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ABSTRACT

This thesis traces the influence of ‘the woman question’ on the life and writings of
Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin (1834-1912), an eminent journalist, publisher and editor of the
newspaper Novoe vremia. My research is based on Suvorin’s previously unexamined contribution
to public debate on this question and also includes an overview of his fictional work. The thesis
represents a case study and brings to light material critical to Suvorin’s biography. This is
important because Suvorin’s personal case exemplifies the difficulties which up-and-coming men
of the intelligentsia encountered in responding to the rapid and drastic social changes to which
they were exposed, and in particular to the redistribution of influence and authority between men
and women. Based on documentary sources and in particular on new archival material the thesis
analyses the extent to which Suvorin’s life was affected by his relationship with strong and
domineering women and examines the impact of these biographical factors on his writings. This
case study provides an important insight into the development of the Russian liberal idea
commonly referred to as the ‘emancipation of women’.

The thesis is organized into an Introduction followed by three chapters, a Conclusion, a
Bibliography, and an Appendix. Developing my argument, I apply a chronological principle,
dividing Suvorin’s life and works into three periods presented in chapters 1-3; these periods can
be matched up in approximate terms with the three stages of the women’s movement in Russia.
The first period starts in 1858 and ends in 1873, the turning point in Suvorin’s life and career;
within this period the women’s movement in Russia had worked out its ideology and some
tactical moves. The second period (1874-1890) covers Suvorin’s career successes and his
concomitant midlife crisis; during this time, the women’s movement was also experiencing a
crisis of its own. The third period (1891-1912) marks Suvorin’s personal decline against the rapid
politicization of the Russian women’s movement. In the Conclusion section I develop an
overview of the contribution which Suvorin made to the emergence of ‘public opinion’ in late
Imperial Russia and I end by attempting a definition of his ideological position within the context
of Russian liberal thought. The material analysed in the thesis makes it possible to place Suvorin
amongst the so-called conservative liberals, at least as regards his views on the emancipation of
women. The Appendix includes translations of the Russian quotes used in the main text of the

thesis.
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INTRODUCTION

§1

The work of this thesis and the subject which it addresses — ‘The Woman Question’ in
the Life and Works of Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin' — has its origins in extensive archival
research which I carried out as an assistant to Professor Donald Rayfield while we
prepared Suvorin’s Diary for publicaltion.2 In the absence of a full documented biography
of Suvorin, our attempts to fill the biographical gaps had revealed a series of intriguing
woman-related episodes in his life which I found impossible to ignore. On the face of it,
their regularity seemed to indicate that key moments in Suvorin’s life were profoundly
influenced, even determined, by women; and yet Suvorin had the reputation of a self-
made man. Pursuing enquiry and wishing to discover what lay behind this to my mind
salient influence, I came to review Suvorin’s life through the lens of ‘the woman
question’. This angle proved relevant and rewarding, in part because Suvorin’s life
overlapped chronologically with the onset and massive development of the emancipation
of women in Russia (from mid 19™ — to the beginning of the 20" century). The data
obtained and analysed has allowed me to formulate my thesis which I intend to support in
the present work.

In exploring ‘the woman question’ in Russia I will use the terminology suggested
by historian Irina Iukina in her fundamental study Russkii feminizm kak vyzov
sovremennosti (Saint Petersburg, 2007) According to her, the terms ‘the woman
question’, ‘the women’s movement’, ‘emancipation/liberation of women’, ‘feminism’
can be considered rough synonyms despite individual nuance. These terms are
distinguished from the term ‘the feminist movement’, since the latter suggests an
organized social formation with an established ideology. Furthermore, the social
phenomena concerned are consecutive in time: ‘the women’s movement’ in Russia refers
to a first stage movement which spans the period between 1858 and 1905, while ‘the

feminist movement’, or the second stage, lasted from 1905 to 1918.

" Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin (1834—1912), an eminent journalist, publisher and editor of the newspaper
Novoe vremia.

? Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina: Tekstologicheskaia rashifrovka N. A. Roskinoi. Podgotovka
teksta D. Rayfielda i O. Makarovoi (M., London, 1999, 1* ed., 2000, 2" ed.).
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The first stage is of particular interest to me, since it coincides with Suvorin’s life.
This period is divided into three phases: the latent phase (from the 1850s to the beginning
of the 1860s), the active phase (from the 1860s till the end of the 1880s), and the
institutional phase (from the end of the 1880s till 1905). A more detailed account of each
phase will be given in the relevant chapters, although it is worthwhile here to quote a
summary of the first stage made by lukina: ‘Over half a century (1858-1905) of the
women’s movement, Russian society saw a change in the system of values, norms and
expectations as regards women, particularly in relation to women’s employment,
education, and their marriage and family practices’.” The second stage of the women’s
movement (1905-1918) is the feminist one; it has an established ideology, it becomes a
part of a general political process and is aimed at changing society’s gender system and
bringing about the equal status of men and women." This stage is only considered here
inasmuch as Suvorin, seriously ill by that time and dead by 1912, could react to this or
that feminist event.

There is a vast literature on Russian feminism and considerable credit for its study
should be given to the Western researchers, since they ‘were not limited by “the solely
correct” theory and methodology’,” i. e. Marxism-Leninism. The classical work in this
genre is the monograph The Women’s Liberation Movement in Russia: Feminism,
Nihilism, and Bolshevism, 1860-1930 (1*' edition: Princeton, 1978) by Richard Stites.
This book, along with Iukina’s recent monograph summing up pre-Revolutionary, Soviet,
and post-Soviet studies both in Russia and in the West, form my primary source on this
subject. I have also taken into account various aspects of women’s liberation dealt with in
books and papers which are included in the Bibliography.

The woman question incorporated a number of issues, the most topical being the
education of women, their employment rights, professional career, social activity,
political rights, personal freedom, matrimonial relations, as well as birth control and
prostitution. All these problems were widely discussed and led to a dramatic divergence

of opinion which resulted in the emergence of conservative, liberal, and radical views on

? I Tukina, Russkii feminizm kak vyzov sovremennosti (SPb, 2007), p. 216.

* See for example, Y. Hirdman, ‘The Gender System’, in Moving on: New Perspective on the Women'’s
Movement (Aarhus University Press, 1991), pp. 208-220.

> 1. Tukina, Russkii feminizm kak vyzov sovremennosti, p. 43.
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women’s liberation. All three conceptions had an impact on state policy, on the press, and
on belles-lettres. Iukina locates the genesis of these debates in the 1830-1840s, i. e. in the
period preceding the women’s movement proper; she links their origin with the growing
self-awareness of the individual in Russian society: ‘Assertion of respect for the natural
rights led the Russian intellectual elite to the very brink of the problem of female
individual autonomy and women’s rights’.® Still constricted by patriarchal discourse, ‘the
ideologues of the 1840s’ were unable to offer concrete ways of changing the dependence
of women upon men; however, their contribution to the development of female identity
should not be underestimated.’

Conservative discourse was aimed at keeping women within the family circle, and
it cultivated the image of woman as the guardian angel of the family hearth; the notion of
women’s freedom was seen by the conservatives as ‘the right to debauchery’. Radical
discourse was the very opposite of the conservative in demanding total freedom for
women in all spheres of life. As for liberal discourse, its primary goal was women’s
education, followed by their professional self-determination. At the same time, liberals
were noticeably reticent in their views of women’s emancipation: ‘Lofty ideas of
women’s liberation would come into conflict with their own notion of women, and there
were no appropriate behaviour patterns in social life’.® Being unable to give up the main
patriarchal totem of femininity, liberals were trying to compromise by, for example,
offering women the duty of ‘responsible maternity’.9 Another popular subject of liberal
discourse was the complementarity of the sexes, which posited that social progress would
arise from the fact that man’s ‘brain and strength’ were harmoniously supported by
woman’s ‘heart and love’.'® The ambivalence of liberal discourse enabled its opponents

to appropriate some liberal ideas for their own strategic ends, which hindered the

% 1. Tukina, Russkii feminizm kak vyzov sovremennosti, p. 71

7 Cf.: I. Savkina, ‘Krizis identichnosti: muzhskaia i zhenskaia versii. Dnevniki i pis'ma Aleksandra i Natal'i
Gertzenov (1841-1846)’, in Zhenshchina v rossiiskom obshchestve, 3 (2000); Eadem, Razgovory s
zerkalom i Zazerkal'em: Avtodokumental'nye zhenskie teksty v russkoi literature pervoi poloviny XIX veka
(M., 2007), p. 313-397.

¥ I Tukina, Russkii feminizm kak vyzov sovremennosti, p. 89.

? One of the chief ideologists of the women’s emancipation, surgeon Nikolai Pirogov, pursued these ideas
in his article ‘Voprosy zhizni’ which was published in the magazine Morskoi sbornik in 1856.

' The magazine Russkii pedagogicheskii vestnik published a series of articles on this subject.
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crystallization of a distinct liberal ideology with regard to gender.'' American historian
Laura Engelstein attributes the ambivalence of liberals to the specific development of the
Russian mentality: ‘As part of their precocious acquaintance with the Western critique of
bourgeois culture, Russians (having read Charles Fourier and John Stuart Mill) distrusted
bourgeois values of sexual propriety well before anything resembling an economic
middle class had emerged. <...> As a result, neither their feminism, their concepts of
manhood, nor their understanding of class precisely fitted the Western standard’."?

Particularly controversial was the question of a woman’s personal freedoms,
including her sexuality and the right to be in command of her own body. Originally raised
in the 1830s and 40s with the Russian publication of George Sand’s novels, this question
spawned the movement of ‘George-Sandists’, or advocates of the ‘freedom of the heart’
(among them were Aleksandr Herzen, Dmitrii Pisarev, and Vissarion Belinskii). In the
press, the topic ‘provoked anger and denunciation’'® and was harshly censored after the
defeat of the French Revolution in 1848, although it left its trace in literature, for
instance, in the novels Kto vinovat? (1845) and Soroka-vorovka (1848) by Herzen,
Polin'ka Saks (1847) by Aleksandr Druzhinin, Naprasnyi dar (1842) by Elena Gan,
Oshibka (1849) by Evgeniia Tur etc. Later this question surfaced in the 1860s, at the
onset of the Great Reforms, the fundamental modernization of Russian society and the
beginning of its transition from feudalism to some form of capitalism. Friedrich Engels
commented on this coincidence: ‘It is a curious fact that with every great revolutionary
movement the question of “free love” comes in to the foreground. Among one set of
people it appears as revolutionary progress, as the shaking off of traditional fetters, which
are no longer necessary; for others, it seems a welcome doctrine, comfortably
legitimating all sorts of free and easy practices between man and woman’."*

The set phrase ‘sexual question’ (polovoi vopros) was coined to refer to the issue

of female sexual freedom, which, according to several researchers (Igor Kon, Richard

' See discussion covering a later stage of the women’s movement in V. Leonov, ‘Ekspluatatsiia muzhskikh
strakhov: Gazetnaia kampaniia protiv zhenskogo dvizheniia v Rossii 70-80-kh godov 19 veka’, in
Gendernoe ravnopravie v Rossii (SPb, 2008), p. 164—166.

"2 L. Engelstein, The Keys to Happiness: Sex and the Search for Modernity in Fin-de-Siécle Russia. (Ithaca
and London, 1996), p. 4.

B Tukina, Russkii feminizm kak vyzov sovremennosti, p. 78.

“F. Engels, ‘The Book of Revelation’, in K. Marx and F. Engels, On Religion (M, 1957), p. 127.
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Stites, Peter Mgller, Laura Engelstein et al.) became particularly topical starting from
1890, with the publication of Leo Tolstoy’s novella Kreitserova sonata. This piece gave
rise to a wide and intense discussion of marriage, family, and sexual morals and led to the
unanimous conclusion that marriage as an institution was in acute crisis. In subsequent
years, this discussion was taken over by the Silver Age philosophers, who elevated ‘the
sexual question’ to metaphysical heights.'> After the Revolution of 1905, which brought
about political reaction and social apathy, ‘the sexual question’ transformed into decadent
erotic practices.

Some researchers, however (e. g. Eleonora Pavliuchenko, Boris Paramonov, and
Semen Ekshtut), place the origin of ‘the sexual question’ to the 1860s: ‘It was the first —
and failed — attempt at a sexual revolution in Russia. <...> It was not without reason that
the sexual question was taken up by the generation of the sixties in the guise of “the
woman question”. Such treatment was inadequate and full of compromise, as it occurs in
any social movement subject to cultural suppression: they wanted to talk about sex, but
they talked about women’s rights instead.”'® The range of possible solutions of ‘the
sexual question’ was very wide. For example, the political leaflet Molodaia Rossiia
(1862) suggested the most radical measures: ‘We demand the total liberation of women,
<...> we demand the abolition of marriage as a highly immoral phenomenon, which is
inconceivable within the ultimate equality of genders, we demand therefore an abolition
of the family, which hinders personal development...”'” In his novel Chto delat'? Iz
rasskazov o novykh liudiakh (1863), which became a life manual for the generation of the
sixties, Chernyshevsky presented an efficient ménage a trois, while in his real life he
encouraged his wife to promiscuity.18

‘New Russian women’, indeed, enthusiastically followed the way suggested to
them. The age-long patriarchal model of the Russian family was substantially eroded.

The women who adopted emancipation ideas no longer wanted to stay with their

"% See: O. Matich, Erotic Utopia: the Decadent Imagination in Russia’s Fin de Siécle (Wisconsin
University Press, 2005).

'® B. Paramonov, ‘Golaia koroleva: Russkii nigilism kak kul'turnyi proekt’, in Konets stilia (M., 1997),

p. 66.

' See: Politicheskie protsessy 60-kh godov (M., L., 1923). p. 267.

' See: I. Paperno, Chernyshevsky and the Age of Realism: A Study in the Semiotics of Behavior (Stanford,
1988), pp. 119-125 (‘A Licence for Adultery’); V. Shchukin, ‘Blesk i nishcheta “pozitivnoi erotologii”: K
kontseptsii liubvi u N. G. Chernyshevskogo’, in Voprosy filosofii, 1 (2002).
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husbands, particularly where ideological differences occurred (Elizaveta Salias de
Turnemir, Mariia Trubnikova, Elena Konradi). Common-law and sham marriages
became widespread (Liudmila Shelgunova, Mariia Bokova, Sofiia Kovalevskaia); some
women even rejected marriage altogether (Nadezhda Stasova, Mariia Tsebrikova, Anna
Shabanova).19

However, this resolutely militant activism of women in matters of private life
proved to be startling even for those men who sided with them ideologically. This was
particularly true in relation to the radical ‘new women’ — nihilists — who shocked
society not only with their behaviour, but also with their appearance. It was to be
expected that female nihilists met with antagonism and condemnation in conservative
circles; but at the same time, ‘the involvement of women in the nihilist movement had
also scared the gurus of “the woman question” of the 1840s, those who only yesterday
accompanied them in search of a new destiny for women (Dostoevsky, Nikolai
Pirogov)’.?

Among those frightened ‘gurus’, there were quite a number of raznochintsy, for
whom ‘the sexual question’ had a special meaning. This marginalized group which
consisted of educated commoners of various ranks and social origin suffered from
emotional and psychological inferiority complexes which resulted in a lack of self-
confidence, in indecisiveness and timidity, particularly in relations with women: ‘They
experienced agonizing bouts of unfulfilled sexual desire, upon which they reflected in
their diaries and letters.”>! As Kon states, the raznochintsy’s embarrassment in ‘the sexual
question’ had some social consequences: ‘It ought to be emphasized that the suspicious-

circumspect attitude to sensuality among the men of the 1860s <...> was not a simple

19 See for example: T. Bogdanovich, Liubov' liudei shestidesiatykh godov (L., 1929); O. Bulanova-
Trubnikova, Tri pokoleniia (M.; L., 1928); E. Barteneva, ‘E. I. Konradi’, in Zhenskoe delo, 1 (1899);

N. Shelgunov, L. Shelgunova, M. Mikhailov, Vospominaniia (M., 1967); S. Kovalevskaia, Vospominaniia.
Povesti M., 1974); V. Stasov, Nadezhda Vasil'evna Stasova: Vospominaiia i ocherki (SPb, 1899); Zh.
Kulish, M. K. Tsebrikova — obshchestvennaia i literaturnaia deiatel’'nost’ (Voronezh, 1988); I. Iukina,
‘Dokor Shabanova’, in Kharizmaticheskiie lichnosti v istorii Rossii (SPb, 1997).

0 I Tukina, Russkii feminizm kak vyzov sovremennosti, p. 136.

AT, Pecherskaia, ‘Russkii demokrat na rendez-vous’, in Literaturnoe obozrenie, 11 (1991), p. 41. See also:
B. Korman, Lirika Nekrasova (I1zhevsk, 1978), pp. 63—64; 1. Paperno, Chernyshevsky and the Age of
Realism, p. 69-70; T. Pecherskaia, Raznochintsy shestidesiatykh godov XIX veka: Fenomen samosoznaniia
v aspekte filologicheskoi germenevtiki (Novosibirsk, 1999). On self-awareness of raznochintsy see:

E. Wirtschafter, Social Identity in Imperial Russia (Northern Illinois University Press, 1997), p. 63-70.
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manifestation of personal psychosexual problems, but also a very clear-cut ideology.’*
Being in diametric opposition to the conservatives ideologically, the raznochintsy
concurred with them in their views on female sexuality: “While the conservative-religious
critic censured eroticism for contradicting religious dogmas, the revolutionary populists
simply could not make it fit within the normative canon of a person called upon to give
up all his energy for the struggle to liberate the working classes.”* The radicals started to
preach asceticism both in life (v. Znamenskaia commune lead by Vasilii Sleptsov’*) and
in literature (v. Rakhmetov in Chernyshevsky’s novel), while conservative writers reacted
to the dangerous trends with anti-nihilist novels such as Vzbalamuchennoe more (1863)
by Aleksei Pisemskii, Nekuda (1864) by Nikolai Leskov, Marevo (1864) by Viktor
Kliushnikov, and Sovremennaia idilliia (1865) by Vasilii Avenarius.

In the 1860s and 70s, men’s embarrassment at the advances made by women in
their emancipation brought forth a stream of fiction (first and foremost by Turgenev,
Goncharov, and Pisemskii) in which a strong and active woman was opposed to a man
lacking character despite having some talent. Contemporary feminist critics have
thoroughly analysed these works and have come to the conclusion that such an opposition
was symptomatic: ‘The inadequacies and weaknesses of some male protagonists find
their complementary awesome strengths in the young heroines of Russia.”*> According to
Barbara Heldt, such a heroine represents ‘a terrible perfection’, while Rosalind Marsh
points out that ‘an entirely positive view of the idealisation of women characters by
Russian male writers overlooks the fact that idealisation may be merely the other side of

the coin of the denigration of women.”*®

Working on the same idea, Heldt comes to a
sweeping conclusion: ‘It should be possible to speak of misogyny of fiction as another

facet of male imaging of women, one which extends from, rather than opposes itself to,

27, Kon, The Sexual Revolution in Russia: From the Age of the Czars to Today (The Free Press, 1995),
p. 29-30.

