multivocal word analysis in
Dostoevsky to an integrated conception of the world and thus reveals
the deep binding between structural elements in Dostoevsky’s poetics
and his artistic thinking. Bakhtin’s point of view therefore resulted more
important than the polemics regarding the methodology. Bakhtin
evinced the relations between Dostoevsky’s poetics and the humanistic
pathos, alongside other related issues approached by the novelist*
(CHUBIN, 1965, p.94).%8

Bamem Pabne TonbKO HacibllaH, caM €ro B pyKax He JiepxKai, — ObUIM eMy XBaJbl U 371ech U B MockBe
[...] He maet mu Bam ro6meit locToeBCKOTO TOBOJA M BOSMOXKHOCTH BBICTYIHTH B TIeYaTu?”

% Translated from Portuguese: “Quando organizava a coletinea do Instituto Militar de Moscou, publicada
em 1946, quis muito que vocé participasse, mas em Moscou ninguém poderia me comunicar o seu contato
(BAKHTIN, 2000, p.515).” In Russian: “YcrpauBas cOopHuK MockoBckoro Boennoro WucrutyTa,
BhlLeAINNA B 1946 1., — nponoimkaer bepkoBckuid, st XoTen HeIpeMeHHO Bac npuBieub K yyacTHIO, HO B
MockBe HUKTO HE MOT MHE JIaTh HalpaBiieHus kK Bam.”

%6 Translated from Portuguese: “Para Mikhail Bakhtin, autor do melhor livro sobre Dostoiévski, como
manifestagdo do profundo amor pela sua obra (ZEMKOVA, 2018, p.57).” In Russian: “ABropy myumeit
kHHTH 0 JlocToeBckoM Muxamny MuxaitioBuay baxTuHy B 3HaK TIIyOOKOM JJFOOBU K €T0 TBOPYECTRY.”

47 On the first page of his article, L. Chubin writes: “To the dearest Mikhail Mikhailovich, with deepest
respect and affection. L. Chubin” [[Joporomy Muxaniny MuxaitnoBudy ¢ Ge3rpaHHYHBIM YBa)KEHHEM U
mo6oBeto JI. Llly6oun]. The said copy of the journal Literary Issues [Bonpocwi aumepamyput] is at the M.
M. Bakhtin Centre at the Ogarev Mordovia State University. In Portuguese: “Na primeira pagina do seu
artigo L. Chubin escreveu: ‘Para caro Mikhail Mikhéilovitch com imenso respeito e amor. L. Chubin’
[Hoporomy Muxawmry MuxaiinoBudy ¢ 6e3rpaHIYHEIM yBaskeHueM H jito0oBbio JI. Lllyoun]. Este exemplar
da revista Questoes da literatura [Bonpocei numepamypwi] encontra-se no Centro de Bakhtin da
Universidade Estatal de Mordovia.”

“8 Translated from Portuguese: “M. Bakhtin, por meio do seu livro que se opde abertamente ao formalismo
e sociologismo vulgares, ao mover-se da analise da palavra multivocal em Dostoiévski para uma concepgao
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“Bakhtin’s Book is of Great Interest...”

One of the most active advertisers of Bakhtin’s work was probably V. Kojinov.
As we known, he did everything possible, and even impossible, to rerelease the book on
Dostoevsky (KOJINOV, 1992); and he also wrote an article on Bakhtin in the Short
Literary Encyclopedia | Kpamxas numepamypras suyuxionedus) after which, in Autumn
1962, a “massive pilgrimage”*® to Saransk took place (KOJINOV, 1993, p.122).
Furthermore, in the preface for The Fundamentals of Literary Theory. Brief QOutline
[Ocrosbr meopuu aumepamypei. Kpamxuii ouepk], published in 1962, V. Kojinov
announced Bakhtin’s book and included it in a special section among works that analyze

“the artistry of the writer in uniting form and content:>

In them, language, plot, the system of images and the artistic thinking
of the novelist are covered in a holistic way. These works are based on
well-developed theories about the essence of literature and, at the same
time, enrich and deepen those theories (KOJINOV, 19628, p.45).!

