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ABSTRACT

The present study addresses 1tself to three related
tasks: Firstly, it sets out to introduce and
critically review psychoanalysis as a method of
literary criticism. Secondly, it argues for a new
interpretation of Lermontov's creative work in the
light of psychoanalytic theory stressing
narcissistic elements present in his work; and
finally it attempts to connect relevant biographical
data with the symbolized material contaired in

Lermontov's work.

The thesis first offers a comprehensive survey of
existing critical approaches to and interpretations
of Lermontov's work. After defining the
psychoanalytic method, it proceeds to an application
of this method to major Lermontov texts. These
include the Romantic poems "Mtsyri" and "The Demon",

the drama ''Masquerade' and the novel A Hero of Our

Time. The psychoanalytic analysis of these major
Lermontov texts reveals the essentially narcissistic
nature of the Lermontovian protagonist. Text after
text contains the patteru of the sco-called
narcissistic cycle. Whilst remaining essentially

similar, the dynamics of the narcissistic theme
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emerge in the protagonist's growing awareness of and

insight into his narcissistic condition.

The thesis furthermcre explores the links between
the writer's biography and his oeuvre. Taking a
cautious stance which does not claim any direct
linkage, the presentation of the writer's biocgraphy
emphasizes elements conducive toOo a narcissistic

condition.

The psychoanalytic method 18 rarely employed by
Russian critics. Western critics of Russian
literature have not applied the analytic method to
Lermontov. The novel perspective on Lermontov
offered by the analytic method has vyielded new
insights into the writer's work. It reveals the
basic unity of this work, previously perceived as
fragmente? and disconnected. It also revises the
view that Lermontov's work 1is repetitive and
derivative, demonstrating that the repetitiveness is
the appropriate expression of the narcissistic
theme. Above all it offers a new vision of the
Lermontovian protagonist previously perceived as a
frustrated rebel who lacks the opportunity to employ
his energies and talents in an autocratic society,

or as a metaphysical rebel against divine



authority. ‘the analytic approach reveals a deeply

divided and tormented personality, presumably
largely autobiographic. It 1is the narcissistic
syndrome of splitting, ‘dealization and
self-denigration which yiclds a remarkable

consistency to the motivation of tne Lermontovian
protagonist's actions and existential attitudes.

This finding fully wvalidates the psychoanalytic
approach to Lermontov's work, so often rejected by

literary critics.
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remarkable unity to the writer's entire oeuvre. To
demonstrate this, all Lermontov's major texts are

considered in the present thesis.

I am grateful to my supervisor Professor Irene
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literary approach.
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Lermontov is recognized as one of the major poets
and prose writers of Russian nineteenth century
literature. fet, despite his extraordinary popu-
larity, he appears to be one of the least understood
of Russian writers. Even today, 150 years since
the publication of his first collection of poems
literary critics acknowledge that there is much in
Lermontov's work that is still unclear, mysterious

and awaiting its interpreters.

"0 HACTOAMEIr'D BPEeMeHM OCTANOCH MHOI'D HCACHOI'O B HCTON-
KOBAHHH I'NaBHHX npouascnevun JlepmontTopa... H cumnrToma=-
THMHO HE TO,NTO ewe Janexd He J0 KOHUAa pasrallc HHas
CYHMHOCTL "JIePMONTOBCLKOI'O a3nemenTa" npouonxaet nNUTares cno-
PH,BOIHVYIIME NPH XHAHM NO3Td, ... OCOTEHHO CHMNTOMATHYEH
XapaKkTep CrnopoB,B KOTOPHX CTANKMBAWNTCH Mexny COrof nporu-

BONONIOXHHE , B*aUMOHC KN aAUWMHe KpaRHpe TOUKM 3peHua." /1/

Virtually every new publication devoted to Lermontov
refers toc the mysterious nature of his work. In the

introduction to the Lermontovskaya Entsiklopediya[2],

the first personal encyclopedia devoted to any

1) Prutskov, N. (red.) Istoriya russkoy literatury v
chetyrekh tomakh, L., Izd-vo Nauka, 1981 T.2, 410-411.

2) Manuylov, V. (red.) Lermontovskaya Entsiklopediya, M.,
Izd-vo Sovetskaya entsiklopediya, 1981.




major Russian writer, the authors state that in
publishing the bock they aimed at bringing the
reader closer to the writer's esoteric world.