> Ibid., p. 30.

** See for example: K. Chukovskii, ‘Istoriia sleptsovskoi kommuny’, in Kornei Chukovskii, Liudi i knigi
(M., 1960); E. Zhukovskaia, Zapiski. Vospominaniia (M., 2001).

* B. Heldt, Terrible Perfection: Women and Russian Literature (Indianapolis, 1992), p. 12. Alternatively,
J. M. Heith introduced an opposition ‘Superfluous man and the Necessary Woman’, see her Finding the
Middle Ground: Krestovskii, Tur, and the Power of Ambivalence in Nineteenth-Century Russian Women’s
Prose (Evanston, 11, 2004), pp. 129-155.

B R, Marsh, ‘An Image of Their Own? Feminism, Revisionism and Russian Culture’, in Gender and
Russian Literature: New Perspectives (Cambridge, 1996), p. 8.
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the image of perfection. <...> Misogyny in its undiluted form constitutes a none too
small and chronologically very persistent stream in Russian literature.””” Other scholars
of the women’s movement, who have analysed both earlier and later literary works,
reached the consensus that Russian writers had been originally prone to distinct
misogyny, which had its root in Byzantine cultural and religious traditions and was
supported by the moral canon of Domostroi in medieval Russia.*®

The practice of identifying cases of misogyny in literature (as well as in art as a
whole) is not a new one; it is widely represented in numerous western studies.”
However, insofar as one can judge by the mentioned sources, none of these properly
define the concept of misogyny. More often than not the term ‘misogyny’ (hatred of
women) is used as a synonym for the term ‘gynophobia’ (fear of women). Thus,
discussing the misogyny of Russian male writers, Heldt uses epithets such as
‘threatening’, ‘awesome’, ‘dangerous’, ‘menacing’ in relation to the female characters
created by these writers. Even the title phrase —‘Terrible Perfection’ — contains the
concept of ‘fear’ and not ‘hatred’. In her concept of misogyny, Katherine Rogers also
includes such negative emotions as ‘hatred, fear or contempt of womankind.”*°

Hatred of women as a universal male ‘prejudice’ is thoroughly examined in the
monograph Misogyny: The Male Malady (University of Pennsylvania Press, 2001) by the
anthropologist David Gilmore. For the purpose of his study, Gilmore defines misogyny as
‘an unreasonable fear or hatred of women that takes on some palpable form in any given
society,””! apparently presuming that the negative emotions of ‘fear’ and ‘hatred’ are

causally (though not necessarily) linked>. The author defines his approach as ‘an eclectic

" B. Heldt, Terrible Perfection, p. 25.

28 See for example: J. Andrew, Women in Russian Literature, 17801863 (New York, 1988); see also the
bibliography in B. Heldt, Terrible perfection: Women and Russian Literature, p. 162—163 and the
bibliography in R. Marsh, ‘An Image of their Own? Feminism, Revisionism and Russian Culture’, in
Gender and Russian Literature: New Perspectives, p. 33—41.

¥ See for example: K. Rogers, The Troublesome Helpmate: A History of Misogyny in Literature
(University of Washington Press, 1966); Misogyny, Misandry, and Misanthropy, ed. H. Bloch and

F. Ferguson (University of California Press, 1989); Misogyny in Literature, ed. K. Auckley (New York,
1992); B. Dijkstra, Evil Sisters: The Threat of Female Sexuality and the Cult of Manhood (New York,
1996); Misogynism in Literature: Any Place, Any Time, ed. B. Zangen (Frankfurt am Main; New York,
2004).

K. Rogers, The Troublesome Helpmate, p. XII.

' D. Gilmore, Misogyny: The Male Malady (University of Pennsylvania Press, 2001), p. 9.

32 The causal relation between fear of women and hatred of them had already been stated by Marcus Tullius
Cicero in his Tusculanae Quastiones which was written as early as in 45 B. C.: ‘...exisitque morbus, &
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combination of prior propositions with a few additions’ and comes up with his own
vision of misogyny based on four principal ideas: ‘Freudian castration anxiety,
behaviourist frustration-aggression theory, psychic-dependency theory, and the notion
that all men experience regressive impulses.”> By contrast, the Jungian scholar Wolfgang
Lederer in his book The Fear of Women concentrates on the title concept only, showing
that ‘precarious oscillation between love and fear’> in men’s feelings towards women
may lead to pathological consequences. Finally, it is worth mentioning that as early as in
1932, the fear of women as a male psychological complex was defined and analysed by
Karen Horney™ . Disputing Freud’s theory of the male castration complex as the basis of
gynophobia she presents her counter-arguments: ‘[man’s] original dread of women is not
castration anxiety at all, but a reaction to the menace to his self-respect.”*® As far as my
research is concerned, I shall adopt Horney’s premise, which seems the most productive:
‘May this not be one of the principal roots of the whole masculine impulse to creative
work — the never ending conflict between the man’s longing for the woman and his
dread of her?”®” In this reading, although it may have roots in a sense of physiological
inferiority, the male fear of women leads to compensatory strategies in the social and
cultural arena, which is what will interest me in the case of Suvorin.

Challenging the usage of the term ‘misogyny’ in literary studies, literary critic
Elena Baraban characterizes it as an example of the ‘final vocabulary’ deployed by
feminists, i. e. as one of the basic concepts which cannot be questioned and asks to be
considered true by default: ‘The final vocabulary of feminism monopolizes literary

criticism and predetermines its results. It makes it impossible for critics to dissociate

agrotatio: quae auelli inveterata non possunt: eique morbo nomen est <...> Gloria cupiditas, ut
mulierositas, ut ita appellem eam, que Grece filogineia dicitur, <...> agrotationesque nascuntur quae autem
his sunt contraria, ea nasci putantur a metu, ut odium mulierum... (M. Tulii Ciceronis, Tusculanarum
quaetionum (Antverpiae, 1591), p. 114 (for translation see Appendix: 32%).

» D. Gilmore, Misogyny, p. 225.

*'W. Lederer, The Fear of Women (New York, 1968), p. vii.

* K. Horney, ‘The Dread of Woman: Observations on a Specific Difference in the Dread felt by Men and
by Women for the Opposite Sex’, in Feminine Psychology (New York, 1967), pp. 133-146.

P K, Horney, ‘The Dread of Woman’, p. 140.

77 Ibid., p. 137.
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themselves from their conceptual framework, to consider it with irony and doubt, and
thus to make it more adequate for their analysis.”*®

The differentiation between, and precise usage of, the concepts of ‘misogyny’ and
‘gynophobia’ provide a coherent basis for the study both of a literary work and its author.
Thus, Tolstoy’s misogyny is thoroughly and convincingly analysed by Daniel Rancour-
Laferriere in his book Tolstoy on the Couch: Misogyny, Masochism, and the Absent
Mother (New York, 1998)*°. Taking as an example the gynophobia of Nikolai Fedorov
and Nikolai Berdiaev and analysing its roots in their traumatized childhood, Tat'iana
Osipovich followed suit with her re-interpretation of Silver Age philosophy.® A
substantial reconsideration of the relationship between Chekhov’s life and works was
carried out by Mikhail Zolotonosov in his recent book Drugoi Chekhov: Po tu storonu
printsipa zhenofobii (Moscow, 2007). According to the author, Chekhov’s gynophobia
should be deduced from the ‘libido saving’ idea, a sexological theory*' popular in male
bourgeois culture of the mid 19" century: ‘Hypersexual since his adolescence, Chekhov
appears to be deliberately gynophobic. <...> ...[D]espite his numerous love affairs with
nearly all the women he encounters, Chekhov develops a narcissistic fixation and suffers
from the fear of permanent sexual relations, of long-term commitment, and of a family
life which can drain the energy he needs for his writing.”** Gynophobia, as well as
misogyny can be analysed not only on the level of the individual, but also as a social
and/or psychological trend. Thus, the history of western Philosophy has been approached

as an intellectual history of misogyny.*’

¥ See: E. Baraban, ‘Zametki na poliakh feministskoi kritiki russkoi literatury’, in Gendernye issledovaniia,
9 (2003), p. 115.

** See also by Rancour-Laferriere: Out from under Gogol’s Overcoat: A Psychoanalytical Study (Ann
Arbor, 1982); Tolstoy’s Pierre Bezukhov: A Psychoanalytic Study (Bristol Classical Press, 1993).

“T_ Osipovich, ‘Pobeda nad rozhdeniem i smert'iu, ili Zhenofobiia russkoi utopicheskoi mysli na rubezhe
19-20 vekov’, in Obshchestvennye nauki i sovremennost’, 4 (1994).

*! According to the influential French sexologists of the time Antoine Emile Jozan and August Debay
whose books were published in Russia, a man’s body has a certain amount of ‘vital energy’, which should
be sparingly used. Sexual activity is seen as a most dangerous way of wasting this energy, the result being
mental and nervous debility. See M. Zolotonosov, Drugoi Chekhov: Po tu storonu printsipa zhenofobii,

p. 7, 80-85.

* M. Zolotonosov, Drugoi Chekhov, p. 4. Cf. an undistinguished approach to misogyny/gynophobia in

A. Malkin, Semiotics of Misogyny Through the Humour of Chekhov and Maugham (The Edwin Mellen
Press, 1992).

*# See for example: L. Coole, ‘Origin of Western Thought and the Birth of Misogyny’, in Women in
Political Theory: From Ancient Misogyny to Contemporary Feminism (New York; London, 1993), p. 4-18;
B. Clack, ‘Misogyny in Philosophy’, in Misogyny in the Western Philosophical Tradition: A Reader
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Within the context of the ‘woman question’, gynophobia could be interpreted in
terms of Michel Foucault’s theory of power relations. Here I am following the approach
of Laura Engelstein. Building upon Foucault’s theory** in her fundamental study The
Keys to Happiness: Sex and the Search for Modernity in Fin-de-Siécle Russia, the author
analyses the relationship between the sexual behaviour of various social groups and the
liberal reforms introduced in Russia in mid 19" century. Within the period which is of
particular interest to me, since it coincides with the first stage of the women’s movement
(i. e. from 1860s to the end of the 19™ century), the author concentrates on professional
discourses, namely medical and legal ones, to show that in a bourgeois society, those
state functions that regulate individual lives are being redistributed and assigned to the
class of professionals. The author notes that ‘like their liberal analogues in Western
Europe, the Russian reformers were swayed by their social values (whether openly
acknowledged or un-self-conscious) and often defaulted on the consistent application of
their own standards,”* her message being that the development of new forms of public
awareness is a complicated and a controversial process.

The women’s movement as part of a major liberalization process aims at the
redistribution of gender roles in all facets of the public sphere. In a patriarchal society,
this suggests a total reshaping of the male power hierarchy, the handover of some
authority to women and, ultimately, a parity between men and women in exercising
power. Within the constraints of this process, changes in consciousness of men and
women occurred at a different pace. This difference was noted by those who witnessed
the process of female emancipation: ‘It is not surprising that those strong female
characters appeared; what is surprising is the lightning speed of their development. <...>
Within some 10-20 years, the women of the 60s have changed beyond recognition.’46 In
contrast, the refashioning of male identity has not led to similarly fundamental and
expeditious changes of attitude in matters of gender: ‘Those men who were ready to

break down all the pillars of religion, philosophy, and politics, just halted with timidity

(Macmillan, 1999), p. I-VIII; S. Zherebkin, ‘Gendernaia problematika v filosofii’, in Vvedenie v gendernye
issledovaniia (SPb; Khar'kov, 2001), pp. 390—426.

* M. Foucault, The History of Sexuality (New York, 1978-1986).

* L. Engelstein, The Keys to Happiness, p. 19.

* N. Kotliarevskii, Kanun osvobozhdeniia (1855-1861): Iz zhizni idei i nastroenii v radikal'nykh krugakh
togo vremeni (Petrograd, 1916), p. 414.
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before the phantom of women’s parity in family, society, and state.”*’ At the level of the
collective unconscious,” an impending loss of male power could possibly incite the
archetypal horror feminae® which causes gynophobic (and/or misogynistic) trends and
attitudes in the public consciousness to arise, especially on the level of discursive
practices.

Within the present work, I will heuristically differentiate between the concepts of
‘misogyny’ and ‘gynophobia’, relying on their dictionary definitions, as well as on the
difference between the underlying concepts of ‘hatred’ and ‘fear’ (while bearing in mind
the causal link between them). The data on Suvorin’s life and works available to me
suggests that his views on women are characterized by gynophobia, which reveals itself
firstly in his treatment of the ‘woman question’ in his journalism and also in the recurrent
character of the ‘odd woman’, which he explored in his fiction and plays. The fear of
women played a certain role in bringing together Suvorin and Chekhov, which can be
observed in Chekhov’s letters to his patron. Finally, gynophobia as a feature of Suvorin’s
mentality took its toll on his personal life and affected (often fatally) his relations with
women. At the same time, Suvorin’s relationship with women, both in real life and as
expressed in his writings, does not amount to the hatred that defines misogyny, which is
why it is useful, for the purposes of this study, to differentiate strictly between
gynophobia and misogyny. Indeed, hatred of women is too strong and too coarse a

category to aptly characterize the ambivalent feelings Suvorin experienced for women,

YTN. Kotliarevskii, Kanun osvobozhdeniia, p. 420.

* In this case, as I see it, this Jungian term appears to be more adequate than ‘cultural/historical
unconscious’ term which Foucault’s derived from it. According to Foucault, cultural/historical unconscious
deals with subject areas generated by various scientific discourses. The concept ‘collective unconscious’ is
being widely used in modern cultural, historical, literary and other studies. Cf.: “...a mix of idiosyncrasies
presented by Novoe vremia which is seen as a common denominator of the Russian masses, as a collective
unconscious of the Russian society” (E. Tolstaia, Poétika razdrazheniia: Chekhov v kontse 1880-kh —
nachale 1890-kh gg. (M., 2002), p. 65). This concept has alternative denominations. Thus, Iurii Lotman
talks about a ‘psychological stratum’ which determines patterns of historical and social behaviour (see

Iu. Lotman, ‘Dekabrist v povsednevnoi zhizni: Bytovoe povedenie kak istoriko-psikhologicheskaia
kategoriia’, in Literaturnoe nasledie dekabristov (L., 1975), p. 25). The concept ‘collective unconscious’
can be an integral part of the relatively new concept ‘mentality’, even though the latter has not been clearly
defined yet: it can be used in a wide range of meanings, for example as a synonym of the concept ‘social
conscience’ or as a way to describe some simple mental reactions. By common consent, this fuzziness
(“plasticity’) in definition of terms can lead both to their vulnerability and a wider methodological capacity.
For further constructive discussion of this problem see: N. Avtonomova, Otkrytaia struktura: lakobson—
Bakhtin—Lotman—Gasparov (M., 2009), pp. 395-417.

¥ Cf. archetypes (according to Jung) phallus as a symbol of power and vagina dentata.
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the tangled bundle of admiration, sympathy, envy, fear, resentment, dependency, etc.
which he harboured for women. All in all, Suvorin — a colourful and prominent
personality who revealed himself at length in word and deed — provides a good case for
the study of the raznochintsy’s mentality in general and their response to women’s
liberation in particular, a process which proved to be full of controversy and fraught with
danger.

For the sake of fairness it should be noted that for a woman emancipation was not
a smooth passage either. Its flaws were noticeable for contemporaries; for example,
historian Nestor Kotliarevskii observed: ‘...as regards personal and family morals, as
well as some areas of social labour, <...> she [ ‘the new woman’] had gained a place next
to her male partner and she had contributed a lot of nervosity, boldness, and at times
some oddity and eccentricity to their joint work.”™ In the mid 1870s, official Western
medicine characterized changes in women’s behaviour as hysteria and offered some ways
of treating it; later this phenomenon was described by Foucalt as the ‘hysterisation of the

1
woman’s body.’5

In Russia of those days, female hysteria had not yet been properly
studied yet, although psychiatry, then in its infancy, had attempted to relate social and
psychological changes. Thus the famous psychiatrist Ivan Merzheevskii, discussing the
Great Reforms of the 1860s, concludes that their rapid implementation ‘caused increased
mental effort and overreaction, increased anxiety and an increased strain of psychic
mechanisms which eventually suffered from the dalmalge.’52

Analysing the period between the two Russian revolutions, which coincides with
the second stage of the women’s movement, i.e. the feminist movement, Engelstein
looks at the discourses of journalism and belles-lettres, including women’s writing.
Paying special attention to pulp fiction (‘boulevard literature’) and particularly to the

successful love novel The Keys to Happiness (1909) by Anastasiia Verbitskaia,

Engelstein registers a fairly negative reception among liberal critics, who perceived ‘the

IN. Kotliarevskii, Kanun osvobozhdeniia,p. 416.

> M. Foucault, The History of Sexuality, vol. 1 (The Will to Knowledge), p. 104. See also: J. Carroy-
Thirard, Le mal de Morzin: De la possession a I’hystérie (1857—1877) (Paris, 1981); G. Didi-Huberman,
Invention of Hysteria: Charcot and the Photographic Iconography of the Salpétriere (Cambridge, Mass.,
London, 2003); I. Zherebkina, Strast': Zhenskoe telo i zhenskaia seksual’'nost’' (SPb, 2001), part I:
‘Izobretenie isterichki’, pp. 12-81.

32 1. Merzheevskii, Ob usloviiakh, blagopriiatstvuiushchikh razvitiiu dushevnykh i nerviykh boleznei v
Rossii i 0 merakh, napravlennykh k ikh umen'sheniiu (SPb, 1887), p. 7.
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challenge posed at once by the appeal of cheap entertainment and by the emergence of
women and female sexuality into respectable public space thanks to the power of the
modern commercial economy.’53 Finally, Engelstein concludes that ‘the sexual question’
epitomized all the paradoxes and contradictions of Russian liberalism and its activists:
‘Avid for modern subjecthood yet unable to establish the kind of disciplinary authority
with which to ensure pre-eminence in a world of unstable hierarchies and competing
individualities, they feared (italics are mine — O. M.) the disorder — and even the

pleasures — that desire can bring.’54

§2

‘The Woman Question’ in the Life and Works of Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin is
both a case study and material for his biography. A prominent public figure of his time,
Suvorin shortly after his death in 1912 was consigned to oblivion by Vladimir Lenin in
his critical two-page article with the significant title of ‘Kar'era’. Stigmatized by the
Bolshevik leader as an opportunist, renegade, reactionary, and a paragon of sycophancy,
Suvorin was practically neglected by official Soviet academia for the following 80 years,
though Lenin had made an appropriate observation: ‘Through his entire life, Suvorin
embodied and reflected a very interesting period in the history of Russian bourgeois

. 55
society.’