Kojinov informed Bakhtin about his advertisement in a letter written on May 25th,

1962:

I am sending you a booklet that I published by the way. It is very popular
and, therefore, because of this is probably especially bad. It’s better you
don’t not read it, except for page 47, in which your book is mentioned

do mundo integra e revela a profunda liga¢do dos elementos estruturais da poética com o pensamento
artistico do escritor. O contetido do livro resultou, dessa forma, mais importante de que a polémica
metodologica. Foi evidenciada a relagdo da poética de Dostoiévski com o pathos humanista e questdes
levantadas em sua obra (CHUBIN, 1965, p.94).” In Russian: “M. Baxtun cBoeil KHHIOii, OTKPBITO
MPOTUBOIIOCTABICHHOI ()OPMANN3MY U BYJIBIAPHOMY COLIHOJIOTH3MY, IBUI'asICh OT aHAJIN3a Pa3HOr0JIOCOTO
cnoBa y JIOCTOEBCKOTO K IEIOCTHON KOHIEIIMH MHpPa, OOHAXKaeT IIyOodaillIyio CBA3b CTPYKTYPHBIX
JJIEMEHTOB MO3THKH C XyJIO0XKECTBEHHBIM MbIIUIeHHEM nucatens. CopepikaHne KHATH OKa3aloch, TAKUM
00pa3oM, 3HaUUTENbHEE METOJ0JIOTHYECKOH MOJIEMHUKU. BblsBHiace cBs3b Mmo3THKH JlocTOoeBCKOro ¢
TYMaHHCTHYECKAM aocoM U MpoOIEeMaTHKON €ro TBopUecTna.”

49 Tn Russian: “Hacrosinee MaJOMHUYECTBO.”

% In Russian: “HCKycCTBO MUCATENs B €IMHCTBE COAEPKAHUS U POPMBL.”

% Translated from Portuguese: “Neles, sio abordados de forma integra a linguagem, o enredo, o sistema
das imagens e o proprio pensamento artistico dos escritores. Esses trabalhos apoiam-se nas ideias tedricas
bem elaboradas sobre a esséncia da literatura e, a0 mesmo tempo, enriquecem e aprofundam essas ideias
(KOJINOV, 19628, p.45).” In Russian: “B HEX, IIEIOCTHO HCCIEAYETCS Pedb, CIOXKET, CHCTEMA 00Pa30B H
caMo Xy/I0XKECTBEHHOE MBIIUIeHNe nucareneld. Takne pabOTHl OMMpPAOTCS HA XOPOLIO pa3pabdoTaHHbIE
TEOpEeTHYECKHE MPEICTABICHHUS O CYIIHOCTH JIUTEPATyPhl U B TO JK€ BpeMsl 000TramaoT 1 ynryoIsioT 9T
npeJcTaBieHus.”
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as already published (reality needs to be created by all means!)
(PANKOV, 2009, p.541).%

Publicizing Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art as published in 1962, is in line with
Kojinov’s tactics of presenting Bakhtinian texts to the scientific community: by means of
article publications, especially in the journal Literary Issues [Bonpocwt iumepamyput], in
which Kojinov declared the existence of Bakhtin’s innovative works and the evident
importance of the ideas manifested in them for modern literary studies in the USSR (as,
for example, in the article Scientificity Is the Link to Life [Hayunocms — smo cés3v ¢
arcusnwio] (KOJINOV, 1962a).

The former controversy of the idea of the polyphonic novel was recaptured in
1957 by V. Shklovsky, who suggested his own version of “multivocality” emerged in the
book Pro et Contra: Notes on Dostoevsky [3a u npomue: 3amemxu o /Jocmoesckom]. In

the book, as Shklovsky emphasized, he tried to explain:

what was the cause of the discussion that left Dostoevsky’s literary form
as a trail and, also, what actually is that universal character of
Dostoevsky’s novels — that is, who is interested in this discussion
nowadays (SHKLOVSKY, 1960, p.98).5

In the early 1960s, during preparations of the second edition of the book on
Dostoevsky, Bakhtin attentively reads Shklovsky’s collection Pro et Contra. In his copy
of the book, Bakhtin writes the important passages down in the margins (the quantity of
vertical lines, which was very typical work for Bakhtin as a reader, varies from one to
three or four). The passages to be quoted are also stressed by little horizontal dashes. With

the same precision, Bakhtin studies Shklovsky’s controversial issue Contra (Ilpomus), in

%2 Translated from Portuguese: “Envio um pequeno folheto que publiquei por acaso. Ele ¢ muito popular e,
é provavel, que por isso seja especialmente ruim. E melhor o Senhor nio 1é-lo, a ndo ser a pagina 47 em
que o seu livro aparece como ja publicado (a realidade precisa ser criada com todos os meios!) (PANKOV,
2009, p.541).” In Russian: “Tlocputato Bam Opomrtopky, kotopyto st ciydaiiHo u3nan. OHa yKacHO
MOMyISIpHAst ¥ TIOTOMY, BEPOSITHO, 0COOCHHO TuToXast. BEI ee myuie He unTaiiTe — pa3Be TOIBKO CTp. 47, Ha
KoTOpo# Bama xaura yxe u3ana (Haao TBOPUTH AEHCTBUTEIBHOCTh BCEMH criocobamu!).”