Elsewhere they refer to two of Lermontov's poems
"The Demon'" and '"The Novice' as truly puzzling and
contradictory poetic works. The well known
Lermontov critic E. Gershteyn ([(3) similarly sees
Lermontov's novel A Hero of QOur Time as the ''most

mysterious work of Pussian classical literature".

PoMan JlepMOHTOBA CaMoOe 3arajnovHoe npou3IBeneHHe pycCckof
KNacCcHYeCcKkof NHTenatTypH.Jlo CEX nNOop HeT ycCTaHoO3iBuWerocn
MHEHHA Off 3TOR MANEHBKORN KHMIe = OChLeMOM BCero ¥ ceMp ne-

YaTHSX nucton." /3/

Interesting in this context, if somewhat excessive
i8 A. Pozov's view of Lermontov, his work and life
as ore of the greatest riddles of mankind and world

history.

3) Gershteyn, E. "Geroy nashego vremeni" M. Yu. Lermontova.
M., Khudozhestvennaya literatura, 1976, 5.
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" JIEpMOHTOPR ,€I'0 JIMYHOCTL , XH3Hb, TEOPYECTBO M cyanfa
= OOHa M3 BenuvanuMx 3arallok YeNnopevecTBa,BCeMHpPHOR

HCTOPHHM BpPeMeH M KyneTyp." /4/

It is in the light of the acknowiedged mysterious-
ness of Lermontov's work that this study introduces
a psychoanalytic approach, a critical method never

applied t. his work before.

Despite its position as one of the major strands in
contemporary Western literary <criticism, psycho-
analysis 1is drastically underrepresented in modern
Russian critical practice. It is a matter of
record that, but for a few psychoanalytic studiec,
the most notable of which are I. Ermakov's essays on
the life and writings of Gogol and Pushkin published
in the early 1920s [5], depth psychology was, and
still is, firmly discouraged in the Soviet Union,

where the tendency 1is to slight psychological

4) Pozov, A. Metafizika Lermontova, Madrid, 1975, 9.

5) The two works in question are :
Ermakov, I. Ocherki po analizu tvorchestva N.V., Gogolya,
M., 1924.

Ermakov, I. Etyudy po psikhologii A.S. Pushkina,, Gos.
izd., M., 1923.



dynamics for the sake of social issueg.[6] This
tendency has a long tradition in Russian intellec-
tual life and cannot be explained by state prohi-
bition alone. The political conditions thact
prevailed in nineteenth century Russia generated,
among the intelligentsia, a keen sense of social
urgency and guilt. Consequentl the view of
literature as an expression c® social life or as a
‘vehicle for social change' enjoyed a distinct
advantage over the detached psychological inquiry

and systematic concern with the writer's psyche.

Contemporary Soviet literary c¢riticism discards
psychoanalytic inquiry for 1its irrelevance to the
class struggle and for its deterministic view of
man; psychoanalysis sees man as driven by aggres-
sive and sexual drives and often as unaware of the
forces determining his behaviour, and is, as such,
unacceptable to the Soviet view of man. Also this
view is deterministic but sees the determining
factor in socio-economic forces. Subordinatz2d to

practical and political demands, Soviet literary

6) A recent psychoanalytic study on Dostoyevsky by B. Bursov
published in 1974 elicited a negative response from
Soviets ciitics, further condemning psychoanalysis as a
tool of literary criticism,

Bursov, B. Lichnost' Dostoeveskogu, M.- L., Sov. pisatel',
1974.




criticism aims at explaining classical 1literary
works as products of particular historical condi-
tions and views the writer as a tool reflecting that
history in his fiction. For this reason many
Soviet critics interpret not only l-“rmontov's hero
Pechorin, but his creator as well, in terms of
gsocial factors. In their opinion, Pechorin's
Byronism and Lermontov's pessimistic view of man,
can be explained through the analysis of political
and historical conditions under Nicholas I, when
"there could b no social struggle, no political
activity and even the expression of social or
political ideas had to be extremely cautious." [7])
These critics view Lermontov's pessimistic artistic
world as an aesthetic transformation of an ideolo-
gical pessimism rife in his »veriod, and his hero
Pechorin, like Chatsky and Onegin, as one of the
"superfluous men" presented by many great Russian
writers of the nineteeth century.

This historico-social «upproach is <clearly one
sided. Without c¢laiming that the psychoanalytic
approach gives all the answers, it clearly offers a
useful complement to standard Russian and Soviet

interpretations and for that matter Western ones.