The only exceptions were his Diary, published in 1923 with severe cuts and
ideologically correct amendments™®, and the collection Pis'ma russkikh pisatelei k
A. S. Suvorinu (L., 1927) with an interesting if tendentious selection of letters.

A monograph published in 1972 by the American scholar Effie Ambler
represented the long-awaited breakthrough. Interestingly, in her title Russian Journalism
and Politics: The Career of Aleksei S. Suvorin (1861-1881) she also referred to the key
concept of career, which Lenin had singled out. Drawing mainly on published sources,

the author traced Suvorin’s evolution from a nihilist to a reactionary. Five years later, the

journal Voprosy literatury published an article by Inna Solov’eva and Vera Shitova

>3 L. Engelstein, The Keys to Happiness, p. 12.

> Ibid., p. 13.

V. Lenin, PSS, vol. 22, p. 43. (The article was published in the newspaper Pravda 18.08.1912).

%% Dnevnik A. S. Suvorina | Redaktsiia, predislovie i primechaniia M. Krichevskogo (M.; Petrograd, 1923).
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entitled ‘A. S. Suvorin: Portret na fone gazety’. In a manner surprisingly tolerant for a
Soviet publication the authors attempted to develop a philosophical and psychological
interpretation of Suvorin’s ideological ambivalence: ‘What was objectively an apostasy,

was subjectively self-discovery and self-fulfillment.”>’

Another twenty years later, in the
post-Soviet era, Efim Dinershtein published the book A. S. Suvorin: Chelovek, sdelavshii
kar'eru (M., 1998). Not meant as a coherent life history, this study — a series of essays
based on a great deal of archival material — offers a thorough analysis of Suvorin’s main
public persona, that of journalist and publisher. Concentrating on Suvorin’s conformism
which, according to the author, was camouflaged by his apparent ‘versatility’, the author
arrived at the conclusion that Suvorin had finally become a hostage to his own habit of
compromising.

Further attempts to study various aspects of Suvorin’s political views were made
in a series of postgraduate theses’®, which may be summarized by the following quote:
‘one should state that Suvorin’s views were obscure, controversial, and eclectic; their
evolution was affected by his personal complexity and by the historical conditions of
post-reform Russia.”” Lidiia Azarina, whose thesis studied Suvorin as a literary critic,

3

came to a similar conclusion: °‘...it is possible to talk about certain aesthetic views of

Suvorin; however, they do not form an integral entity. It is difficult to uncover the

philosophical foundation of his literary criticism, if there was any at all.”®

My thesis does
not intend to disprove these prior studies, but to demonstrate how the contradictions and
ambiguities of Surovin’s ideological positions hark back to his fraught relationship with
women. In particular, I describe how ‘the woman question’ provides the intermediary
link between his personal life and his ideological stances. Implicit in this approach,
therefore, is the premise that Suvorin’s response to the women in his life and, more
abstractly, to ‘the woman question’ informed in crucial ways both his personal life and

his ideological development.

°71. Solov'eva, V. Shitova, ‘A. S. Suvorin: Portret na fone gazety’, in Voprosy literatury, 2 (1977), p. 168.
% T. Shishkina, Obshchestvenno-politicheskie vzgliady A. S. Suvorina: 1860-1870-¢ gg.: Diss. ... kand. ist.
nauk (Saratov, 1997); L. Khutorova, A. S. Suvorin: Sud'ba i vzgliady: Diss. ... kand. ist. nauk (Kazan’,
2001); L. Ostapenko, Gazeta A. S. Suvorina “Novoe vremia” v obshchestvenno-politicheskoi zhizni Rossii:
Diss. ... kand. ist. nauk (N. Novgorod, 2002).

L. Khutorova, A. S. Suvorin: Sud'ba i vzgliady, p. 216.

01, Azarina, Literaturnaia pozitsiia A. S. Suvorina: Diss. ... kand. filol. nauk (M., 2008), p. 193.
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Following the well-known dichotomy by Boris Tomashevskii, there is every
reason to believe that Suvorin is a ‘writer with biography’®', that is, a person who both
reflected his time and strongly influenced Russian social life. Indeed, Suvorin is both
typical of his time and full of antinomies. The plot of his life is representative of that of
the raznochintsy (although it was crowned with outstanding success), while his self-
actualization and the trajectory of his views deviate from both the liberal and radical
ideologies of the generation of the 1860s. My thesis suggests that it is precisely what
appear to be idiosyncratic features of his mindset that hold wider relevance; in that they
exemplify the contradictions of the general mass consciousness of the period. Suvorin
interests me therefore not so much as an extraordinary and individually peculiar
personality, but rather as a representative of the middle-class ideological mainstream that
emerges in the wake of the Great Reforms.

Suvorin himself phrased his ideological stance by way of a negative definition,
i. e. in a manner not unlike that of a nihilist (apparently, his pen-name Neznakomets is not
accidental). Thus, at the very beginning of his career, having just been commissioned as a
literary critic by the Moscow magazine Russkaia rech’, he confesses the following in a
private letter: ‘As regards my beliefs, I belong neither to constitutionalists, nor to “the
reds”, nor to the party of Katkov, nor to the party of Chernyshevsky, nor to the party of

562

Vremia.””” However, he dissociated himself from nihilists straight away: ‘I am an overly

modest and right-minded person, <...> I have never been a nihilist and will never be

one’.*” With time, as an editor of his own newspaper, Suvorin used the same technique

very openly, perhaps defiantly: ‘“The very words “liberal”, “conservative”, and “radical”

disgusted me, <...> I just could not join a party and go with the stream, observing all the

»64

party rules: I felt like breaking those rules, and 1 was breaking them.’”" Furthermore, his

%! This dichotomy is further developed by Turii Lotman in his article ‘Literaturnaia biografiia v istoriko-
kul'turnom kontekste: K tipologicheskomu sootnosheniiu teksta i lichnosti avtora’, in O russkoi literature
(SPb, 1997). An example of a writer ‘without biography’ can be seen in Viktor Burenin, Suvorin’s close
friend and colleague.

62 A. S. Suvorin, ‘Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule’: Publikatsiia M. Semanovoi, in Ezhegodnik rukopisnogo otdela
Pushkinskogo Doma na 1979 god (L., 1981), p. 145. Letter of 21.09.1861. Vremia was a magazine
published in 1861-1863 by Mikhail Dostoevskys; it belonged to the Slavophile (‘Return to the Soil’)
movement.

83 Sankt-Peterburgskiie vedomosti. 11.01.1870.

% Novoe vremia. 14.01.1879.
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‘negative identity’ was gathering force: ‘I am not an editor of a political newspaper, I am
not an economist — I am only fascinated by literature.”®

However, Suvorin’s open declaration of his ideological neutrality had a very
personal underpinning which again revealed itself in a private letter: “What I've always
been envious of was an independent and original mental attitude which does not conform
to any proper canon. <...> My humble education has always prevented me from
approaching those people, but I have always felt a strong affinity for their original views
and their intellectual temerity. This is the reason why I am so full of controversy: I cannot
put up with a certain template, but I am not smart enough to think of something
original.”®
Presumably because of this inferiority complex, which is typical of the
raznochintsy, Suvorin was unable to build up a more or less consistent ideology. Suvorin
was still suffering from this complex at the very height of his career: ‘I feel so utterly
miserable with all my contradictions which I cannot get rid of. <...> People keep
reassuring me that I have attained power, and having power, I must endure it. To hell
with power! <...> I have always hated flattery, because I have never thought highly of
myself. These days, with all these attacks upon me, I often think that I have got that high
undeservedly, and I hide in my office and my bedroom to cry over it now and again.”®’

Having offered its readers ‘an outspoken editorial position’68 (otkrovennoe
napravlenie), Suvorin’s Novoe vremia acquired a reputation as ‘the first principally
unprincipled newspaper’® which nevertheless enjoyed an enormous popularity. The
publisher was aiming at ‘the man in the street’” — a person with the same raznochintsy
background that produced Suvorin himself — and at the newly-evolved lower middle
class (petit bourgeoisie). Appealing to his audience, Suvorin unwittingly (yet fairly
correctly) makes use of the concept of ‘public mentality’: ‘...there is an average person, a
good and honest worker, <...> and even more so, there is something that is superior to

any individual. There is the mind of the entire people; there is tradition, there is

% OR IRLI. F. 8671/XLIXb.48. Pis'mo A. S. Suvorina k K. A. Skal’kovskomu. L. 1. Letter of 18.08.1890.
% OR IRLL F. 268. Arkhiv Suvorinykh A. S., A. A, M. A. Ed. 17. Pis'mo A. S. Suvorina k

S. N. Shubinskomu. L. 29. Letter of 18.06.1886.

%7 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 334. Entry of 18.04.1899.

58 Novoe vremia. 29.02.1876.

. L'vov-Rogachevskii, ‘V svoem dome (A. S. Suvorin)’, in Sovremennyi mir, 9 (1912), p. 322.
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continuity, the spirit of the nation.”’® Trying to infuse his readers with social self-
confidence, Suvorin offers them a self-justification, which was apparently derived from
his personal experience: ‘An average, a mediocre man with his ordinary mind is not
doing any harm; it is a wise guy who is harmful, the one who is trying to go off the right
track, to tower above his fellows, while having neither brains nor talents for that. It is
these people who go wrong and do all sorts of foolish things that cannot be repaired.”’!
Soviet researchers have given Suvorin high credit for his contribution to the ‘mass
psychology’ of the period and for the methods he applied in his newspaper for shaping
the social mindset of his age: ‘Instead of an average liberal journalist, there appeared a
manager, a guru, and a genius of the everyday consciousness.”’*

The story of Suvorin’s life is indeed the story of his extraordinary career: it took
him 3 years only to progress from provincial teacher to contributor to major metropolitan
newspapers. According to my argument, Suvorin’s career was determined and guided by
his first wife, Anna Ivanovna Baranova. After her tragic death, female interference (for
example, ‘the case of Nastasia Kairova’) caused other episodes in Suvorin’s life to
acquire the status of ‘biographical facts’ (as defined by Grigorii Vinokur™).

Tracing the influence of ‘the woman question’ on Suvorin’s life and work
involves exploring the relationship between Suvorin’s life and his writings. The joint

study of a person’s life and work and their cross-impact is a traditional method in

biography, although this approach still remains controversial.”* Different kinds of

" Novoe vremia. 15.02.1890. Italics are mine — O. M.

" bid.

71 Solov’eva, V. Shitova, ‘A. S. Suvorin: Portret na fone gazety’, p. 168.

3 Cf.: “To become a biographical fact, a historical fact (an event) should be experienced by a person in one
form or another. <...> Such an experience is an inner form of a biographical structure, and thus is carrying
a specific biographic meaning and contents’. (G. Vinokur, Biografiia i kul'tura (M., 1997), p. 44.)

™ See discussion: J. Clifford, From Puzzles to Portraits: Problems of a Literary Biographer (The
University of North Carolina Press, 1970); 1. Nadel, Biography: Fiction, Fact, and Form (Macmillan,
1984); D. Novarr, The Lines of Life: Theories of Biography, 1880-1970 (Purdue University Press, 1986);
N. Denzin, Interpretative Biography (Sage Publications, 1989); V. Valevskii, Osnovaniia biografiki (Kiev,
1993); Iu. Lotman, ‘Literaturnaia biografiia v istoriko-kul'turnom kontekste: K tipologicheskomu
sootnosheniiu teksta i lichnosti avtora’, in O russkoi literature (SPb, 1997); Writing the Lives of Writers,
ed. W. Gould and Th. Stanley (St Martin’s Press, 1998); D. Ellis, Biography and the Search for
Understanding (Edinburgh University Press, 2000); S. Tridgell, Understanding Our Selves: The Dangerous
Art of Biography (Peter Lang, 2004); A. Kholikov, ‘Pisatel’skaia biografiia: Zhanr bez pravil’, in Voprosy
literatury, 6 (2008).
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biography — be it literary, popular, or academic’” — are characterized by different
proportions of these two components, but the boundaries between these types of
biography can be quite blurred. A more productive way of writing a biography is to treat
it ‘not just as a set of facts or a chain of events, but also as a plot incorporated in
someone’s writings.”’® The basis of this approach to biography was developed by
Grigorii Vinokur, Lidiia Ginzburg, and Iurii Lotman and it puts particular emphasis on
cultural and psychological research methods. These methods allow us to see how ‘a
person’s psychological potentialities are realized in terms of existing cultural codes, and
at the same time, existing cultural codes are rearranged in accordance with his
predispositions.””’

The genre of biography is now developing so as to integrate, to a degree, with
other disciplines, such as analytical psychology,78 philosophy, and theology, although an
essential reservation always remains: in the final analysis, any of these methods ‘is
unable either to separate “reality” and “literature”, culture and personality, or to merge
them together in a universal reconstruction.””” Accordingly, within this genre, it appears
productive to use the so-called ‘auto-documents’, i.e. private letters, diaries, and
memoirs which ‘are more serviceable in revealing a personality in all the complexity of
its mental condition.”®

Such integrated genre has produced some very interesting works, for example
Chernyshevsky and the Age of Realism: A Study in the Semiotics of Behavior by Irina
Paperno (Stanford, 1988); Chekhov — s glazu na glaz: Istoriia odnoi oderzhimosti (Opyt
fenomenologii tvorchestva) by Savelii Senderovich (SPb, 1994), Poétika razdrazheniia:
Chekhov v kontse 1880-kh — nachale 1890-kh godov by Elena Tolstaia (M., 1994),

0. Sobolevskaia, ‘Biografiia’, in Literaturnaia éntsiklopediia terminov i poniatii, ed. by A. Nikoliukin
(M., 2003), p. 91.

76 1. Kazakova Filosofiia igry: V. V. Rozanov — zhurnalist i literaturnyi kritik (Po materialam gazety

A. S. Suvorina ‘Novoe vremia’ (M., 2001), p. 9.

" 1. Paperno, Chernyshevsky and the Age of Realism: A Study in the Semiotics of Behavior (Stanford,
1988), p. 3.

7 See: L. Ginzburg, ‘Chelovecheskii dokument i postroenie kharaktera’, in O psikhologicheskoi proze
(L., 1981); A. Elms, Uncovering Lives: The Uneasy Alliance of Biography and Psychology (Oxford
University Press, 1994); N. Shumskii, Vrubel': Zhizn' i bolezn' (SPb, 2001); L. Sirotkina, Diagnosing
Literary Genius: A Cultural History of Psychiatry in Russia, 1880—1930 (The Johns Hopkins University
Press, 2002).

™ 1. Paperno, Semiotika povedeniia: Nikolai Chernyshevskii — chelovek epokhi realizma (M., 1996), p. 9.
80 T, Pecherskaia, ‘Istoriia literatury 1860-kh godov: Problemy izuchennosti i izucheniia’, in Gumanitarnye
nauki v Sibiri, 4 (1998).
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Avtorskoe povedenie v russkoi literature: Seredina 19 veka i na podstupakh k nei by
Aleksandr Faustov (Voronezh, 1997), Strannyi Turgenev: Chetyre glavy by Vladimir
Toporov (M., 1998), Raznochintsy shestidesiatykh godov XIX veka: Fenomen
samosoznaniia v aspekte filologicheskoi germenevtiki (memuary, dnevniki, pis'ma,
belletristika) by Tat'iana Pecherskaia (Novosibirsk, 1999), Drugoi Chekhov: Po tu
storonu printsipa zhenofobii by Mikhail Zolotonosov (M., 2007).

Adopting this method, I use Suvorin’s biographical material and his oeuvre in
their available integrity. Biographical materials include the private correspondence of
Suvorin and that of a third party, along with other ‘auto-documents’ — autobiographies,
diaries, and memoirs. The bulk of correspondence represents my own archival findings,
so they are now being brought into the public domain for the first time. I conducted my
research in RGALLI, as well as in the manuscript departments of IRLI, GPB, and RNB
which hold both Suvorin’s personal archives and other personal archives containing
documents relating to Suvorin. For example, a valuable source kept in IRLI is the Diary
of the writer and Suvorin’s close friend Sofiia Smirnova-Sazonova; unfortunately, I was
given access to it only up to the year 1896, in view of a pending publication of the diary.
I also regret the absence of some other sources, for example Suvorin’s letters to Chekhov,
Leskov, Elena Likhacheva, Nastasia Kairova, Elizaveta Shabel’skaia et al. which either
went missing or were deliberately destroyed.

One of my chief sources is Suvorin’s diary. As with many intimate documents, its
survival is a matter of chance. Being terminally ill (Suvorin knew he was dying of throat
cancer), he nevertheless did not take care to destroy it. Upon his death, a stringed and
sealed cache of notebooks was discovered in the safe of the Volga-Kama commercial
bank. Suvorin’s son Mikhail kept it there till 1918; subsequently the diary came into
possession of the journalist Iurii Sosnitskii, who was also manager of the Novoe Vremia
bookstore. Later on, another journalist, Mikhail Krichevskii, by accident came across it
while sorting out the library of the deceased Sosnitskii. Krichevskii was the first one to
bring the Suvorin diary into the public domain. About two thirds of the diary, with many
errors and little commentary, were published in 1923; omissions were made to avoid
censorial prosecution. This version was the basis for French, German and Polish editions

in the 1920s. Ten pages were published in English in the Dublin Review in 1924. This
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defective edition was reprinted in 1992, with still further errors, but no corrections. The
latest version, which came out in 1999, is based on the transcript of Natalia Roskina and
verified against the surviving manuscripts of Suvorin diary and against the relevant
archival material.®'

There is enough evidence to show that the diary is an incomplete set and it is
difficult to say whether a greater or a smaller part of it has survived. For example, its
earlier fragments are just a pile of loose pages — one might suggest that this part was
separated from its binding and blank pages in order to be taken to a safer place (after the
Revolution of 1917, Suvorin’s family emigrated to the West). On the other hand, Suvorin
was by no means a careful diarist, and he treated his notes with some self-scorn: ‘All this,
all my notebooks, disorderly, unsystematic, are not meant for publication. They can be
destroyed without leaving a trace.”™ Apart from the corpus of the main diary, the Suvorin
archive in RGALI contains a number of notebooks and memory pads with autobiographic
fragments, recollections, diary entries, covering the periods between 1860—1880,83 1890-
1900,** and 1900-1912.% Being undated, these fragments were not included into the
final, published version of the diary.