%3 Translated from Portuguese: “qual foi a causa aquela discussdo que deixou como rastro a forma literaria
de Dostoiévski e, ao mesmo tempo, no que consiste o carater universal dos romances de Dostoiévski, ou
seja, quem esta interessado nessa discussdo no momento (CHKLOVSKI, 1960, p.98).” In Russian: “aem
BBI3BaH TOT CIIOP, CJIEIOM KOTOPOTO SIBJISIETCS uTeparypHas ¢popma JI0CTOEBCKOrO, U OJJHOBPEMEHHO, B
YeM BCEMHUPHOCTh POMaHOB J[0CTOEBCKOTO, TO €CTh KTO Ceifyac 3aMHTEPECOBAH STHM CIIOPOM.”
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response to R. Jakobson’s criticism of the book on Dostoevsky.>* We add that this kind
of marginalia was typical for the preparation phase in Bakhtin’s work (OSSOVSKY,
2002, pp.24-35).

In Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art’ literature review, Bakhtin presents a brief
analysis on the collection Pro et Contra, stressing its relevance to understanding the
peculiarities of Dostoevsky’s poetics and for the polyphonic form of the novel. This
remote dialogue is important for Bakhtin, as a means of formulating more sharply the
thesis on the absolute dialogicity of the polyphonic novel and its unfinished main trace
(BAKHTIN, 2002, pp.48-51).

V. Shklovsky persists in the discussion with Bakhtin not only regarding
Dostoevsky’s polyphonic novel, but also Bakhtin’s comprehension of Rabelais” work. S.
Bocharov (BOTCHAROVB, 2000) and L. Chubin (CHUBIN, 1987) both present a
critical analysis on Shklovsky’s opinions.

Despite the scientific disagreement, in the early 1960s Shklovsky signed a letter
supporting the reissue of the book on Dostoevsky. The letter was written by Kojinov and
was addressed to the head of the publishing company Sovetsky Pisatel |Cosemckuii
nucamens |, N. V. Lesiuchevsky (PANKOYV, 2009, p.510). V. Kojinov preserved this move
in his narrative (KOJINOV, 1992).

One of Shklovsky’s last manifestations on Bakhtinian studies of Dostoevsky’s

novelistic word is somewhat peculiar. In the early 1980s he writes:

I do not consider myself capable of writing a great book on Dostoevsky
at once and straight away understand it.
I appreciate Bakhtin’s statement of him being a great novelist that

portrays so many voices that seem to argue with one another and
understands it all his way (SHKLOVSKY, 1983, p.567).%

Thus, the history of the assimilation and appropriation of Bakhtinian ideas

presented in Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art is composed of relatively independent

% As part of the special collection M. Bakhtin’s Personal Library, Pro et Contra, as well as the journal
Literary Issues and Contra, are now in the National Pushkin Library of Mordovia (Saransk).

S Translated from Portuguese: “Ndo acho que eu consiga escrever de repente um livro grande sobre
Dostoiévski e que eu o entenda de repente. Tenho consideragdo por Bakhtin que disse que ¢ um grande
escritor com muitas vozes que parecem discutir uma com outra, entender tudo do seu jeito (CHKLOVSKI,
1983, p.567).” In Russian: “fl He gymato, 4To 51 BAPYT HAIUIIY OOJBIIYIO KHUTY O JIOCTOEBCKOM, UTO S €ro
BAPYT IoiiMy. YBaxkaio baxTuHa, KOTOpBI CKa3aj, YTO ATOT BEJMKHUH MUCATENh C MHOTUMHM TOJIOCAMHU,
KOTOpBIE KaKk OyATO OCHapHBaIOT APYT APYTra, I0-CBOEMY IIOHUMAIOT cBoe.”
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incidents in the field of literary studies’ historiography between 1930 and 1960: from the
discussions and debates up to the acknowledgment and productive dialogue.

It is impossible not to mention the relatively recent updating of Bakhtin 1929. N.
Bonetskaya dedicates a series of studies to the particular historical and philosophical
features of Bakhtin’s first book on Dostoevsky (BONETSKAYA, 1994; 1996; 2017). In
the preface to the second tome of M. Bakhtin’s collected works, Bonetskaya recaptures
the Russian philosophical background at the time of Problem of Dostoevsky’s Art

publication and observes:

Bakhtin succeeded in revealing from within what his predecessors — the
religious philosophers — already knew: whilst discussing Dostoevsky it
is possible to simultaneously reflect on ethical existence. It could be
that this realization inspired the book, first published in 1929
(BONETSKAYA, 2017, p.11).%¢

The theory of the polyphonic novel according to Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art is
analyzed by literary critic Anatoly Korchinsky as “an explanatory model that allows for
studying the new form of novel created by Dostoevsky considering the writer’s social
imagination and its political implications” (KORCHINSKY, 2019)%’.

Thus, when taken in their entirety, the responses to Problems of Dostoevsky’s Art
allow for the elucidation and clarification of details, completing and detailing episodes of

the dialogue between Bakhtin and his opponents.
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