7) Andrew J., Witers & Society during the rise of Russian
Realism, London: Macmillan Press Ltd., 1980, p. 69.




The latter are too often influenced by traditional

Russian views.

The present study addresses itself to three related

tasks

First, it sets out to introduce and critically
review psychoanalysis as a method of literary
criticism. Secondly, 1t argues for a new interpre-
tation of Lermontov's creative work in the light of
psychoanalytic theory s*+-ssing narcissistic ele-
ments present in his id finally it attempts
to connect relevant . phical data with the

symbolized material contained in Lermontov's work.

Part One (chapters 1.1 - 1.4) of my thesis deals
with a survey of critical approaches to Lermontov.

The object of this survey is to examine the various,
and often contradictory views expressed by four

major schools of literary criticism, namely:

(a) Social Criticism (V. Belinsky);

(b) Existentialist Criticism (D. Merezhkovsky,
V. Solovyov, L. Shestov);

(¢) Formalist Criticism (B. Eykhenbaum),;

(d) Marxist - Leninist Criticism.



Part Two of the thesis (chapters 2.1 - 2.3.4) deals
with my psychoanalytic approach, which is tc inter-
pret Lermontov's works in the 1light of psycho-
analytic theory, stressing specifically the
so-called narcissistic syndrome. This part also
analyzes those major prose and poetic works by
Lermontov which, in my view, exrress some of the
central issues of the narcissistic problem. Hero I
place these texts within a Freudian concept of
narcissism, and point to the psychological
mechanisms within which Lermontov's heroes operate.
In this part reference will se made to
psychcanalytic clinical literature and in particular
to works by S. Freud, M. Klein, H. Kohut, 0.
Kernberg and M. Mahler. It will also examine works
dealing with psychoanalytic literary <criticism

reviewing practices on which the method is based.

Finally, no psychoanalytic inquiry can ignore the
biographical influences. The themes and motifs
that pervade Lermontov's works must according to
this approach be linked to the r ychic conflicts and
realities experienced by th author himself.

Therefore the third part of the thesis contains an
examination of the interrelationship between the
biographical influences and the symbolized material

apparent in Lermontov's works.
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1. SURVEY OF CRITICAL APPROACHES TO LERMONTOV'S WORK

1.1. Social Criticism

In reviewing the main c¢ritical approaches to
Lermontov, the Russian critic V. Belinsky
(1811-1848) affords the most convenient starting
point, since the tradition of social literary
criticism, of which Belinsky is the major proponent
exerted an important influence on the critical
appreciation of Lermontov's work. Furthermore,
Belinsky was the first critic to devote serious
attention to Lermontov, placing the poet among the

leaders of contemporary Russian literature.

In his two articles on Lermontov, one on the subject

of the novel A Hero of Our Time (1837-1840), and the

other on Lermontov's poetry, Belinsky stresses the
importance of these works in the development of
Russian literature and emphasises the poet's

awareness of Russian social realities.

He applies his social theories mainly to Lermontov's

novel A Hero of Our Time, as it is by this time that

these had crystallized.



He received the novel in most positive and enthu-
siastic terms praising the author for his 'penetra-
ting characterization of Pechorin'" and ''the marve-
lous unity of feeling'" throughout the novel. Belinsky

gives this characterization of Lermontov's hero:

"As for the hero of the novel he appears here as a
man of powerful will, courageous, unflinching before
any danger, thrusting himself into storms and
alarms, in order to occupy himself with something
and to fill the bottomless void of his spirit, even

though with a'=1 g8 activity."[1]

The 2ritic thus perceives Pechorin as a man who has
not succeeded 1n coming to terms with an unaccep-
table contemporary reality, and who therefore is

compelled to live in a world of illusory appearances.

Interestingly enough he perceives a split in

Pechorin's character

"Pechorin is a man who is diviued into two men, one
of whom lives while the other coldly observes and
coldly analyzes into nothingness every spontaneous

movement of his heart and mind.'" (2]

1) Belinsky, /. Selected Philosophical Works, Moscow:
Foreign Lanc isages Publishing House, p.312

2) op. cit,, 315
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Vic.ing the hero as a spiritually divided man of
reflecticn the critic claims, that this stage of
reflection is a painful but nevertheless necessary
stage betwe>n "spontaneity'" and "rational conscious-
ness" dictated bv the age. He sees Pechorin as the

representative of "his times'".