The boundary dates of the ‘master diary’ span 40 years (1873-1912), though in
actual fact the diary only covers 20 years with no entries for 1874, 1876—1883, 1888—
1892, 1894, 1895, 1905, 1906, 1908 and 1910; the total amount of entries being 569.
Over the 20 year period, only the diaries for 1893, 1896, 1897, 1901, 1902 and 1904 have
survived in their integrity, leaving the rest as accidental fragments. Apart from Suvorin’s
inconsistency with his notes, we can also assume some interference — whether external
or by his own hand. As to the reasons explaining the diary gaps, opinions differ.
Krichevskii attributes them to the author’s reluctance to document certain episodes of his

life.®® Roskina maintains that the author himself weeded his notebooks: for example,

8! Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina: Tekstologicheskaia rashifrovka N. A. Roskinoi. Podgotovka
teksta D. Rayfielda i O. Makarovoi (M., London, 1999, 1" ed., 2000, o ed.).

%2 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina. Entry of 27.09.1900.

% RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 141.

% Ibid., ed. 142.

% Ibid., ed. 138.

8 See: ‘Neskol’ko svedenii 0 samom dnevnike’, in Dnevnik A. S. Suvorina / Redaktsiia, predislovie i
primechaniia M. Krichevskogo (M.; Petrograd, 1923), p. 378.
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there is no diary for 1905 (the year of the first Russian revolution) that might have
contained notes compromising Suvorin’s general political stand®’.

Some researchers hold it that Suvorin actually started his diary on arrival in
Moscow from Voronezh in 1861, when he was employed to work for the magazine
Russkaia rech', i.e. more than ten years before the beginning of the now published
diary.® Suvorin himself seems to imply as much in the Afterword of 1909 to his first
book Vsiakie: ‘I entitled this trifle “a novella”. As a matter of fact, this is not true. This is
not a novella at all, but just notes, diary fragments (italics are mine — O. M.), written at
random, impressionistically, and pieced together for the sake of the plot.”® As Galina
Dragan sees it, certain book passages are direct quotes from Suvorin’s diary:
Chernyshevsky’s civil execution (disguised in Suvorin’s book under the name of
Samarskii), an account of a literary meeting at Mikhail Katkov’s in 1861, the political
gatherings of students, fires in Petersburg, as well as a visit to Timofei Granovskii’s
grave.” Dragan also believes that ‘the early’ diary was destroyed by his family because
of its many intimate references — Suvorin’s family life was full of drama and tragic
episodes. She is also inclined to think that retrospective entries in Suvorin’s later diaries
duplicate his earlier entries (23.05, 30.05, 13.09, 22.10 for 1896; 18.02 for 1897, 7.12 for
1904, 15.05 for 1907). I am unable to accept this view due to Suvorin’s repeated
comments on the casual nature of his notes and his lack of scrupulousness in maintaining
his diary. (One of the visitors to Suvorin’s office recollects: ‘All his books and papers are

in a mess; it is difficult to imagine such chaos.”®!

) Perhaps it would be more reasonable to
speak not of ‘the early diary’ but of ‘protodiaries’ and ‘quasidiaries’ numbering
400 pages of illegible, undated and fading texts that are kept in RGALI with very little
chance of publication.

One can only regret the absence of significant sections of Suvorin’s diary, for
there is some circumstantial evidence indicating their unquestionable value. Thus, in the

letter of Mikhail Chekhov to his brother Anton of 22.01.1900 there is a long quote from a

¥ N. Roskina, ‘Ob odnoi staroi publikatsii’, in Voprosy literatury, 6 (1968), p. 250.

8a. Dragan, ‘Dnevnik Suvorina kak istoricheskii dokument’, in Vestnik MGU, Ser. 8: Istoriia, 3 (1983),
p- 57-67; G. Krasnov, ‘Iz zapisok A. S. Suvorina o Nekrasove’, in Prometei, 7 (1969).

* A.S. Suvorin, Vsiakie: Ocherki sovremennoi zhizni, 2nd ed. (SPb, 1909), p. 314.

D See: G. Dragan, ‘Dnevnik Suvorina kak istoricheskii dokument’, p. 48.

TG, Vollan, ‘A. S. Suvorin’, in Golos minuvshego, 8 (1914), p. 158.
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missing diary fragment by Suvorin, which refers to Chekhov’s talks with the publisher

Marx over selling his copyright for his entire ceuvre:

...Yesterday the old man read me his diary about you. <...> As regards his impatient waiting for
your reply to his telegram about his offer of 20-25 thousand, I quote from memory (I cannot guarantee the
accuracy):

January 17". I sent Chekhov a telegram (contents follow). Continued with notes about Sergeenko,
Marx et al. Fairly interesting.

January 18". No reply from Chekhov.

January 19", Still no reply from Chekhov. I am concerned.

January 20", Still no reply from Chekhov.

January 21%. Finally received a telegram from Chekhov which says (contents follow). I find it

cold, and I think Chekhov is insincere.”?

Surviving diaries also bear the traces of censorship, very likely self-inflicted:
13 pages were very obviously torn out and some 120 lines crossed out; 2 entries have no
endings. The cuts are mostly related to fairly important episodes in Suvorin’s life, like his
visit to Leo Tolstoy (07.06.1887) or the death of his son-in-law Aleksei Kolomnin
(08.12.1900). They also include some gossip with his friend Vasilii Krivenko
(08.02.1893), his habitual speculation on death (05.09.1893) or his thoughts on the
activity of Sergei Vitte, his confidant and a member of Cabinet (24.03.1899). In crossing
out unwanted passages, Suvorin was not quite consistent; sections that were struck out in
some parts of the diary have parallels in other parts of it.

As regards their genre, surviving diary fragments can only be classified with some
reservation. Thus, relying on the defective version published by Krichevskii, Oleg
Egorov characterizes it as a diary ‘of the second half of one’s life’, when ‘having entered
the last phase of his life, the journalist was looking for a way to put himself right with
posterity; he did not want to sink into the grave with the bad name he earned with the
progress-minded public.””> Egorov’s observations lead him to the conclusion that
‘Suvorin’s chronicle undoubtedly belongs to a political genre, since its main material

refers to domestic politics.”® This is certainly true — and yet it is also true that his diary

%2 See: A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 9, p. 281.
% 0. Egorov, Dnevniki russkikh pisatelei 19 veka: Issledovaniie (M., 2002), p. 245.
% Ibid., p. 252.
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imagery is created by way of a feuilleton technique, which allows for the inclusion of
paradoxes, basic sensations, and impressions, and a ‘bare’ factual aesthetics. In this
sense, ‘political’ bits of Suvorin’s diary could be seen as drafts for his newspaper articles:
‘In many cases a diary entry is written as a live reportage; taken as whole, they create a
kaleidoscope of life.””> Last but not least, the diary is full of gossip, jokes, and spicy
stories compromising some famous public and political figures. Nevertheless,
Krichevskii feels impelled to warn his audience: ‘A great deal of the Diary is dedicated to
purely family affairs, which were fairly tangled and would upset the old man, so he
would start grumbling. Where possible, we omitted these entries altogether, since the
reader is now hardly interested in Suvorin’s family story.”*® Having been restored in the
latest version of 1999, these entries have extended the length of the diary by one third and
are now an extremely important source for Suvorin’s biography.

Suvorin’s oeuvre consists of his journalism, his literary and drama criticism, and
his fiction (early poetry, translations in verse and in prose, short stories, plays, and
novels). Already Suvorin’s contemporary critics treated it as a whole, blaming him for
the ‘journalism’ of his plays and novels. Suvorin, too, considered himself primarily a
journalist: ‘I am a journalist and very seldom a writer; my plays and my prose <...> were
born by accident.””’ The number of texts written by Suvorin over 54 years of his creative
life can hardly be established; but even the rough numbers are very impressive: thus, in
Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti, he authored some 400 feuilletons, while in Novoe
vremia, his Malen'kie pis'ma alone amount to 730. As a man of letters, Suvorin wrote
three novels, two dozens of short stories and novellas as well as fifteen plays; some of
these only exist in proofs and have never seen the light of day.

Suvorin’s favourite genre, the feuilleton, is of particular interest to me, since it is
spontaneous, ephemeral and deals with the burning issues of the day. Suvorin himself
provided the following definition: °...a feuilleton is a great help to a leading article; for a

busy person, concerned about the petty details of life, it presents in a light form what he

% 0. Egorov, Dnevniki russkikh pisatelei 19 veka, p. 247.

% “Neskol'ko svedenii o samom dnevnike’, in Dnevnik A. S. Suvorina / Redaktsiia, predislovie i
primechaniia M. Krichevskogo, p. 12.

F, Fidler, Iz mira literatorov: Kharaktery i suzhdeniia (M., 2008), p. 96. Entry of 13.05.1892.

29



has no time for or can’t be bothered to read about in a serious form’.”® The lightness and
simplicity of the material were achieved by a special form of the feuilleton, with which
Suvorin had been experimenting throughout his journalistic career. Trying to win his
readers’ confidence, Suvorin dressed his feuilletons as private genres, entitling them
Letuchie zametki i vyderzhki iz dnevnika, Zametki otryvochnogo cheloveka, Otkrytoe
pis'mo, Dnevnik nervnogo cheloveka, Pis'mo k drugu, and, finally, Malen'koe pis'mo. 1
shall concentrate on Suvorin’s feuilletons, since they give insights into his technique for
popularizing ‘the woman question’. However, my observations suggest that Suvorin’s
choice of subject was dictated by his personal issues, a view which can be supported by
relevant episodes from his life. Suvorin himself disclosed the psychology of his
journalistic writing: ‘You lose everything, you throw everything out of yourself, you

*% 1 shall also include an

scrape your heart, you thoroughly clean out your head...
analysis of Suvorin’s fiction and drama insofar as they originate from his personal
experience and are the result of his reflection upon ‘the woman question’.

Taking into account all the above facts, arguments and considerations, my central
argument is as follows: Suvorin’s involvement with the ‘woman question’ was originally
provoked by his first wife, a strong-willed and domineering person. Encouraged by her,
but still sharing some patriarchal views, Suvorin was simultaneously pursuing two
conflicting lines in his journalism, alternating progressive and conservative approaches to
women’s liberation. This ambivalence, as I see it, had a tragic impact on his family life:
trying to keep a patriarchal family, Suvorin at the same time encouraged his wife to
independence. Taken too far, ‘freedom of the heart’ resulted in a disastrous love affair
and Suvorin’s wife was killed by her lover. Driven to the verge of suicide, Suvorin never
fully recovered from this profound shock. The aftermath was a lurch into gynophobia, an
attitude that may account for his failed second marriage and subsequent preoccupation
with the moral aspects of women’s liberation and related issues, particularly marital
fidelity, premarital sex, promiscuity, hysteria, etc. These ideas were transposed into

Suvorin’s fictional work and embodied into a series of ‘odd’ female characters in his

% A.S. Suvorin, ‘Elegiia na temu “Proshchaius’, angel moi, s toboiu™’, in Ocherki i kartinki: Sobranie
rasskazov, fel'etonov i zametok (SPb, 1875), p. 316.

P A.S. Suvorin, ‘Nechto o fel'etoniste’, in Ocherki i kartinki: Sobranie rasskazov, fel'etonov i zametok,
p. 307.
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short stories, plays and his novel V kontse veka. Liubov'. Suvorin’s gynophobia is well
substantiated by the relevant passages in his Diary; his incidental involvement with some
‘odd” women in his real life can also be explained by his fatal submissiveness to women.
Suvorin’s gynophobia may also have been caused by his known sexual problems. But his
personal case provides insights into the difficulties which rising men of the intelligentsia
encountered in responding to the rapid social changes to which they were exposed, and in
particular to the on-going redistribution of male and female influence and authority.

The thesis is organized into an Introduction, three chapters, a Conclusion, a
Bibliography, and an Appendix. Developing my argument, I apply a chronological
principle, dividing Suvorin’s life and works into three periods, which — to a certain
approximation — can be matched to the three phases of the women’s movement in
Russia. The first period ends in 1873, the turning point in Suvorin’s life and career;
within this period the women’s movement in Russia had worked out its ideology and
some tactical moves. The second period covers Suvorin’s career successes and his
concomitant family crisis; during this time, the women’s movement was also
experiencing a crisis of its own. The third period marks Suvorin’s personal decline
against the rapid politicization of the Russian women’s movement.

In the first chapter, I present ‘the woman question’ in its initial formulation and
Suvorin’s contribution to public debate on this question. Within the chosen period (1858—
1873), I trace the influence of the ‘the woman question’ on Suvorin’s life and writings,
particularly his early works (Vsiakie, Nedel'nye ocherki i kartinki, Milliard v tumane.)
Since this chapter deals with the most dramatic episode in Suvorin’s life, the murder of
his wife, I provide detailed biographical material, drawing on my own archival findings
and the relevant newspapers. This chapter traces the ways in which Suvorin’s first wife
encouraged him to support the emancipation of women, his ambivalence in this regard,
and the beginning of a backlash against progressive views on ‘the woman question’
following the family tragedy. It also demonstrates that Suvorin’s stance on ‘the woman
question” was complicated by his perception of his inadequate social standing, as a man
from a provincial family of common decent.

In the second chapter, I describe the current state of ‘the woman question’ for

the given period (1874—1890) and trace the evolution of Suvorin’s views on ‘the woman
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question’ towards gynophobia and its reflection in his writings (Nedel'nye ocherki i
kartinki, Strannaia zhenshchina, Medeia, Tat'iana Repina, The Diary). This chapter also
contains some unpublished archival material dealing with Suvorin’s second marriage,
particularly his family crisis which is linked to some of Suvorin’s fictional work. I look
as well into Suvorin’s relations with Anton Chekhov who made his debut in Suvorin’s
newspaper Novoe vremia with a series of misogynistic short stories. This chapter
demonstrates how Suvorin’s reputation as a conservative, evidenced by his increasingly
traditional views on gender roles, grows out of his marital problems and his inability to
carve out a satisfactory role for himself in his family.

In the third chapter, I analyse the state of the women’s movement in the pre-
revolutionary years up to the death of Suvorin (1891-1912) and the ways in which the
crisis of that movement affected Suvorin’s views. Sources include Malen'kie pis'ma
supported by some episodes of Suvorin’s life dealing with ‘odd’” women. I also examine
Suvorin’s epistolary dialogue with Chekhov on various aspects of the ‘the woman
question’ (inasmuch as it can be reconstructed). I touch finally and briefly upon Vasilii
Rozanov’s contribution to the newspaper Novoe vremia. Particular attention is paid to
Suvorin’s novel V kontse veka. Liubov' (and in all its versions, i.e. the initial short story,
the novella, the novel, and the play); this work supposedly epitomized Suvorin’s
antifeminist views, for all their discrepancy.

In the Conclusion I develop an overview of the contribution which Suvorin made
to ‘public opinion’ as that was assessed by his contemporary supporters and opponents;
and I end by attempting a definition of his ideological position within the context of
Russian liberal thought.

The Appendix includes translations of the Russian quotes used in the main text of
the thesis. My decision to use certain longer Russian quotations (as long as a paragraph in
length) is designed to preserve the authenticity of Suvorin’s style and to evoke as well a

general esprit du temps.
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CHAPTER I

This chapter covers the period from the beginning of the 1850s to 1873. In Suvorin’s
biography, this period was marked by an important phase of personal growth followed in
turn by a ‘blitz-like’ career ascent, as well as by a tragic experience, the death of his first
wife. As regards ‘the woman question’, the women’s movement emerges visibly only at
the end of the 50s (the beginning of the active phase) after a phase of latency. The start of
the movement is accompanied by heated discussion in Russian periodicals of every
ideological description.

The debate on the ‘woman question’ was conducted on a national scale; it
produced a record number of publications on various women’s topics and participation in
the debate became ‘a benchmark test for a progressive writer’.' The pitch of the debate
was set by a fundamental article by Mikhail Mikhailov ‘Zhenshchiny, ikh vospitanie i
znachenie v sem’e i obshchestve’, which was published in 1860 in three issues (No 4, 5,
and 8) of the journal Sovremennik. According to the revolutionary democrat Nikolai
Shelgunov, the article caused ‘an earthquake’ and its author won fame as ‘the creator of
the woman question’.” In his article, Mikhailov described women’s emancipation as ‘one
of the most prominent and characteristic phenomena of our times’> and offered a new
concept of women’s education. In the journal discussion of this period, the problem of
women’s education was pivotal, although other related topics figured, notably woman’s

right to work and her social roles.*

'N. Solov'ev, Mill, Comte i Buckle o zhenskom voprose (M., 1870), p. 5.

ZN. Shelgunov, L. Shelgunova, M. Mikhailov, Vospominaniia (M., 1967), vol. 1, p. 121.

M. Mikhailov, ‘Zhenshchiny, ikh vospitanie i znachenie v sem’e i obshchestve’, in Sovremmenik,

4 (1860), p. 473.

4 See for example: D. Matskevich, ‘Zametki o zhenshchinakh’, in Sovremennik, 3 (1850); N. Pirogov,
‘Voprosy zhizni’, in Morskoi sbornik, 9 (1856); ‘Zhaloba zhenshchiny’, in Sovremennik, 5 (1857);

G. Appel'rod, ‘Obrazovanie zhenshchin srednego i vysshego sostoianii, in Otechestvennye zapiski, (1858);
M. Vernadskaia, ‘Zhenskii trud’, in Ekonomicheskii ukazatel’, 60 (1858); E. Tur, ‘Zhenshchina i liubov’ po
poniatiiam Michelet’, in Russkii vestnik, 21 (1859), book 56; A. Kh-va, ‘Pis'ma k russkim zhenshchinam: O
neobkhodimosti vysshego obrazovaniia dlia zhenshchin, in Vospitaniie, 1 (1860); A. Piatkovskii, ‘O
pravakh i znachenii zhenshchiny v sem’e i obshchestve’, in Damskii vestnik, 1 (1869); N. B-ia, ‘“Zametki o
nastoiashchem vospitanii zhenshchiny i vliianii ego na zhizn’ semeinuiu i obshchestvennuiu’, in Russkii
pedagogicheskii vestnik, 11 (1860); N. Leskov, ‘Russkie zhenshchiny i émansipatsiia’, in Russkaia rech’,
44,46 (1861); A. Dmokhovskii, ‘O pravakh zhenshchiny v Rossii’, in Biblioteka dlia chteniia, 7 (1862);
A. Gieroglifov, ‘Obshchestvennoe prizvaniie zhenshchiny’, in Otechestvennye zapiski, 8 (1863);

Tu. Zhukovskii, ‘Zatrudneniia zhenskogo dela’, in Sovremennik, 13 (1863); N. Shelgunov, “Zhenskoe
bezdel'e’, in Russkoe slovo, 7 (1865); V. Sleptsov, ‘Zhenskoe delo’, in Zhenskii vestnik, 1 (1866); A. Leo,
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As a result, the women’s movement became a reality of Russian social life; its
organizational bodies started to take shape and ways of treating some vital women’s
problems were specified. In terms of theory, the period saw the development of a
language in which the process of women’s liberation could be framed, defined and
discussed; while at the level of practical matters, the first women’s societies were
organized and the first women’s educational courses were opened. With the first
women'’s societies, the first activists of the movement arrived on the scene.’