"Our time™, Belinsky writes ''is par excellence an
age of reflection and it is in this respect that

Pechorin is the true her- of our time."(3]

It is interesting to note that, although Belinsky
throughout his article points to the divided nature
of Pechorin, he seldom attributes it to psycholiogi-
cal factors. Having recognized in Pechorin the
tormented hero cof his time, he does not deal with
the psychological contradictions in Pechorin, but
proceeds to establish the direct 1links between
social reality and the disharmoniocus and unpredic-
table character of the hero. 1In this context it is
also interesting to note that Belinsky criticises
Lermontov for failing to maintain proper objectivity
in presenting Pechorin, who emerges as too much of a

subjective projection of the author himself,

3 op.cit.,317
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"In the matter of form, the portrayal of Pechorin is
not completely artistic. The cause of this however
is not in the lack of talent in the author but in
the fact trat the character whom he has depicted is
too close to himself that he was unable to separate

himself from it and ob_:ctify it."[4]

Clearly the critic felt that subjective psycholo~
gical factors were stressed at the expense of social
ones. He maintains that an artist must '‘resolutely
attempt to break out of his own subjective world and
thereby perceive the wonders of the objective

world."(5]

In concluding his article, Belinsky, faithful to his
vision of ultimate progress, feels obliged to
pronounce a final word of hope for Pechorin, stating
that the latter might some day resolve his quarrel

with life

“Perhaps Lermontov will require him to recognize the

rationality and beautitude of life ... or perhaps hr

4) op.cit.,316.

5) Quoted from Bowman,H. Vissarion Belinski 1811-1848,

New York: Russell & Russeli,1954,p.125,
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will permit him to partake of the joys of living by

triumphing over the evil ¢nius of his life."[6]

Belinsky's second article, the one on Lermontov's
poetry, was written at a time when the critic was
undergoing an ideological crisis and clearly reveals
an approval of the rebellious spirit of Lermontov's
lyrics. He accepts the poct's spirit of protest,
praising even his most negative lyrics such as
"Meditation'" and "It is boring and sad" as truthful

expressions of the age.

"These verses are written in blood. They come from
the depths of an outraged spirit. This is the
wail, the groan of a man for whom the absence of
inner life is an evil a thousand times mcre fearful

than phvsical death!'"(7]

As in the analysis of Pechorin, so here, Belinsky
bypasses any acknowledgement  of psychological

complexities in the poet 'for whom the absence of

6) H. Bowman correctly observes that Belinsky's conclusion of
the articles "marks the firast eminent example of that
critical method which was later to be called "utilitarian"
¢ the method whereby a work of art 1s used as a set of
materials for making judgments about actuality."

(Bowman, Herbert E. A Study in the Origins of Social
Criticism in Russia, Russel & Russel, New York 1954 p.
126).

7) Belinsky, V.G. : Selected Philosphical Wocks, Foreign
Languages Publishing House, Moscow, 1948,p.328
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inner life ig¢ an evil a thousand times more fearful
than physical death" and proceeds with his discus-

sion in terms of social factors.

Lermontov's poetry in Belinsky's view shows an
overrading concern with social questions and the
problems of contemporary society. in this respect
his poetry even though, according to Belinsky,
artistically inferior to Pushkin's, is more typical
of his generation, as in its ideological con.ent it
has a much more direct relationship with the contem-

porary world.

Belinsky's concluding declaration of esteem for
Lermontov is interesting in several respects.
Singing Lermontov's praises he abandons all criteria
of aesthetic criticism and approaches the lyrics in
terms of extra-literary evaluation. The problem of
Lermontov's “"artistic inferiority", to use
Belinsky's own words, appears now onlv as of minor
importance and the ideological bias as well as tre
overriding interest in the problems of contemporary

socciety assume a predominant role.

Although Belinsky did not deal with Lermontov's work

during his last, radical period,[8) his immediate

8) The critic planned to publish a comprehensive study of
Lermontov but this never eventuated.
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successors, the ''revolutionary democrats' of the
1860s, Chernyshevsky and Dobrolyubov did, evaluating
the poet's works in the light of radical thought.
Analyzing the pre-revolutionary critical literature
on Lermontov, : Lavrin notes that both
Chernyshevsky and Dobrolyubov saw the main task of
literary criticism in the classification of charac-
ters intec social) types. Consequently, they often
disregarded the textual evidence present in the work
itself. [9] This observation has special validity
for their criticism of Lermontov's work.