Examining a fragment of Suvorin’s biography against this background, I intend to
trace his response to ‘the woman question’ at the beginning of his journalistic career; to
determine his role in the debate on ‘the woman question’; to establish the influence of the
emancipation process on his personal life; and to examine the way in which the liberation

of women reverberated in Suvorin’s fiction.

§1

The moulding of Suvorin’s personality spanned the decade stretching from the mid 1850s
to the 1860s. It was the period of the Great Reforms introduced by the Emperor
Aleksandr II. Marked by the liberation of the serfs, the decade witnessed an
unprecedented ‘bourgeois’ modernization of Russian society as regards its financial
system, its local administration, legal system, press and censorship, and the system of
education. It was the spring of the Russian liberal movement, characterized by an
uplifting of the public mood and a vigorous advance of public thought: ‘Everything that
had existed traditionally and was formerly accepted without criticism came up for
rearrangement. Everything — beginning with theoretical peaks, religious views, the basis
of the state, and the organization of society, all the way to quotidian customs, to clothing,
and to hair styles.®

Social changes undoubtedly left their imprint on Suvorin, but they left their mark

on a personality, mentality and character already shaped by the social milieu of his

‘Sovremennyi vopros o pravakh zhenshchiny’, in Vestnik Evropy, 5 (1869); N. Strakhov, ‘Zhenskii
vopros’, in Zaria, 1-2 (1870); ‘Pozitivisty o zhenskom voprose’, in Delo, 12 (1872) et al.

> See: L. Tukina, Russkii feminiszm kak vyzov sovremennosti, pp. 147, 212-213.

% Op cit: T. Bogdanovich, Liubov' liudei shestidesiatykh godov (L., 1929), p. 6. (The author cites
recollections of N. Annenskii.) Translated by Irina Paperno, in 1. Paperno, Chernyshevsky and the Age of
Realism: A Study in the Semiotics of Behavior (Stanford, 1988), p. 5.
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childhood and his adolescence. Suvorin was the grandchild of a serf and the son of an
officer who had received his captain’s rank for zealous twenty-five year long service.
After retirement, Sergei Dmitrievich Suvorin ran a small peasant farm in the village of
Korshevo, in the Bobrovskii administrative subdivision (Bobrovskii wuezd) in
Voronezhskaia guberniia. There were nine children in the family and a strict patriarchal
order was maintained. Sergei Dmitrievich was a devout believer, who introduced his
children to religious books only. In his later years, Suvorin recollected: ‘Until I was
12 years old, I did not read anything at all: no fairy tales, and no stories or novels either
<...> In our house, there was only one book — the Gospel.”” Disobedience led to harsh
punishment: on one occasion his father whipped the six-year-old Suvorin so severely that
he had convulsive fits. Suvorin was very attached to his mother® and cherished her
memory: ‘I loved my mother very much. <...> She was illiterate, but she brought up all
nine of us, fed and clothed us and no one died in childhood or in adolescence either <...>
She dedicated her life to her children and to them alone’.’

In 1845, as he had reached officer rank, Suvorin’s father was promoted from
peasantry to hereditary gentry. This made it possible for Aleksei to enter a prestigious
educational institution, and as an adolescent — now without his mother’s care — he
began studies at the Mikhailovskii Cadet Corps in Voronezh. Having relocated to
Voronezh, Suvorin experienced a cultural shock: ‘I found myself in surroundings utterly
new to me. <...> I couldn’t walk on the parquet floor, I'd never slept in a proper bed,
<...>never seen a water-closet, never tasted a dinner like that... <...> All my classmates
were of fine breeding... <...> I couldn’t properly stand up, or sit down, and my speech

was full of peasant words’.'?

! Op. cit.: B. Glinskii, ‘Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin: Biograficheskii ocherk’, in Istoricheskii vestnik,

9 (1912), p. 21.

® In his reminiscences, Suvorin describes certain episodes of early life which some might regard as a ‘gift’
to the psychoanalyst; I quote them without comment: ‘My mother breast-fed me herself, and after 14
months gave birth to my brother, Peter <...> I suckled my own and my brother’s milk dry. My mother
breast-fed me for more than two years. As a firstling, I was petted and coddled... <...> We all slept in one
room. At first, I slept with my mother and later with my father and brother.” (Op. cit.: B. B. Glinskii,
‘Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin’, p. 7.)

® Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina: Tekstologicheskaia rashifrovka N. Roskinoi. Podgotovka teksta
D. Rayfielda i O. Makarovoi. (M., London, 2000), p. 89—-90. Entry of June 1887.

12 Op. cit.: B. Glinskii, ‘Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin’, p. 8.
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Suvorin’s classmates ridiculed Suvorin’s peasant manners; however, he
compensated for an inevitable sense of social inferiority with notably diligent studies: ‘I
showed an aptitude for learning; my diligence was a mere result of my injured pride.’11
The study programme, according to Suvorin, was not simply a matter of military training,
but was altogether better than that, with particular emphasis on the Arts. Suvorin was
eagerly trying to catch up with his education; and first started writing his own material at
this time. His first work was a story about a character ‘John Lackland” which he was
inspired to write following a history lesson. At the age of 14, Suvorin encountered the
world of theatre; he took part in amateur plays and also tried his hand as a playwright:
‘Novice in Love was the first play I saw on stage, and immediately I started to write my
own plays; but it never went further than a title, a list of characters, and a set
description.’ 12

Suvorin’s first ‘romantic encounter’ or sentimental experience is poorly
documented, although it is already obvious that with women he is at this stage timid and
faint-hearted: ‘At Kolin'i’s [Suvorin’s classmate], I met a beautiful young lady who was
the daughter of the dramatic actress Mochalova, and I fell in love with her. But my love
was so timid and reserved that Mashen'’ka didn’t even suspect it.”"> The young cadet
failed to compromise his chastity even in Petersburg where he was transferred for further
training: ‘I went for a walk with a young lady along a garden path. <...> I liked that
young lady very much indeed. After Mashen’ka Mochalova, with whom I was in love at
the age of 14, she was the first girl that I talked to for any length of time without
embarrassment. At that time [ was 17. Mashen’ka Mochalova and that unknown young
lady formed my sum total as regards experience with women.”"* Suvorin confided
another touching episode to Lev L'vovich Tolstoy while discussing his novel Poisk i

primirenie:

1.1 19-1u net st Toxxe BmoOMICS B TaThsiHy, HO OHA ObLTA JIeBKa, a He 6aba. Mbl BUICIHCH HOYBIO, C

OOJIBIIUMU MpeaOCTOPOIKHOCTAMU U OIMMACHOCTAMHU, LICTIOBAINCH, HO 0oJIblIIe U HE AyMaiu, I/I60,

" Op. cit.: B. Glinskii, ‘Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin’, p. 8.

"2 Ibid., p. 11. Novice in Love is a vaudeville by N. Korovkin.
" Ibid.

" Ibid., p. 13.
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npeacTaBbTe cede, MBI Jake HE 3HAJIM, YTO Hajo aenaTh. [1o kpaitHel Mepe, s He 3HaJI, Ja, JyMalo, U OHa

o 5
TOKE — eii 66T JeT 17. OHa ¥ Teneph KIBa ¥ Mbl, CTAPHKAMH, KAK-TO Pa3 BCTIOMHHAIHN 5Ty HIWIIHIO.

Suvorin regards chastity and continence as a special merit; he considers it

expedient to inform the readers of his autobiography about this:

1.2  Hwukorna Bo BCIO MOIO JKH3Hb S HE OBUT B IyOJUTHOM JOME M TOJIBKO JIET YK€ 55-TH TIOCETHIT OJIUH
U3 3TUX I0MOB B [Taprike, IPOCTO B Ka4ECTBE XYPHAIUCTA. <...> S| y3HAJ KEHIIMHY TOJIBKO TOT/a, KOT/ia

KEHUJICA, U €CJIN ITPOKUIT TaK JOJI0, TO BEPOATHO, IIOTOMY, MEXIY IPOYNM, YTO HAUKOT Ia HE UMECIT A€J1a C

STHMH PacCagHUKAMH Y/KACHBIX OOIE3HEH, KOPOTAIONINX YeTOBEUECKYIO KH3HB .

Suvorin originally encountered his first wife, Anna Ivanovna Baranova, while she
was still a baby: ‘In Berezovka, my parents got to know Ivan Timofeevich Baranov, my
future father-in-law. He was a clerk in the Berezovka office, and I remember that we
visited their hut with my mother: and there in a cradle was a baby girl, my future wife.”"
In 1853, Suvorin retired from his military career with the lowest civil rank, that of
kollezhskii registrator.'® Having no money to go to Moscow University, Suvorin returned
to his native province in Bobrov. There, in January of 1857, he got married to Aniuta —
as he would later call her; she was 17, he was 24. Their first daughter Aleksandra was
born in 1858. At that time Suvorin was teaching history and geography at Bobrov
college. He also worked as personal assistant to Marshal of Nobility, Vasilii Tulinov, and
took his first steps as a man of letters. His further career was determined in large measure
by Aniuta.

Suvorin himself, who never overcame his timidity and hesitation, repeatedly

admitted that his wife was a very strong-willed and decisive person:

1.3  He O6yap AHIOTHI, KOTOpas moAOKBaia MeHs, 000psia U BOOOIe NMeNla Ha MEHS OOJIBITIOe

BIIMSIHUE, 51, BEPOSITHO, Tak B boOpoBe u mpocuaern 051 nemyio xu3Hb. Korma MHE IpeayioKi IepenTn u3

' OR GPB, F. 115 (Arkhiv A. E. Burtseva), ed. 66. A. S. Suvorin. Pis'ma k L. L. Tolstomu. 1898-1907.
Letter of 20.06.1901.

' Novoe vremia. 12.08.1912.

" Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 91. Entry of June 1887.

8 RGALL F. 459, op. 2. ed. 684. Attestat A. S. Suvorina o sluzhbe, nagrazhdeniiakh i brakosochetaniiakh.
Rukopisnaia kopiia 1861 g., zaverennaia i dopolnennaia notariusom v 1888 g. L. 1.
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000pPOBCKOTO YE3THOTO YUHIIHINA B BOPOHEKCKOE, s MUMOXOJIOM CKa3ay 00 3ToM AHIOTE. A OHa 3acTaBuiIa

MCHA €XaThb B BOpOHe)K n XJIOI'IOTaTI:.19

In Voronezh, a provincial capital, and while working as a teacher, Suvorin
branched out into literature and established friendly relations with the local intelligentsia,
particularly with the circle of the famous historian Nikolai Vtorov.*® In 1860, Suvorin’s
first son, Mikhail, was born. Earning his daily bread, the young father rushed from one
private lesson to another, occasionally visiting a bookstore run by the poet Ivan Nikitin.
Aniuta would follow him with his lunch: ‘so as not to waste his time on a journey home
which was far from the town centre.”*'

We have samples of Suvorin’s first writing endeavours of that time, in the
metropolitan press. Having started out with translations of Pierre Béranger published in
light magazines,22 he continued with dramatic and poetic sketches in the piquant satirical
magazine Vesel'chak, edited by Osip Senkovskii, amongst others. (Senkovskii was
famous under the penname Baron Brambeus.) Titles of Suvorin’s publications,
‘Nachitannaia uezdnaia dama’>® and ‘Dvorianka’,24 indicate an interest in female
characters, expressed of course in the satirical style of the magazine, which welcomed its
readers ‘...to laugh with us, to laugh at us, at them, at yourselves, at everything, just for
the sake of laughing’.” The heroine of the first sketch, ‘a nervous’ Salamandra
Andreevna, delivers high-flown speeches about her love for nature and faints at every
opportunity. The heroine of the second sketch, an impoverished noblewoman Mariia
Prokhorovna Zheltokuzova, is ‘a thin and scraggy’ lady who enjoys a secret tipple and is

anxious to marry off her daughter to a wealthy old merchant. Her daughter Niurasha, who

' Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 213. Entry of 23.03.1896. Suvorin also included a memorable
episode about his wife in his official autobiography: ‘I remember how horrified I was when I saw little
Aniuta, my future wife, playing with grass-snakes. She cuddled them, kissed them, and they twined round
her arms and opened their mouths, and she put her little finger inside.” (Novoe vremia. 12.08.1912)

** See: O. Lasunskii, ‘I. S. Nikitin i molodoi A. S. Suvorin’, in ‘Ia Rusi syn!’: K 150-letiiu so dnia
rozhdeniia I. S. Nikitina (Voronezh, 1974), pp. 45-61.

*! Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 213. Entry of 23.03.1896.

** The poem ‘Uznik’ was published in the magazine Moda (Zhurnal dlia svetskikh liudei) 15.02.1858, the
poem ‘Klara’ — in the magazine Vaza (Literaturno-khudozhestvennyi zhurnal svetskikh novostei, mod,
domashnego khoziaistva i rukodelii) 18.03.1858; the poem ‘Roza’ — ibid. 21.05.1858.

B Vesel'chak: Zhurnal vsiakikh raznykh strannostei, svetskikh, literaturno-khudozhestvennykh i inykh, 35
(1858).

* Vesel'chak, 36 (1858).

2 See Vesel' chak, in Entsiklopedicheskii slovar”, izd. F. Brokgauza i I. Efrona (SPb, 1892), vol. 11, p. 101.
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‘deports herself as a rule décolletée’, is conducting an affair with a minor official
Lukovkin, but on the other hand looks forward to her agreed marriage: ‘I’'m going to
marry him. It’s a good job that he’s old: I'll make good use of his lolly.”** In the poetic
drama ‘Bor’ba’,”’ a hopelessly stilted piece, Suvorin portrays the eternal conflict between
a wife who dreams of a new outfit and her harassed husband, who resorts in the end to

bribe-taking; here is a fragment:

14 OHa (cunbHO 83601HOBAHA)
Her, s yBepena, 4To OH He KyIUT HMUISIKH, —
HanpacHo TONBKO 5 TUIIB PacHpaBIIsIoO JAIKH
U oxunpannemM 06ecCMBICIICHHO TOMIIIOCH. . .
<..>
51 3Ha10 — XOpolIa — NOKJIOHHUKHU HalIyTCs,
3a B3MNIA] eIUHBII MO, OXaTyH, moaepyTcs,
U xynat KpuHOJIMH, HAKUAKY U OypHYC. —
Tsl 3TO HamMOTal, APYkKOK, HA YC.
<...>

OH (8x00um 3a0ymMasuiucy)

...bpats wib He 6paTh — BOT B YeM BoIpoc!
Uro 6maropojHee — CHOCHUTD JI OpaHb U KPUKH
Bpaxayromieit ;xeHbl, WX OTOPOCUTD YECTh
U yOexaeHust 1 KOHYUTh MUPOM. ..

The magazine Vesel'chak could only hold out for a year and was closed at the
beginning of 1859 failing to find subscribers. Suvorin, seemingly inspired by his first
success, decided to take independent action and make himself known in the capital. In
1860 in Petersburg he published his first book, entitled Drama Konkurentsiia.*® On page

3, there is a passage that reads:

1.5  Bpomropa Ne 1. Beimmyck 6pomrtopsr Ne 2-i1 mocienyert depe3 1Ba MecsIa ¥ B TAKOM TIEPUOAHIECKOM
nopsiike Oyaet npoxoikatkes 10 1861 roxa. M3patens muaHO, 6€3 COTPYIHHUYESCTBA, IIPESATIONIATACT, BO-
MEPBBIX, IO3HAKOMHUTH MMYOJIHKY C OTCUYCCTBEHHOW MPOMBIIIJICHHOCTBIO U ICHCTBUTEIILHBIM KPETUTOM H,

BO-BTOPBIX, HCIIBITATh, IMEET JIH MECTO JINTEPATYpHbIil TPy BHE mpecca KypHanos. A. Bobposckuii™ .

The beginner writer staked a solid claim: he announced himself a publisher with

plans for a serial publication, ready to tackle urgent and serious topics, while preserving

* Vesel'chak, 36 (1858), p. 209.

T Vesel'chak, 44 (1858), p. 353.

* See: O. Makarova, ‘Pervaia kniga A. S. Suvorina’, in Kniga: Issledovaniia i materialy (M., 2010),
vol. 92 (forthcoming).

* A. Bobrovskii — one of Suvorin’s early pennames.

39



the independence of his literary work. To bring this large-scale plan to life, a modest
teacher needed financial help and it seems probable that his project was supported by
Marshal of Nobility Vasilii Tulinov; for, having tested Suvorin as secretary, Tulinov
subsequently entrusted the young man with the cataloguing of his vast personal library.
According to Suvorin, ‘Tulinov had some connections in Petersburg’;” and this suggests
that it was indeed Tulinov who was mediator in publishing Suvorin’s book and who also
sponsored it. Suvorin himself was in reduced circumstances: after his father’s death in
1856, his numerous relatives found themselves poorly provided for; nor had Aniuta
brought any dowry. As recorded in Suvorin’s personal documents, ‘neither he nor his
wife had anything by way of inherited or acquired property’.”'

To promote trade and credit relations, Suvorin placed the setting of his play in 18"
century Warsaw. Exploiting age-old anti-Polish attitudes, he made the Warsaw
authorities the epitome of evil, opposed by the unswerving honesty of the Ukrainian
landowner Smelenko, the incarnation of a healthy economic principle. Sincerely wishing
to promote trade, Suvorin allowed himself some bold words: 19 lines of his drama in
eight pages were replaced by suspension points, which indicate censor’s cuts.
Nevertheless, Suvorin’s play ends with a triumph of good over evil. However, as far as I
can make out, ‘brochure No 2’ never saw the light of day. Suvorin’s attempt to take the
capital by storm had failed, and the author, suffering from raznochintsy ambition,

preferred not to mention this failure in later life.”

§2
Realizing that ‘literary work without the pressure of magazines’ was barely possible,
Suvorin changed his tactics and from 1861, he started to contribute to serious periodicals
as a prose writer. Of particular interest are his three short stories: ‘Chernichka’,” ‘Soldat

da soldatka’,* and ‘Alenka’,” which were approved for publication by Ivan Nikitin,

% Op. cit.: B. Glinskii, ‘Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin’, p. 15.

' RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 684, 1. 1.

?* The first book by Suvorin is mentioned in specialised sources only: I. Masanov, Slovar' psevdonimov
russkikh pisatelei, uchenykh i obshchestvennykh deiatelei, in 4 vol (M., 1956-1960), vol. 1, p. 161;
Ukazatel' zaglavii proizvedenii khudozhestvennoi literatury: 1801-1975, in 8 vol. (M., 1985-1995), vol. 3,
p. 111, No 6718.

3 Voronezhskaia beseda, 11 (1861).

3* Sovremennik, 2 (1862).
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Nikolai Nekrasov and Andrei Kraevskii respectively. Suvorin undoubtedly derived
material for his stories from the peasant milieu which he knew so well; and all three of
his stories are variations on a theme, namely Karamzin’s thematic formula °...for even

peasant women know how to love!”*®

But these stories by Suvorin are hardly serious
evocations of the fallen woman; it is more likely that the fledgling author intended to
amaze the metropolitan reader with exotic portrayals of village sexual mores.

Indeed, the debut story ‘Chernichka’ was immediately noticed: the newspaper
Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti called the story ‘a remarkable work which depicts an
entirely new side of peasant life.”>’ The dictionary definition of the word ‘chernichka’
reads: ‘a peasant woman, who has chosen not to marry either by vow of her parents or by
her own vow and who lives a cloistral life’.*® However, Suvorin provides a different
gloss: by ‘chernichki’ he means ‘a special caste of peasant maid, lovers of free unmarried
life, which they often try to disguise with a showy piety. <...> Their huts are a shelter for
libertines of both sexes.”> Moreover, Suvorin’s story was prototypic: ‘In fact, this is a
true story which actually happened in Korshevo, although in my version the story is
slightly embellished’.*” But contrary to his own derogatory definition of ‘chernichka’,
which suggests the discovery of a novel variety of peasant prostitute, Suvorin chooses to
romanticize his story and to relate it as a skaz."'

The narrator of the story is a ‘chernichka’ herself, ‘plump, beautiful, and dark-
browed” Mariia. Obliged to flee her house because of her despotic father, Mariia finds
refuge with the ‘chernichka’ Praskov'ia, where she starts an affair with a married man,
forest-guard Ivan. Mariia has a daughter by Ivan and later moves to a town where she

settles down with her father (they forgive each other); her house is apparently purchased

3 Otechestvennye zapiski, 7-8 (1863).

BN, Karamzin, Bednaia Liza, in N. Karamzin, Izbrannye sochineniia, in 2 vol. (M.; L., 1964), p. 607.

37 Op. cit.: V. Anderson, ‘Predislovie’, in A. Suvorin, Rasskazy (SPb, 1913), p. VIIL

38 See: M. Gromyko, ‘Chernichki’, in Sviataia Rus': Bol'shaia éntsiklopediia russkogo naroda (Russkaia
narodnaia zhizn') (M., 2009), p. 889; see also: L. Tul'tseva, ‘K étnopsikhologicheskoii kharakteristike
odnogo tipa russkikh zhenshchin: Khristovy nevesty (chernichki), in Muzhchina i zhenshchina v
meniaiushchemsia mire: Meniaiushchiesia roli i obrazy (M., 1999), p. 286-292).

39 Op. cit.: V. Anderson, ‘Predislovie’, in A. Suvorin, Rasskazy (SPb, 1913), p. VIIL

* Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 53. Entry of 22.02.1884.

*I' Suvorin’s story was left out by researchers. See for example, O. Matich, ‘A Typology of Fallen Women
in 19" Century Russian Literature’, in: American Contributions to the Ninth International Congress of
Slavists (Columbus, Ohio, 1983), vol. I, pp. 326-343; A. Zholkovskii, “Topos prostitutsii v literature’, in
A. Zholkovskii, M. Iampolskii, Babel'/ Babel (M., 1994), p. 317-3609.
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with money earned by her ‘professional’ activity. Ivan, whose marriage proves childless,
visits them in town, and these episodes complete the picture of a perfect harmony. The
author sympathizes with his heroine, possibly because she has managed to contrive a kind
of family life, remaining true to patriarchal canons. Realizing the importance of his
chosen subject, Suvorin at the same time admits that he has failed to examine it properly:
‘I failed to capture life, I depicted it the way I felt it, but at that time I felt it wrongly, in
too young and bookish a way’.42

The story ‘Soldat da soldatka’ which was published soon after ‘Chernichka’, is
fairly naturalistic in style, unlike ‘Chernichka’, and already shows a gynophobic feature.
The heroine of the story, soldier’s wife Duniashka, who provides sexual services for all

the village men, at the same time intimidates them with her independence, her cunning

and her sexual power:

1.6 I[yHHHIKa OTa KWjia B CBOC yAOBOJIbCTBUEC, 3HAYUT, IO HAYaJIOM HU Yy KOI'O HC COCTOsAJIA, U TaKasd,
6paTm,1 mcjabMa 6I)IJ'Ia, 4YTO CJlaly HUKAKOIo € Hel He ObLIO. HOTOMy MEPBOC — HICrojinxa, Apyroc —

HEHACHITHAA AyIma. <...> ThIJIydrie u ryObl He pacCcTaBIAid — OHA U 3aBTPa y T€ BEIMO3KHUT YTO HA Ha

. . . o 3
€CTh, ¥ Bc€, OpaTIIbl MOH, OJHOM JIACKOH, — 3aMYyYHT T€ JTaCKOM, a BBIMOZIKUT .

Not only her clients disapprove of Duniashka, but also the author himself;
implying that without male patriarchal control, women easily yield to sinful temptation
and become dangerous; however, this idea is borrowed directly from Domostroi. The
male disposition to yield to temptation Suvorin passes over without comment, whilst
Duniashka earns a severe punishment: she dies of consumption just before she sets off to
visit her husband in the Caucasus.

The story ‘Alenka’, according to Suvorin, was approved for publication by
Dostoevsky himself.** The heroine of the story, a serf girl, falls victim to her lecherous
master and loses interest in mundane life. She sees mystical apparitions, and one of these
takes bodily form as a wandering preacher. While listening to him reading the Gospel,

Alenka succumbs to religious ecstasy and gives herself bodily to the prophet (Suvorin

*> Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 53. Entry of 22.02.1884.

* A. Suvorin, Rasskazy (SPb, 1913), p. 90.

* Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 53. Entry of 20.08.1899. The story was planned for
publication in the magazine Vremia (edited by the Dostoevsky brothers) which was closed by censorship in
April 1863.
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does not spare erotic details). Alenka’s master sets her free, but the author leaves her to
freeze to death under a tree on her way to town, which is to say on the way to her ‘new
life’. Since Alenka is not, on the face of things, guilty of any deliberate sinning,
Suvorin’s finale suggests an author hard pressed to decide the future of a religious
fanatic.

As a preliminary conclusion, I may state that this very early stage of Suvorin’s
writings is already marked by an interest in female characters. Besides some unoriginal
caricature portrayals of women designed to please the undemanding audience of light
magazines, Suvorin is trying to examine less typical, and even fairly original, female
characters, employing material which is well known to him and which reflects his peasant
background. However, he stays within limits set by the traditional patriarchal
dispensation on female behaviour: a woman who reins in her sexuality and returns to
family life wins approval, whilst a woman who rejects moral stricture and enjoys her
sexual freedom is punished.

Apart from his first attempts at fiction, Suvorin also tried his hand at journalism.
Thanks to the good offices of a lecturer at the Voronezh Cadet Corps, Mikhail De-Pule,
Suvorin began contributing to the Moscow magazine Russkaia rech’ with regular reports
entitled ‘Bibliograficheskie zametki’ and ‘Provintsial’naia khronika’, the latter including
some notes on women’s education: Suvorin argued in favour of women’s ‘gymnasia’ in
provincial towns*’. The publisher of the magazine Russkaia rech’ was Countess Elizaveta
Salias de-Turnemir, an emancipated woman (she was dubbed the Russian George Sand),
separated from her husband; she was an active participant in the debate on ‘the woman
question’46 and was besides a close friend of ‘the infernal nihilist” Apollinaria Suslova.’
The countess soon invited Suvorin to Moscow to take up the post of magazine secretary
and literary critic. The offer was tempting, but Suvorin had to choose between his well-

established life in Voronezh and starting again from scratch in Moscow. Suvorin was

* Russkaia rech’, 5, 31 (1861).

46 See, for example, ‘Zhizn" George Sand’ (1856); ‘Miss Bronte, ee zhizn’ i sochineniia’ (1858);
‘Zhenshchina i liubov’ po poniatiiam Michelet’; ‘Po povodu romana V. Krestovskogo “V ozhidanii chuda
(1861), all in Russkaia rech’ etc. On E. Tur see: J. Gheith, Finding the Middle Ground: Krestovskii, Tur,
and the Power of Ambivalence in Nineteenth-Century Russian Women’s Prose (Northwestern University
Press, Illinois, 2004), pp. 29-51, 83-102, 129-154.

" See on her: L. Saraskina, Vozliublennaia Dostoevskogo. Apollinariia Suslova: Biografiia v dokumentakh,
pis'makh, materialakh (M., 1994).
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hesitant, so the countess prompted him: “Why don’t you take advice from your wife. It is
important particularly in material matters, because lack of money will fall on her in the
first instance.”*® Again, it was Aniuta who dispelled her husband’s doubts: ‘My wife, who
was notable for her strong character, insisted on moving to Moscow; so I moved there at
the end of June 1861."*

Moving from Voronezh to Moscow was an important step in Suvorin’s ascent
from Korshevo peasantry to the world of the metropolitan literati. Suvorin’s doubts were
perhaps not only material and pecuniary: apart from his familiar way of life, he had to
leave behind his provincial mentality and to adopt new codes of conduct, all in the effort
to compete with renowned journalists who were, after all, broadly educated people with a
high social status. It seems that Suvorin was still suffering from an inferiority complex as

a provincial, and one of his Pis'ma iz provintsii inadvertently gives away his anxiety:

1.7  “IIpoBuHIUsS — ykacHas Bemlb!” — ckazain emie benuuckuii. OHa IEHCTBUTEIILHO YXKacHas BEIb B
TOM OTHOILCHHH, YTO <...> YaCTO U3 HOPSIOYHOTO YEIOBEKa CIENaeT MO0 TPSIMKY, HUKy/a HE TOIHYIO,

R105(00) FI/I6Ky}O J103Yy. TI'ubkocTs — OJITHO U3 IJIaBHEHIIINX CBOMCTB MPOBUHIWU U €CTCCTBCHHO BLITCKACT U3

HEYCTAHOBHBIIMXCS YOCKICHHIT, U3 6ECXapaKTepHOCTH.

However, later in Suvorin’s life, as we shall see presently, this very flexibility,
applied in matters of ideology and expressing itself in his writings, was to assume a
central importance and to issue in great material success.

In Moscow, Suvorin found himself in the thick of literary life, acquiring many
useful and interesting contacts. He also tried to get rid of his provincial complexes: ‘I
recollect Suvorin, Aleksei Sergeevich, as a young man; he was shy but talkative.”'
Countess Salias de Turnemir impressed Suvorin as an outstanding personality: ‘I am
living at the countess’s in Sokol'niki. This woman simply delights me. <...> She talks a

lot and she talks well, and if she gets inspired she changes completely and talks with

48 RGALL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 3763. Pis'ma E. V. Salias-Turnemir, de k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 27.
* A. Suvorin, ‘Ot avtora’, in Vsiakie: Ocherki sovremennoi zhizni: 2™ ed. (SPb, 1909), p. X.
0 Russkaia rech’, 18 (1861), p. 288.

STA. Pleshcheev, Chto vspomnilos', in 3 vol. (SPb, 1914), vol. 3: Aktery i pisateli, p. 5.
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incredible passion.””” Yet, in half a year Russkaia rech’ went downhill for lack of

subscribers and in January 1862 it was closed. Suvorin was panic-stricken:

1.8 41, kak 4eraoBeK BOBCE HE MPUBBIKIITUI K CAaMOJIEATEIILHOCTH, KaK YeJI0BEK, KOTOPBIH MPEXk e BCETO
JOOUT, 9TOOBI €ro MOCTABHIIN Ha HOTH, TIOJIIIEPJIN TIOMOPKAMH CO BCEX CTOPOH U CKa3alii: «HY, BOT,
TENeph CTOH XkKe Tak!», 51, KaK TaKOW CJIa0bIi M HEPEIIUTEIILHBINA YEJIOBEK, HAYMHAO MPUXOUTH B HEMAIOE

OTHassHUEC, IOTOMY YTO MOCJIC 3aKPLITUA ra3€Thl HE 3HAIO, KyJla MHC A€BATLCA U YTO MHE [[eﬂaTL.53

Hard times fell upon the Suvorins. Leo Tolstoy, who wished to help Suvorin out,
recommended him for a teacher’s position in Tula, but Suvorin refused: “To be frank with
you, I wouldn’t really like to relocate to Tula, because I am not at all a pedagogue. I have

worked as a teacher for five years and have never felt any avocation for this...”>*

To keep
his head above water, Suvorin resorted to hack work — his wife gave him a hand making
fair copies and selflessly assumed the weight of domestic cares: ‘From Davydkovo
[Moscow suburb] Aniuta, at that time pregnant with Lelia [Aleksei, their third child],
would walk to Moscow to pawn our silver, of which we had very little, and on her way
there, she would take off her shoes so as not to wear them out.”>> Suvorin was clearly

moping:

1.9  He pa3 B mocienaee BpeMs NpUXOAUIIO MHE HA YM COKaJIGHHE O IIOKUHYTOM Boponexe, o

TaMOIITHEH XKU3HH 1 JCATCIBHOCTH. <...> .HI/ITepaTypHHﬁ TpyA MHE€ CWJIBHO HAJA0CJ] B OCJICAHEC BpEMI.

He unaue kak ¢ OTBpPALICHUECM A IIPUHUMAJICA 3a Hel"O....S6

His wife never got tired minding the family: ‘At that time, Aniuta was attending
midwifery courses and managed both courses and our children well; she had to hire a
cook but that was all. She herself tidied up rooms and washed floors. Once Bogdanov
[Suvorin’s acquaintance] caught her doing this and she laughed as she told me how

embarrassed she became.””’ At the time, midwifery courses were the only educational

> A. Suvorin, Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule, publikatsiia M. Semanovoi, in Ezhegodnik rukopisnogo otdela
Pushkinskogo Doma na 1979 god (L., 1981), p. 164-165. Letter of 25.12.1861.

> A. Suvorin, Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule, p. 164-165.

>* OR Gosudarstvennogo muzeia L. Tolstogo. T.s. 189. 46. Letter of October 1862. On relations of Suvorin
and Tosltoy see: E. Dinershtein, A. S. Suvorin: Chelovek, sdelavshii kar'eru (M., 1998), p. 194-206.

> Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 211. Entry of 23.03.1896.

BA. Suvorin, Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule, p. 165.

37 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 213-214. Entry of 23.03.1896.
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provision for women which allowed professional training and Aniuta immediately seized

the opportunity. However, Suvorin was ready to turn back:

1.10 3mnaere, s TOTOB TIepeexath B BopoHex, eli-bory, rotoB! <...> Hamumute MHE, BO3BMYT JI MEHS B
[xkapeTckuii] KopITyC, €ciu 51 BECHOIO Tepeeny B Boponex. <...> MockBa HUYeM HE MPUBSI3BIBAET MEHS, Ha

IletepOypr 5 U [IAAETh HE X0Uy."

But fate — presumably not without some help from Aniuta — had made entirely
different arrangements. Thanks to his wide circle of friends and his reputation as a
promising journalist, Suvorin simultaneously received invitations from two Petersburg
newspaper editors — from Andrei Kraevskii (Golos) and from Valentin Korsh (Sankt-
Peterburgskie vedomosti). Once again, confronted with a difficult choice, Suvorin
‘vacillated between Korsh and Kraevskii and finally, in December 1862, moved to
Petersburg and started working for Korsh’> where he was offered better financial terms.
Since Kraevskii and Korsh were competitors, Suvorin had some problems. In a dispute
with Golos, he distorted the reasons for his refusal to work for Kraevskii, arguing that
Golos (Kraevskii’s newspaper) was subsidised by the government and was therefore
politically biased, and that this was precisely the reason why he had chosen Sankz-
Peterburgskie vedomosti instead of Golos. Kraevskii, under assault, did not hesitate to
publish Suvorin’s private letter to him, which revealed the actual financial reasons for
Suvorin’s refusal to work for him: ‘It was awful. I was completely at a loss.”® Suvorin
was compromised, and his wife tried to vindicate her husband: ‘Aniuta went to the
editors of Golos and demanded that they show her my original letter to them. And they

showed it to her.”®

Aniuta was presumably embarrassed. The conflict was not patched
up, and Suvorin was very upset about his blunder: ‘I was totally shattered.”®* However,
this episode does vividly demonstrate the stamina of Suvorin’s wife: the 22-year-old
provincial was brave enough to stand up for her husband and recklessly set off to sort

matters out with hard-boiled metropolitan publishers.

> A. Suvorin, Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule, p. 171.

> Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 210. Entry of 23.03.1896.
% Ibid.

%! Thid.

5 Ibid.

46



The editor of Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti put a heavy load on his new
employee: ‘In the newspaper, I was an editorial secretary, I read proofs together with
Korsh, I proof-read ads, I wrote notes, I started a column “Khronika”, I wrote feuilletons
and theatre reviews, I visited censors with banned articles etc.’® The work day was
tightly scheduled, and to do everything in time, Suvorin asked his wife to give him a
hand: ‘I set off for the office at 10 in the morning and came back at 5 in the evening and
had dinner; then at 8 in the evening they would bring ads, and I edited them, often
together with Aniuta, and then at 10 I set off for the office again, where I worked till 2 or
3 in the morning, and sometimes even longer.”®

As usual, Suvorin complained about his life: ‘I am busy all day long, but with
work that seems to be pointless and unavailing. <...> Too bad, Mikhail Federovich, too
bad.”® Yet he was now aware that there was no turning back: ‘Still, I would not return to
the provinces — no desire whatsoever. There is a chasm between me as a provincial and
me as a Petersburg person’.’® Life changes also affected Suvorin’s wife, which her
friends noticed immediately: ‘Now that Anna Ivanovna has become a Petersburgian
egotist <...> she will not remember her old friends.. o

Anna Ivanovna, who passed the survival test in both Russian capitals side by side
with her husband, was indeed an extraordinary woman. From a merchant’s family, she
was trying to break away from provincial society. This opportunity came with her
marriage to a young journalist who was very much up-and-coming.”® Suvorin’s fast-
moving career — it took him 3 years to progress from provincial teacher to major
metropolitan newspaper contributor — should be credited in part to his wife. We may
speculate that she was motivated not only by conjugal devotion, but also by a strong
desire for self-fulfilment — in the middle of the 19" century, as the women’s liberation

movement grew in strength, this was a fairly typical pattern. There is every reason to

%3 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 210. Entry of 23.03.1896.

% A. Suvorin, Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule, p. 210-211.

% Ibid., p. 178, 180.

% Ibid., p. 177.