Dobrolyubov's remark

" Mu euaum B [levopiHe na # B camMoMm JlepMOHTOEE CceMeHa

rNycoKOR Bephk B NCCTOHHCTBO YenOBeXa M XH3HH."

highlights this tendency to view literature as an
ideological-moral tract.(10] Extracting from

Lermontov's novel A Hero of Our Time lessons for

human enlightment and social progress, both
Chernyshevsky and Dobrolyubov emphasized the
"restless spirit" of the novel's hero, viewing him
as the embodiment of Lermontov's protest against the

political oppression of his times.

9) Lavrin, Y. Lermontov, London: Bowes, 1959 p. 18.

10) Dobrolubov, N. Sobranie sochinenij M., 1962 t.2, 263.
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1.2, Existentialist Criticism

A very different evaluation of Lermontov's work

comes with the existential and religious critics
comprising Vladimir Solovyov (1853-1900), Dmitry
Merezhkovsky (1866-1941) and Lev Shestov
(1866-1938). Although they too are constrained by
an ideological framework, in their case a
religious-philosophical one, their criticism never-
theless displays a greater awareness of psycholo-
gical complexities than that of their materialist

predecessors.

During the religious-philosophical revival of the
late 1890s, Lermontov's search for a higher
existential purpose and his '"proud enmity against
Gud' produced a variety of conflicting opinions,
ranging from Merezhkovsky's positive view of him as
the " nosr ceepxuenoseuectsBa to Solovyov's
description of the poet as the '"Cain of Russian
Letters." These conflicting opinions about the
character and essence of Lermontov's poetry
demonstrate not only extreames of critical judgment,
but also point to the multifaceted and elusive
personality of the poet himself, torn between the
Angel and the Demon, the two opposite fcrces in his

poetry.
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Analyzing Lermontov's works from a religious
viewpoint, Solovyov sees Lermontov as a Russian
precursor of Nieczscheanism, who by extolling
demonism failed to respond to the divine origin of
his talent and thence perished without understanding

the true essence of Christianity.

9 Buxy B JIepMOHTOBE NPHMOTO poloHavanbHUKaA TOro Hanpas=-
NIeHHA YYSCTB M MHCNEH,a OTHACTH M NeACTBHA,KOTOpOoe ansa
KPATKOCTH MOXHO Ha3zpark "HHUweaHcTBOM".JIepMOHTOB He no-
HAN CBOEro NPHIBAHKHA OHTBE MOI'YYHM BOXIEeM JOJEeR Ha NyTH
CEBePXYONOBEYEeCTEY HCTHHHOMY T.e K fOorovesiopevyecTBY,K
XPHCTHAHCTBY ,H NO3TOMY NOCKS,XPHCTHAHCTBA X€ He NMOHAN
NOTOMY NTO HE 33aX0TeNl CMHUPUTBCA.A KTO HE MOXET NOAHATL~-
CA K HEe XOMeT CMHUPHTLCA TOT Cam Ccefs ofpexaeT Ha Heua-

rexuyw rufens.” /11/

Emphasizing that humility and submission are the
true virtues of Christian superhumanity, Solovyov
accuses Lermontov of substituting these ideals with
false pride and a morally reprehensive vision of a
superman. It is, in order to expose Lermontov's

""demonic deception" el Solovyov's criticism

11) Solovyov, V. Sobranie sochinenij S.Pb. 1901, t.6, 477.
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concentrates on the writer's demonism and enmity
against God. He feels that whereas in the early
works, the poet's struggle with God still was of a
childish nature, the revolt in the "Demon'" 1is of

archetypal proportions. The hero of this poem is, in

Solovvov's view, the same demon who ruled
Lermontov's soul also - the demon of pride, who
holds the Creator responsible for his
incompleteness. The critic maintains that

Lermontov's self-centeredness, made him believe that
his genius gave him the right to demand everything
of people and God, without owing them anything in
return. This self-centeredness is, in Solovyov's
view, most evident in Lermontov's love poetry where
the poet's main interest is not concentrated on love

nor the beloved, but on the loving "I".