67 RGALL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 2533. Pis'ma E. V. Markovoi k A. S. Suvorinu. L 4. Letter of 23.05.1867.
% An appropriate question: did Aniuta marry Suvorin out of rational calculation rather than love? On
women’s moral preference in similar situations see, for example: Kotliarevskii, N. ‘Ocherki iz istorii
obshchestvennogo nastroeniia 60-kh gg.: Zhenskii vopros v pervoi ego postanovke’, in Vestnik Evropy,
2 (1914), p. 251.
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believe that her initiation into liberal ideas took place with her husband’s knowledge and
consent. When still in Bobrov, he had access to the vast library of Vasilii Tulinov and
could read banned books by Aleksandr Herzen; in Voronezh, he collaborated with liberal
metropolitan journals and feverishly tried to catch up with his education. Apparently,
Aniuta turned out to be an extremely shrewd reader and an equally capable student.
Recollecting those times, Suvorin writes ‘we’, apparently having his wife in mind as
well: it is not simply Suvorin alone that studied and worked, but rather the pair of them as

a team:

1.11 PaGoras B «Cankr-IlerepOyprckux HOBOCTSIX» U B «BecTHuke EBporibl», Helb3st ObUIO HCATH
BCSIKMH B3710p, HENB3s ObLIO HE 3HATH TOTO, O YeM ITHIICHIb, HEIb3s ObUI0 OOHAPYKUTH HEBEXKECTBA IO
JaCTH UCTOPHUECKUX, HICTOPUKO-TUTEPATYPHBIX I TOMY MOJOOHBIX (PAKTOB. A 3TO 3aCTABISIIO YIUTHCA U
YUTaTh, YUTATh, YUTATH, LETYIO IPOIACTh KHUT YUTATh U U3Y4aTh A3bIKH: (PPAHITy3CKUN, HEMELKUI U

aHrIMicKuit. Mbl yauiuch 1 pabotani. Ouens TpyaHo 6b010.%

While Suvorin presumably read some of the feminist literature, in his personal life
he had started a traditional patriarchal family — assuming the role of a breadwinner with
his wife having a child every other year (‘I am rather too prolific’’’). But as for Aniuta,
now a midwife, she could leave the family circle and be of use to society while making
some money for the household. Straight away the newly acquired skills proved very
handy: ‘Volodia [their third son] was born without difficulty. It was at night, around 10
or 11. I went to the maternity hospital to fetch a midwife, and it was far away. When I got

back, Aniuta had already given birth; her course mate Kolomiitseva assisted her.’”!

§3
Suvorin’s work for Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti was fairly productive: between 1863
and 1874 he published over 400 feuilletons and numerous sketches. His contemporaries
assessed his work according to the party to which they belonged. Suvorin’s closest
colleague, Boris Glinskii, wrote about his triumph as a feuilleton-writer and clearly

indicated his audience:

% RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 62. L. 4.
A, Suvorin, Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule, p. 139. Letter of 9.08.1861.
"' Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 207. Entry of 23.03.1896.
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1.12 [Hesznakowmery] ...CyMes MEPEMECTHUTH IEHTP TSHKECTH W3 HEYKIIIOKHUX TOTHALTHHUX IIEPEIOBHII B
00J1aCTh JXUBOTO, OCTPOYMHOT'O (DeNbeTOHa, IlIe, KaK B KaJlelTocKoIe, mepes] 0ObIBaTEISIMH 3aTIeCTPEITH
CTpPaHUIIBI OTEYECTBEHHOH XXU3HU, UMEHA, (DAKThI, IeYasbHasl ICHCTBUTEIBHOCTD, IIOJIUTHKA,
oObIBaTENbIINHA, TJC Pa3alics BECEIbIH cMeX, Oynsaiuii, OoxpsIumii, 30ByIINil OT MpaKa K CBETY,
JIpa3HSLIMIA TepPCIICKTUBAMHU JIYUIIEro OyayIIero 1 OTMETAIOIINI BCe, YTO MPUIILIO B BETXOCTh U

HGFOL[HOCTLn.
In contrast, Petr Boborykin, holding Suvorin in low regard, was harshly critical:

1.13 Kopm B cBoux KoppekTHBIX «C.-IleTepOyprckux Be1OMOCTSIX» 3aBell ce0e TaKKe BOCKPECHOTO
3a0aBHUKA, KOTOPBII TOrJa MOT CKa3aTh o ce0sl, Kak 3aropelkuii, 4T0 OH OBII «y)KAaCHBIH JINOepa».
<...> Bce, KTO %aHO YTl BTUXOMOJIKY «KOJIOKOI», — NOBOJIHCTBOBAINCH BbSIBb U TEM, YTO yaBajoOCh

o 3
denperonncty «IleTepGypreKix BeIOMOCTElH» Pa3sMEHHBATH HA XOAUYIO, HOALCH3YPHYIO MOHETY.

These extreme accounts meet where they confirm Suvorin’s outward lightness in
the treatment of serious subjects formerly (and formally) more appropriate to leading
articles. This was beneficial for Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti, which experimented with
different genres in search of a wider reading public, though Suvorin’s Sunday feuilleton,
which admittedly enhanced the newspaper’s popularity, was following the old tradition of
Osip Senkovskii (Baron Brambeus) with his cynical principle: ‘Write cheerfully, offer the
public only what its stomach will digest. The public gets constipation from ideas,
particularly liberal ones.””* As early as the mid 1850s, Suvorin was an avid reader of
Senkovskii’s feuilletons, grudging no sum for his subscription to the magazine Syn
Otechestva” to which Senkovskii contributed as a columnist. Presumably he studied and

learned from Senkovskii’s writing technique, which was pinpointed by critics:

72 Op. cit.: B. Glinskii, ‘Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin’, p. 22.

Bp, Boborykin, Vospominaniia, in 2 vol. (M., 1965), vol. 1, p. 284. Zagoretskii is a character from
comedy by Griboedov Gore ot uma.

74 Op. cit.: V. Botsianovskii, ‘O. I. Senkovskii’, in: Entsiklopedicheskii slovar', izd. F. Brokgauza i

I. Efrona (SPb, 1900), vol. 58, p. 532. Initially feuilleton, conceived as a ‘light’ talk with readers about
current events and important issues, appeared in the newspaper of Faddei Bulgarin Severnaia pchela in
1825. However, Bulgarin’s hideous reputation and posthumous oblivion must be the reason why not only
Suvorin’s contemporaries, but also modern research, avoid drawing parallels between Suvorin and
Bulgarin. Incidentally, Bulgarin steered his newspaper towards commercial success, and his target audience
was ‘the middle estate’, in other words, readers from petty official and petty bourgeois circles. On Bulgarin
see: A. Reitblat, ‘Predislovie’, in Vidok Figliarkin: Pis'ma i agenturnye zapiski F. V. Bulgarina v 111
otdelenie (M., 1998). This subject deserves separate and serious examination.

™ Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 99. Entry of 8.02.1893. The catalogue of Suvorin’s library in
his later life included complete works by Senkovskii as well as the recollections of his wife: Sobranie
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1.14 B cBOWX KpUTHYECKHUX CTaThsIX OH OajJarypur, HEPEAKO MOBOJLHO IOILIO, HU30IIPSET CBOE
OCTPOYMHE HE TOJILKO HaJl aBTOPAMH KHUT, HO U HaJl YATATEIISIMH, TIPUTOM B TaKOW JOpMe, YTO YUTATEIH
BCErJla HEJJOYMEBACT, I'/Ic KOHYACTCS IIyTKA U KaK JICHCTBUTEIBHO CMOTPHT Ha TOT WJIM HHOM BOIPOC caM

6apon Bpambeyc’®.

Without doubt, Suvorin inherited the feuilleton manner of Baron Brambeus and
used it generously in his later journalism. Posing as a scoffer and even as a ‘vulgarizer’,
Suvorin succeeded in creating an ambiguous effect, so that it was impossible to work out
exactly what was being ridiculed by the author: a progressive idea itself or its
vulgarization.”” For Suvorin, this device proved convenient in disguising of the fuzziness
and instability of his ideological stance; switching registers and changing his masks, he
could also maintain the interest of the most diverse reading audience.

The first major contribution by Suvorin to Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti that
caught readers’ attention was his feuilleton-novel Vsiakie: Ocherki sovremennoi zhizni,
which ran from July 1865 to the end of the year. The author confided to his close friend
that this work was improvised: ‘I wrote and I am still writing this piece in a strange way:
having finished the first chapter, I did not know what would follow, and I still do not
know now what the continuation will be or how I am going to finish it.””® Indeed, Suvorin
failed to bring the novel to a conclusion: according to the editor, it was becoming
‘unprintable’ and its publication was terminated at chapter sixteen.

The main idea of the author was: ‘...to erase some dark paint put on the so-called
nihilists by such scoundrels as Leskov (Stebnitskii), who is a first-class thief and a

regular beast, and whom I studied in detail in Moscow, at Salias’s.”” In other words,

sochinenii. Senkovskogo (Barona Brambeusa), in 4 vol. (SPb, 1858); Senkovskii (Baron Brambeus):
Biograficheskie zapiski ego zheny (SPb, 1858), in: Katalog russkikh knig biblioteki A. S. Suvorina (SPb,
1913).

oy, Botsianovskii, ‘O. I. Senkovskii’, p. 532.

7 Cf. an appropriate remark by Lidiia Ginzburg: ‘Great ideological movements have not only their
vulgarizers but also their parasitical following, which transforms their ideas into a fad or game’

(L. Ginzburg, ‘The “Human Document” and the Construction of Personality’, in On Psychological Prose
(Princeton University Press, 1991), p. 43. Translated by J. Rosengrant.

'S A. Suvorin, Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule, p. 181. Letter of 21.09.1865.

7 Ibid. During the first few years in Moscow, provincials Suvorin and Leskov stuck together, both being
challenged by the problem of self-assertion in the metropolitan educated milieu: ‘At that time [1861] I was
awfully shy and modest and I listened to Leskov as if he was an oracle’ (Op cit.: B. Glinskii, ‘Aleksei
Sergeevich Suvorin’, p. 29). Throughout their later lives, relations between the two men of letters were
difficult. See: O. Maiorova, ‘K istorii pozhiznennogo dialoga: 1z perepiski N. S. Leskova s
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Suvorin’s novel was supposed to counteract a series of anti-nihilistic novels like
Vzbalamuchennoe more (1863) by Alekseii Pisemskii, Nekuda (1864) by Nikolai Leskov,
Marevo (1864) by Viktor Kliushnikov, Sovremennaia idillia (1865) by Vasilii Avenarius
and others. Suvorin’s satirical pen was primarily targeted on Leskov’s novel Nekuda,
which was scorned both by radical and liberal critics, who labelled the author as an anti-
nihilist and a retrograde. Suvorin’s overall verdict on the novel was extremely stern: ‘Mr
Stebnitskii wrote a caricature of events and characters in our life. He wrote it because he
was unable to understand either life or characters due to his backwardness.”*

Having set his mind on publishing his own novel as a book, Suvorin ended this
work by adding some fifteen chapters and restoring the censor’s cuts. The printing —
1500 copies — was complete by the end of March 1866; but the book never saw the light
of day. On the 4" of April, the very day when the novel was sent to the Censorship
Committee, the revolutionary terrorist Dmitrii Karakozov made an attempt upon the life

of the Emperor Aleksandr II. Duly alarmed, Suvorin rushed out a loyal letter to the Head

of the Interior, Petr Valuev, asking him to withdraw the novel from circulation:

1.15 Bce cociioBus CIMITNCH B OJHOM YYBCTBE MPENAHHOCTH K TOCYAapIO U paJoCTH ero cracenuto. Ho
[IPU 3TOM 0OHAPYKHUIIOCh U HEKOTOPOE pa3benHEHUE, BEChMa ECTECTBEHHOE B TAKHE HAMPSHKECHHBIC
MUHYTBI: HIKAKOMY COCJIOBHIO, HUKAKOMY KPYXKKY HE XOTEJIOCh, YTOOBI 3110/1€i MPUHAUIEKAN K UX Cpee,
U BCE CTAJl YKa3bIBaTh APYT HA JAPYyra; MHOTUEC TOBOPUIIH, YTO 3JI0JICH MOMEIIHMK WIH MOJKYILICH
noMeniukaMu. [Ipu 3THX TONKax, KOTOPBIE OBLIH CIBIIIHBI yKE BEUYEpOM 4 arpeisi, MHE MOKa3aIoCh
COBEPIIICHHO HECBOCBPEMEHHBIM BBIITYCKATh MO0 KHHTY, B KOTOPOW OBLIH PE3KHEe OCYXKICHHUS TTOMEIIUKOB

HU3BECTHOU napTuu. <...> S nucan OTY KHUKKY C LCJIAMU COBECPIICHHO 6J'IE[1"0HaMepeHHI:IMI/I.81

The letter was left without reply, the book was confiscated and the author found
himself in the dock, becoming the hero of the first ever ‘book trial’ in Russia.®> After a

scrutinising analysis of the text, the Petersburg District Court passed a severe sentence:

A. S. Suvorinym, in NLO, 4 (1993), pp. 78—-101. See also: E. Dinershtein, A. S. Suvorin: Chelovek,
sdelavshii kar'eru, pp. 218-230.

% Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti, 11.09.1864. In his later life, Suvorin would several times reprint Nekuda
in his publishing house, not to mention the first complete life-time collection of Leskov’s works.

8" A. Suvorin, Vsiakie: Ocherki sovremennoi zhizni, p. XVI-XVIL. Further reference to this book is given at
the end of each quote in brackets; ‘A’ stands for Appendix.

%2 See also: P. Reifman, ‘Zapreshchennaia kniga A. S. Suvorina (Iz istorii literaturno-obshchestvennoi
bor'by 1860-kh godov)’, in: Uchenye zapiski Tartuskogo universiteta, No. 251: Trudy po russkoi i
slavianskoi filologii, vol. XV: Literaturovedenie (Tartu, 1970), p. 350-356; E. Dinershtein, A. S. Suvorin:
Chelovek, sdelavshii kar'eru, p. 23-28.

51



Suvorin was condemned to two months in jail; the book was condemned and destroyed.
The degree of severity can be attributed to the tense public atmosphere following
Karakozov’s crime, and indeed Suvorin’s case turned into something of a show trial.
Together with his barrister Konstantin Arsen’ev, Suvorin lodged an appeal, which
was upheld and the sentence was shortened to three weeks in a guard-room. The
strictness of the sentence was mitigated thanks to the ambiguous narrative strategies of

the author, which had caught the eye of a censor:

1.16 ABTOp paccMaTpuBaEeMOTO MPOU3BEACHHS ObLT BEChbMa YBEPTIMB B CTIIOCO0E BBIPAXKESHISI, CTAPAJICS
MPOBONTH CBOW MBICJIH IIPEUMYIIECTBEHHO IOCPEICTBOM HAMEKOB U HEJIOMOJIBOK, OCTaBUII B CBOE
OTIpaBJIaHUE Pa3HbIE OTOBOPKHU M KaK ObI OJlarOHAMEPEHHBIE PACCYKACHHSI C TIENbI0 N30eKaTh OOBUHEHUS B

MIPSMOM OJ00PEHUU COTIPOTHUBIICHUS PAaBUTENBCTBY. (A: 75)

Highlighting the author’s reservations and hints mentioned by the censor, the
barrister Arsen’ev quoted Suvorin to prove his good faith without doubt; arguing, for
example, that the female protagonist Liudmila Ivanovna ‘is portrayed by the author as a
person existing in our life and times but not deserving any sympathy at all; <...> in many
cases the author had actually denounced those extremes that certain women go to’ (A:
30-31). In turn the Censorship Committee’s accusations, supported by the District Court,
were based, partially, on the notion that Suvorin had glorified ‘the ideas about morals and
sexual relations in vogue in the circle of “the so-called nihilists™ (A: 73, italics in both
cases are mine — O. M.).

This ambiguity allowed Suvorin to stay ‘between genres’. My reading of the book
suggests that having initially conceived the idea of exonerating nihilists from severe
criticism by conservative men of letters, Suvorin, as he developed his story, arrived at a
parody of the anti-nihilistic novel; that is, he did exactly what he blamed Leskov for.
However, while the anti-nihilistic novel proper is quite consistent in unmasking the
ideological insolvency of the ‘new people,’83 Suvorin’s novel seems to play a double
game. For example, Suvorin combines an apologetical defence of Samarskii

(Chernyshevsky):

% See, for example, V. Terekhin, ‘Protiv techenii’: Utaennye russkie pisateli (Tipologiia
antinigilisticheskogo romana) (M., 2002), pp. 61-81.
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1.17 Tpyxano ObLIO HANTH YeoBeka OoJiee YeCTHOTO, OoJiee TOTOBOTO Ha BCsKoe moOpoe aeno, 6oee
MPEAaHHOTO TeM YOeKICHHSIM, KOTOPbIE OH CTapalics IPOBOIUTH B CBOCH JIUTEPATYPHOU JEATEIBHOCTH U

KOTOPBIX Aeprkaics B xku3HU. (113)

with a caricature of the nihilist Il'menev (the main character), who appears in the first
pages as a sloppily dressed person with a black beard and long hair. Ex-student of a
theological seminary, and subsequently student at the Medical Academy (he had arrived
in Petersburg on foot and with empty pockets), II'menev keeps going by giving private
lessons. In Moscow, he lives with a fake passport, strewing revolutionary leaflets
throughout the city, and is concerned with getting money for revolutionary purposes.
However, II'menev fails to apply his ‘moral strength’ in Russia and at the end of the
novel he departs to America, to start a new life as a wood-cutter.

In Vsiakie, Suvorin tries to keep the constellation of characters traditional to the
nihilistic novel. Il'menev’s antagonist is prince Shchebynin, who had experimented with
nihilism, been disappointed by it and plunged into ‘a slough of cruelty, cold debauchery,
and emptiness’ (65). This useless aristocrat is also opposed to a promising young
nobleman Vasilii Privalov, who shows a great desire to go to the University (his mentor
was II'menev). The set is made complete with an invisible character, Koval'skii, who
flees Petersburg with the wife of prince Shchebynin, apparently to take part in the Polish
uprising.

The novel depicts not only male, but also some female nihilists, which makes it
possible to discern Suvorin’s attitude to the ‘new women’. The set of female characters
includes Liudmila Ivanovna and Masha Kuznetsova. The first is an emancipated woman
of liberal cast, while the second is a radical. Masha is a back-stage character, though the
plot is focused on her. Starting with a medical course at a University, she then secretly
marries prince Shchebynin, has a child by him, then drifts together with Koval'skii and
elopes with him to Berlin, where he abandons her so that she has to ‘sell herself.’%*
Finally, Masha, just like II'menev, finds a better place over the ocean, joining the
American army as a nurse. Masha is opposed to her namesake — the aristocratic young

and pretty Mary Privalova. However, she is a promising type: on the sly she reads the

8 This plot mimics the life story of Liudmila Shelgunova and Aleksandr Serno-Solov'evich; See:
T. Bogdanovich, Liubov' liudei shestidesiatykh godov, p. 35-50.
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books ‘which aristocratic girls are not supposed to read’. Just like her brother, Mary is
coached by II'menev. She herself is ready to fall in love with her mentor, but he, with
very bad timing, departs for America. To flesh out the picture, Suvorin introduces two
incidental characters: the brunette Porokhova, who boils down a crow to study its
skeleton, and the blonde Ol’ga Alekseevna, who is restless in her efforts to get her
husband out of prison.