" BO BCex ero mofoBHHX NMPOU3IBENeHHAX oOoCTaeTcCAa HepacTsBO=-
PEHHHR OCanoK TOpPXeCTBYWOUEI'O,XO0TA Bk M Gecco3HaTeNIbHO=-

ro srouwama." /12/

In this egotism and self-idolization Solovyov sees

the determining factor in Lermontov's existential

12) op.cit., p.480.
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outlook which led him to his cosmic despair and

professed contempt for markind.

Dmitry Merezhkovsky offers an opposite interpre-
tation of Lermontov. His philosophy is based on
the principle of juxtaposing antitheses, and he
therefore, postulates a polarity in earthly life

within which a constant struggle between two

conflicting truths - those of spirit and flesh, or
heaven and earth - occurs. The first truth, in
Merezhkovsky's view, manifests itself in the

spirit's striving to renunciation and negation of
self, the second - in the strivings of the
individual to self-affirmation and the idolization
of his own "I", In the course of history these two
conflicting streams separate, but the spirit
continues to aspire to an ultimate supreme unity,
which according to Merezhkovsky shall become ''the
crown'" of all  historical accomplishment. The
critic views Lermontov's poetry as reflecting this
universal process and strcsses that the poet's
rebellion and his idolization of self are not
indicative of '" npespaThoe cEepXYENOBEYECTBO "3

but of his striving for a higher synthesis.

"Bens vke M3 TOro,kKaxk JIepMOHTOB Havdan CBOA GYHT BHIHO
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YTO €CTb B HEeM KaKaf-TO pPeNMruozHad CBATHHA,OT KOTOPOR
HEe OrpeveTCs OYHTYWWHA naxe I vy, yrposofl BeYHOR noruhe-

am." 13/

Merezhkovsky feels that contemporary critics,
especially Solovyov, failed to perceive this duality
in lLermontov's poetry and that by focussing on the
demonic aspects alone they distcrted the essence of

his work.

" YTOOBH XOTH CKOJBKO HHEYINL YMEHBUWHTHL YXac Ha KOTOPHRA
OH /JIepMONTOB/ 6uln OfpevHeH MH JOMKHN OBMHYMTE NOXb
"BocneToro MM neMoxmuama",To eCTh SIOXh BCENl NEepPMOHTOB=-
CKOR MO33KM,4YBA CYHHOCTH NO MHeHuw ConopseBa M eCTh

Y@ UTO HMHHOEe kaxKk aemouuam." /14/

In an attempt to denounce ''the demonic deception',
Merezhkovsky returns to his previously outlined

scheme pointing to the dialectical forces of

13) Merezhkovsky, D. Lermontov S.PL.,: Prosveshchenie, 1911,
13.

14) op.cit., p.l4,
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humility and pride operating in Russian literature.
He maintains that all Russian writers, with the
exception of Lermontov, followed the path of
humility, and that therefore in straving from this
path, Lermontov evoked the condemnation of his
contemporaries who saw this as an act of defiance
and demonism. The critic sets out to correct this
misconception by interpreting Lermontov's pride as a
struggle with God rather than as defiance of God.
He feels that through this struggle, the poet
aspires to attain a real harmony (within himself and
with the wuniverse) and to become part of the

"xu3aup Gowecko-mcemmpuan - He views the tragedy of
Lermontov not in his denial of faith but in his
inability to accept the Christian idea of
paradise. He sees Lermontov as unable to accept
the separation of flesh and spirit and maintains
that the writer intuitively feels that there exists
some higher harmony in which heavenly truth unites
with earthly truth and the flesh reunites with the

spirit,

" B 3TOM COCNMHEeHUM NMpaBlit HereCHON C NpaBnof SeMHORN M
oKaxercsi 4YTO ecTh HacToauunN paf,riae co "apykaMu HeRecC

CONBITCA NecHu 3emnu." /15/

15. idib., p.14
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In the 1light of his philosophical - aesthetic
principles Merezhkovsk,y views the Demon (in the poem
"The Demon'') as a projection into eternity of the
tragedy experienced by its author. The Demon
realizes that human happiness is incomplete, as his
predicament demonstrates. He is filled with
contempt for people, doomed in his view to an
imperfect existence, but at the same time he longs
for human love which he feels will return him to the
primeval state of bliss and goodness. Translated
into the language of psychclogy, Merezhkovsky's
philosophical approach shows a striking similarity
to the psvchoanalytic explanation of idealization
and splitting. Associated with a basic inability to
accept both sides of reality i1.e. to accept that
there is no ideal life or a heavenly state of Lliss,
a tendency to idealization arises and this tendency
is one of the main characteristics of a narcissistic
condition. As such it will be dealt with in greater
detail in the discussion of narcissistic elements

present in Lermontov's work.

The Russian existential critic Lev Shestov sees
Lermontov as the first of Russian "idealist'" writers

whose work reflects the "philosophy of tragedy."
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In his work " Jlloctoesckunr u Huuwe " [16] Shestov
notes that literary «criticism often 1looks for
nothing else in a literary text but so-called
positive 1ideals. Le montov's wo.k in Shestov's

view lacks any such po itive ideals.

" TeopuecTBO JIEPMOHTOBA CHAYVXHT NpAMEpPOM OTCYTCTEHA Ka-
KHX fH TO HM fLJIO NMOJNOKHTENIbHHEX HIeasioB; HANPOTHE 3TOT
necartens He Bocnesan nofpo,MCTHHY M KpacoTy-, a fun Ha-
YasNIONONMOXHUKOM 3atBeHH® KpacoTH,HACMCWKH Hal MCTHHOIA,

npexHerfpexeHnws notpom." /17/

Shestov polemicizes with Belinsky questiou.ng the
critic's ‘'passionate" praise of the hero in the
latter's article A Hero of Our Time (compare
above). He disagrees with Belinsky's main
proposition that Pechorin was doomed to superfluity
through lack of opportunity for self-fulfillment and
meaningful goals to which he could have devote his
energies. Yhestov draws particular attention to
Lermontov's introduction to his novel in which the
writer himself evaluates his hero. He argues that

Lermontov does not in fact want to remu.y the malady

he has diagnosed in Pechorin.

16) Shestev, L. Dostoevsky i Nitsshe, YMCA Press Reprint,
original St.P., 1903,

17) op.cit., p.1ll.
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" Ecnu llevyopHH H SONIe3HB TO 3Ta OHa K2 Tex foNesHen

KOTOpPHE IOpOoXe aBTOpy BCAKOro suoposss", /18/

It is for this reason that, 1in Shestov's view,
Pechorin is depicted as triumphant 1in the novel.

He feels that the '"sick'" Pechorin 18 dearer to
Lermontov than the healthy Maxim Maximych, Princess
Mary or Grushnitsky. The «critic characrerizes

Pechorin in the following manner

" ¥V NevyopHHa HET APYIHMX HOIJOCTATKOB KpoMe XeCTOKOCTH

HO M OHA CTAHOBHTCA NpexpacHuMm xayecrTsoMm". /19/

Shestov maintains that Pechorin's so-called "malady"
is more valuable than anv spiritual health and that
Lermontov never would sacrifice his hero to

mediocrity and normality

" Kak i HB OHAO TPVIAHO C [eNOPHHEMK=Oh HEe OTZACT MX B

XepTBYy cepenuue ,mopme™, 20/

18) op.cit., p.l2.
19) op.cit., p.13.

20) ibid., p.12.




24

Lermontov would not allow his hero to be healed.

The difference between Lermontov and his critics is
that while the 1latter do all in their power to
"heal'' the hero, to bring him to normality and
health, Lermontov himself refuses to do so. In
this refusal Shestov sees the beginning of Russian
existentialism, or as he calls it, '"the philosophy
of tragedy'" and he places Lermontov on a par with

Nietzsche and Dostoyevsky.
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1.3. Formalist Criticism

The emergence of the Russian Formalist School in the
1910s marked a sharp turr. from craditional Russian
criticism with its emphasis on content and social
meaning, t.¢ a view of literature as a construct of
purely linguistic e'~ ments and artistic devices.

In its attempt to .ivorce literature from both the
social and the religious-philosophical approaches,
the Formalist method focussed on the text itself,
stressing the autonomy of all forms of art in
general and literature in rarticular. The Formalist
concern with lterary devices introduced a radically
new approach to literary criticism, and many of its
studies, based upon a detailed inquiry into literary
technique, rank amongst the most important achieve-
ments of Russian literary criticism. However, the
Formalist tendency to exclude all other considera-
tions accounts for its oiten oversimplified and one

sided approach.

B. Eykhenbaum's monography ' rmontov, A Study in

Literary-Historical Evaluation(21], clearly exempli-

fies the merits and shortcomings of Formalist criti-
cism. Written by one of the main exponents of the

Formalist School it offers a clear textual analysis

21} Eykhenbaum, B.M. Lermontov, A Study in Literary-Historical
Evaluation Michigan Ill.: Ardis, 1981.
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of Lermontov's work. However, the critic's obvious
bias and his tendency to regard the critical ap-
proach of the Formal® .. Sctool as the only legiti-
mate frame of reference lend an unduly dogwatic qua-
lity to his comprehensive treatment of Lermcntov.

Eykhenh=- , insistence on studying the poetry
rather than the poet, the objective structure of the
literary work, rather than the artist's pe-sonality
resulted in a scholarly but sceptical and cold work,
which ignores the comolexity and elusiv-ness of
Lermontov's poetic genius. Approaching Lermontov's
work from the angle of Formalist determinism,
Eykhenbaum points to the historical inevitability of
Lermontov's emergence as a poei and regards his
appearance as a necessary fact prepared by the

previous movement of poetry.

"It was necessary to sum up the classical period
of Russian poetry and to prepare the trcansition
to the creation of new prose. History demanded

it - and it was accomplished by Lermontov.''[22]

As c&n be seen from the above quotation, the cri-

tic's main interest lies in assessing the function

22) op.cit., p.171.
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22) op.cit., p.171.
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Lermontov fulfills in the scheme of 1literary
evolution. Significant in this regard 1is his
presentation of '"history'" as the active agent and
"Lermontov' as the passive. Eykhenbaum feels that
the creation of new artistic forms is not an act of
invention, but an act of historical - literary
self-awareness, therefore the poet's creative
output is determined, in the last analysis, not by
his sensibility or temperament but by the character

of the literary tradition withii, w"ich he operates.

"This, of course, is not a pecu'iarity of his soul,
of his temperament, or finally, of his individual
"verbal conscicusness', but an historical fact
characteristic of him as an historical individuality
who was fulfilling a specific mission required by

history.'" (23]

Eykhenbaum views Lermontov's contribution to the
literary evolution in a blurring of the borderlines
of poetic genres in order to increase the
expressive-emotional character of poetry. But even
here, in discussing the emotional aspect of

Lermontov's poetry, the critic views "emotionalism"

23) op.cit., p.20.
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as a specific stylistic method prompted by artistic

and not psychological considerations.[24]

Tracing the development of 1literary evolution
Eykhenbaum denies any relevance to psychological
factors even when analysing Lermontov's intensely
personal poems. He reiterates his previously
stated view that the concern of a literary scholar
should be solely with intrinsic literary analysis
and not with 'debatable and contradictory psycho-

logical interpretations."

Eykhenbaum's criticism of Lermontov's prose is in
keeping with his anti-psychological orientation.

The critic rejects any relationship between
narrative fiction and psychological reality and
postulates that Lermontov's eclaborate psychologi-
zation is directed not at revealing the hero's
character and situation, but is aimed at the
motivation of narrative devices. It should perhaps
be kept in mind that Eykhenbaum's Lermontov study is

the product of his mcst doctrinaire period.

24) The critic employs a similar procedure in his study of the
young Tolstoy by suggesting that Toistoy's passion for
psychological analysis and introspection was fundameatally
a mattor of his struggle for a new narrative manner and
his challenge to the clichés of romantic literature.

See Eriich, V. Russian Formalism 3rd ed. Yale University
Press 1981, p.196
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1.4. Marxist-Leninist Criticism

Unlike idealist aesthetics which separates art from
the domaine of political ideology, the main concern
of Marxist-Leninist aesthetics lies with examining
the ideological functions of atL. Viewing
literature as a potent means of 'organizing the
social psyche" L29) Soviet critics assign
ideological considerations a predominant role, and
rank literary works according to the degree to which
they correspond to the model of social vision
proposed by Marxist-Leninist theory. This tendency
to subordinate criticism to ideological
considerations is clearly reflected 1in Soviet
approaches to Lermontov's work. Interpreting his
artistic creation in the light of the aspirati as
dictated by Marxist-Leninist dialectics and even
pure party politics, Soviet theoreticians often
disregard the textual evidence present in the work
itself, stressing instead those aspects, which are
seen as politically relevant, Thus one Soviet

critic, for example, declares:

" B Harype JIepMOHTOBA APKO BWpaxeHa CKJIOHHOCTHL K OCMHCHe-

25) Term coined by V. Friche, Sociologiya iskusstva, Moscow,
1929, p.13.
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