Though Suvorin claims that when writing his novel he ‘did not care too much
about his characters’ features’ (V), Liudmila Ivanovna shows clear signs of careful
elaboration. However, unlike Suvorin’s loose peasant women who seem quite true to life,
the urban émancipée seems less authentic, and appears rather to be an idealized
compilation of all possible types of the ‘new woman’. It is very clear that Suvorin
acquired relevant material from literature on ‘the woman question’ (not to mention
Chernyshevsky’s novel Chto delat'?), as he displays sound reading in the area.

Liudmila’s business-like character and efficiency is stretched beyond reasonable
limits: half-English on her mother’s side (and a follower of English emancipation ideas),
Liudmila translates novels and gives private lessons, painting portraits in between times
and also manages to work part-time in a printing house. But her main efforts are devoted
to ‘improving the lives of needy girls and women.” She works in a girls’ school, helps to
start a sewing workshop, and even suggests opening general stores. She also hatches
plans for a ‘women’s-only savings bank’, and for a printing shop and yet again for
lodgings reserved for women and girls. In the none too distant future she envisages
publishing a magazine on woman’s matters. Being loaded excessively with all these
feminist cares and concerns, Liudmila hardly helps drive the narrative forward. Unlike
the authors of anti-nihilistic novels, Suvorin removes the dark paint when he presents a
liberated woman, but he cannot present his character in action: Liudmila only moves
from one place to another to engage in ideological disputes with other characters.

Liudmila’s morals are impeccable. Thus, she rejects the idea of a commune a la
Sleptsov because it attracts people ‘who combine lofty words with low instincts’ (168).
Since in her view woman’s business should be minded by women only, she brushes aside
even nihilists, particularly those who ‘wouldn’t mind using the freedom between men and

women to enjoy a piece of cheesecake’ (170). Equally excluded are ‘silly’ female
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nihilists, ‘whose nihilism is nothing but a constant stream of lovers’ (54). However,
Suvorin endows Liudmila with the capacity for strong feelings. In full compliance with
her lofty pre-election and bearing a strong resemblance to Turgenev’s Elena Stakhova,

she talks about Samarskii:

1.18 I[pyl"Ol"O YCJIOBCKA s HC 3HAlO, KOTOpLIfI ocTaBajics Obl TaK BCPCH CBOUM y6e)K,ZL€HI/I${M BC3/1€C U
Bcerga. <...> Bu CIipallliBaJii 1aBeya, JIF0OMIIA JIU ST KOI'O — BOT KOTO SI n}o6nna, J0 CTpacTu nrooua!

Ecnm 6 oH MHE cltoBo ckasaur, s ObI Bce oTaana emy (87).

However, there is no love-match for Liudmila among the ‘new people’: the
radical II'menev is in love with the radical Masha Kuznetsova. Still, towards the end of
his novel Suvorin hastens to seal her fate — and quite comfortably. Liudmila attracts the
agreable young aristocrat Vasilii Privalov. Perhaps it was in exactly this kind of union —
of a moderate émancipée and a progressive aristocrat — that Suvorin envisaged some
potential for social reform. Having paired off all the deserving characters and paying no

heed to the rest, Suvorin addresses the censor in his penultimate chapter:

1.19 1oOpblii unTaTenb U Thl, TOYTESHHBIN IIEH30D, 110 00A3aHHOCTH MPOOETAIOIINA 3TH CTPAHUIIBI, — BBI
y mnpucraHu. Yepe3 HECKOJIBKO MHUHYT, CO CIHOKOHHOH COBECTBIO, BBl CMOXETC CKa3aTh: KHIKKA
OnmaronamepeHHas. <...> Bce 00CTOMT OJAaromoixy4Ho, MOXEIIb CKa3aTh Thl M IIYCTHTh MO IIOBECTb

TYJISITh TI0 CBETY WJIM JISKATh MO/ CJI0EM IIbLIU Ha MOJIKaX KHUXKHBIX JIaBOK (208).

However, Suvorin’s hopes of censorial good will proved unjustified, and his book
was not permitted either to appear or to gather dust on the censor’s bookshelves — on the
17" of June 1867, the Chief Department for Press informed the public prosecutor that the
book Vsiakie: Ocherki sovremennoi zhizni had been destroyed by order of the Petersburg
Crown Office. However, Suvorin’s bitter experience turned out to be a blessing in
disguise: his rating as a progressive soared and Nikolai Nekrasov commemorated the
destroyed novel in the poem Propala kniga!

Thus, Suvorin’s feuilleton-novel, which was conceived as an attempt to exonerate
nihilists demonised by retrograde authors, was converted after Karakozov’s shooting into
an anti-nihilistic novel by the author himself in his letter to the Head of the Interior.
Though Suvorin did point out that his novel offered a rather mild treatment of the subject

when compared to Leskov and Co: ‘I deemed it expedient to present a person who is
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honest and is sincerely devoted to his convictions, and to use his case to show all the
futility and inapplicability of ideas which are so dear to him’.* However, by force of
historical circumstances, the judicial authorities nevertheless qualified the novel as a
species of ‘anarchic propaganda’; and so the novel was considered to be extremely
nihilistic. Suvorin’s barrister had partially succeeded in proving the authorities wrong by
highlighting some anti-nihilistic aspects of the novel, but this saved neither the book, nor
the author. After three weeks in custody, Suvorin made a confession: ‘Despite my term in
prison being short, I nevertheless learnt how tough it is to be deprived of freedom’

(XXIII). But his true attitude to nihilists Suvorin finally revealed in a private letter:

1.20 Orot Heroas Kapako30B HCIIOPTHI HAM BCEM XKH3Hb. J[0 3TOT0 KHIIOCH JTydllie, IOKOWHEE,
Bepwiioch B Oynymiee. Termepb Bepa He OCTaBHIIA €IIE HAC, BCEX HAC, JKEJAOMIMX OoJiee MM MeHee OJara
poIuHe, Bepa HE OCTaBWIIA HAC IOTOMY, YTO ToOpee U Jydile Iaps HaM, KOHEYHO, HEe TOXKAAThC. <...>
Hurunucts! Bcera ObLIM MHE HE 110 HYTPY, HO TETIEPb OHU CTAJIH MPOTHBHEH BCSIKOW TOPBKOM PEAbKH, U

6eccoz[ep>1<aTenLHocn, 1X BbIpasujiacb HEOOBIKHOBEHHO }ICHO.86

Five years later Suvorin would refuse to recognize Nihilism as a social
phenomenon and would be annoyed to find his name mentioned together with the ardent

revolutionary Nikolai Shelgunov:

1.21 VY nHac, cOOCTBEHHO TOBOPS, HUKAKUX HUTHWIMCTOB HE OBbLIO, @ OBLIM TCOPHH, YTO OBIBAJIO BCETIA, TO
€CTh, YTO MOJIOJIOC MOKOJICHHUE IIUIO JTANBIIE OTIOB U MPEABSABIIIO K XKU3HH 0OnbIIue TpeOoBaHus. <...> S
CaMbIil CKPOMHBII U OJarOHAMEPEHHBIH YEIIOBEK, B IOJUTUYCCKUX «MHTPUraX» HAKOTA HE Y4acTBOBAJI,
MIpOKJIaMallMii He TOJIbKO HE MHUCcall, HO HE YUTAI0 UX JIaXKe TOTJ1a, KOTJa OHU MOSBISIOTCA B «MOCKOBCKHUX

BCIAOMOCTAX», <KU3MCHBI» HHUKaKOH HE 3aTCBaJI, HUTHJINCTOM HEC OBLI U HE 6y,£[y 87

Still later, Suvorin would turn his back on the epoch-making novel Chto delat'?
by Chernyshevsky, a novel which, along with other nihilistic works, had supplied him
with a fair amount of material for his own creation Vsiakie: ‘I have not read this novel to

the end, just fragments. <...> I thought the novel was boring and affected.”™®

% See: Shestidesiatye gody (M.; L., 1940), p. 406: A letter by Suvorin to the Head of the Interior.
% A. Suvorin, Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule, p. 182. Letter of 13.05.1866.

87 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 11.01.1870.

8 Novoe vremia. 11.03.1879.
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Suvorin clearly did not expect such a powerful political reaction to his own
writings and he must have experienced a crisis of some kind. We may assume that this
crisis involved a crisis of political vision, whatever ambivalence underlay that vision in
the first place. Last but not least, apart from political confusion, he had to support his

growing family in a metropolis:

1.22 3HAro, 4TO0 A HYCTOﬁ — Y MCHS HUYCTO HC OCTAJIOCh, MHC OCBCIKUTBHCA HAZ0, U A KAKIY
OCBCIKCHHS, HO HC 3HAIO, KOI'/Ia 1 OCBCIKYChb. Korzxa s nmucall <<A.]'ICHKy>> <...> s BBLJIOXXHUJI BECh 3aI1ac
Ha6ﬂlO[[eHP[fI, KOTOpLIfI Yy MCH# OCTaBaJICA; 4 CO3HABAJI, YTO Y MCHS HUYCTO HE OCTABaJIOCh, U IIOTOMY
HHUYCro HC nmucall, HU4YCro aaxe He np060Ban nucath. «BCAKUX» S cTall mucaTh 110 HACTOSITEILHOM HpOCB6e

IpusTenae, HO OHU HaJoeu MHe <...>. HakoHel, 4eTBepo neTeil u OAThI K HOBOMY roz[y89 3aCTaBIISIIOT

MeHS NrcaThb. | 07k TI0JOBHUTA B XUTPa Ha BEIAYMKH. [loo3peBaeTe a1 BEI, UTO s yKe OOJIBIIIE TOAY MHUIILY

JKypHaJIbHBIE ¥ OMOIMoTpaduiecKie 3aMeTKu B «Pycckom mHBaUAe» ¢ oAMUChio A. VI-H u mepectan

yIKe KPacHeTh 3a TO, 4TO CYXKY 000 BCeM. DTO IPYCTHO, HO KHUTh HA/I0, IETH €CTh IPOCST. "

§ 4
Having moved to Petersburg, the Suvorins became friendly with the Likhachevs:
Vladimir Ivanovich, a lawyer and a liberal public figure, contributed articles on legal
matters to Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti, while Elena Osipovna was in charge of the
newspaper’s Italian section. Apart from that, in Otechestvennye zapiski she was running a
feminist column — their family friend Saltykov-Shchedrin nicknamed her ‘the mistress
of the woman question.””' The alliance of the Likhachevs and the Suvorins promised to
be lasting and fruitful: while the men considered the prospects of starting a joint
newspaper or a magazine, the women discussed the burning issues of emancipation and
were looking for a worthy occupation. The result was a family enterprise that met the
interests of both parties — Izdatel'skaia artel’ E. O. Likhachevoi i A. . Suvorinoi.”* The
partners started their publishing list with books in their own translation, and since their

names appeared on book covers side by side, they implied that the merchant’s daughter

% By the end of 1865 Suvorin’s son Valerian was born. The emphasis in quotes here and further is author’s,
unless stated otherwise.

% A. Suvorin, Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule, p. 181. Letter of 21.09.1865.

' V. Unkovskii, ‘M. E. Saltykov-Shchedrin i ego sem'ia po rasskazam moego ottsa i lichnym
vospominaniiam’, in M. E. Saltykov-Shchedrin v vospominaniiakh sovremennikov, in 2 vol (M., 1975),

vol. 2, p. 318.

%2 See details in E. Dinershtein, A. S. Suvorin: Chelovek, sdelavshii kar'eru, pp. 30-35.
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Aniuta Baranova of low rank was equal in her command of French, German and English
to the baroness née Kosinskaia, a brilliant graduate of the Smol'nyi Institute. The plans of
the newly-hatched publishers were ambitious: ‘Under the general title “Biblioteka dlia
samoobrazovaniia” we intend to publish a number of books which may be of use in a
family education, particularly, in the education of girls.”*

The liberal press generally approved of the Likhacheva and Suvorina undertaking,
particularly praising their translations. However, three out of six published books were
persecuted by censors and banned from circulation in educational establishments. The
Head of the Interior Petr Valuev regarded the books published by Likhacheva and

94 Moreover, the Chief of

Suvorina as ‘promoting revolutionary ideas and methods.
Petersburg Police, Fedor Trepov, in his report to Aleksandr II ranked the two business
women (along with Nadezhda Stasova, Mariia Trubnikova, and Elena Konradi) among
leaders and instigators of ‘the so called women’s movement’. The authorities were
worried that these activists frequented the newly opened public courses for women
(Alarchinskie zhenskie kursy), undoubtedly, enhancing ‘a corporative spirit among

girls.””

From this one may conclude that the energetic Aniuta did not confine herself to
her publishing business but intended to continue her education, possibly having in mind
the medical department of the Petersburg University; it was, after all, originally through
medical careers that women succeeded in gaining equal rights with men. Together with
Likhacheva, Suvorin’s wife had become not only a participant, but an activist of the
women’s movement and fell under the suspicion of the protective bodies. Suvorin’s
relations were proud of his wife’s achievements: ‘I am so happy that your studies do not
seem to you so difficult. God willing, you will not fall behind the rest.””®

Having disowned the nihilists and dissociated himself from Chernyshevsky,
Suvorin nevertheless, under Aniuta’s influence, adopted a feminist family model; a

model which the progressive writer had, of course, advocated in his novel and which he

% Op. cit.: I. Birenbaum, ‘Izdatel’skaia artel’ E. O. Likhachevoi i A. I. Suvorinoi (60-70-e gg. 19 v.)’, in
Rol' knigi v demokratizatsii kul'tury (L., 1987), p. 76.

* Op. cit.: E. Dinershtein, A. S. Suvorin: Chelovek, sdelavshii kar'eru, p. 35.

95 Op. cit.: G. Tishkin, Zhenskii vopros v Rossii: 50-60-e gody XIX v. (L., 1984), p. 197.

**RGALL F. 459, op. 2. ed. 1148. Pis'mo E. V. Markovoi k A. I. Suvorinoi. L. 20b. Letter of 6.11.1867.
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now put into practice in his own life. Aniuta shared family leadership’’ and read
progressive literature; she received professional training and started her own business;
finally, she joined the women’s movement. In sum, she took the path of the ‘new women’

and adopted their typical features:

1.23 Omna norHana cBOero y4mrelsisi, KOTOpBIH cTail Tenephb ee ToBapuiieM. OHa poysa Te ke KHIKKH,
YTO W OH, YYMJIACh Y TEX K€ HACTAaBHUKOB, OJIMDKaiMX coTpyHUKOB «CoBpeMeHHHKa» 1 «Pycckoro
CJIOBa», OHA IOIBITAIACE — U HEPEAKO YCIIEIIHO — 3aBOEBATh Ce0€ YKOHOMUUECKYIO HE3aBUCHMOCTb,
MIPUITHCANIACh K Pa3HBIM «AeJIaM» — MPAaKTHIECKUM, YICHBIM, JIUTEpaTYPHBIM, B KOTOPHIX IIlIa HE Ha
IOMOYax, a 0oee Wi MEHEE CaMOCTOATENHHO; PaboTala Ha MeJarorndecKOM MONPHIIE U HAKOHEI]

MEPECTPOmIIa CBOIO CEMEIHYIO )KM3Hb Ha HOBBIX Hadaiax. Bo BceM oHa cTpemMmiiach OBITh TMYHOCTBIO, HE

~ ~ 8
INOJYUMHCHHOH, MMCHOIICHU CBOIO ICHHOCTh, — Ha4daJIOM aKTUBHBIM, a4 HC l'IaCCI/IBHLIM.9

As the husband of a progressive wife, and as a liberal journalist, Suvorin could
not stand somewhat aloof from the debate on ‘the woman question’ just at the moment
when that debate reached its peak. Suvorin seemed rather to assume the role of an
observer, a commentator and at times a detached judge of the women’s liberation
process; and he started his regular contribution to Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti with
publications on this subject. Prior to his signature feuilleton Nedel'nye ocherki i kartinki
which he started in December 1866, Suvorin had been involved in polemics concerning
women’s education and their right to work. Thus, in the article Letuchie zametki i
vyderzhki iz dnevnika, he is fairly objective about the Petersburg Obshchestvo zhenskogo
truda and the difficulties it experienced.” Presenting his material as a dispute between
supporters and opponents of the emancipation of women, Suvorin declares his neutrality:
‘I am quoting this without comments, without any special personal sympathy with either
party.”'% At the end of his feuilleton, Suvorin is seriously concerned about discrimination

against women in payment for the work that they are allowed to do:

%7 Cf. the entry from Chernyshevsky’s diary: ‘Other people must demand things from me, and then I will do
everything that is required of me. I must be subordinated to someone... In the family, my role must be that
usually played by a wife, whereas my wife must be able to be the head of the family.. (Op.cit: I. Paperno,
Chernyshevsky and the Age of Realism: A Study in the Semiotics of Behavior (Stanford, 1988), p. 96.)

% N. Kotliarevskii, ‘Ocherki iz istorii obshchestvennogo nastroeniia 60-kh gg.’, p. 227.

% The Obshchestvo was split by a conflict between followers of moderate and radical trends in the
women’s movement. See: . Tukina, Russkii feminiszm kak vyzov sovremennosti, p. 177.

19 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 7.03.1865.
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1.24 B KoHIIe KOHIIOB XOTENOCh OBl Y3HATh: pa3peniarcs Ju 0J1aronoayqHo Te HeI0pa3yMeHHUs,
KOTOpbIe BO3HHKJIM B O0IIECTBE )KEHCKOTO TPY/Ia, M CKOPO Jiu paspermarcs? KoHedHo, MpUsSTHO
YIIOBJICTBOPUTH COOCTBEHHOMY CaMOJIFOOHIO, HO OBLITO OBI €liie MPHUITHEE, ECIIA O HAPUMEpP JICBYIIKH,
KHUBYIIIHE TIEPEIIUCKOI OyMar mo 5 KOII. ¢ JINCTa, MUTarorecs bor BecTh 4eM, — MOTJIH OJIy4aTh OoJiee

6naronapHyio paGory' .

Advancement of women in the labour market met with resistance from
conservative circles; so the problem of women’s employment required strenuous effort
on the part of activists. Now, writing in his permanent column Nedel'nye ocherki i
kartinki, Suvorin suggests his own, paradoxical way of settling the problem. Wearing the
mask of irony, Suvorin suddenly becomes very critical of women, or of those who
allegedly do not wish to work at all; suggesting the conclusion that all women without
exception should go to work; and this idea converts Suvorin to the radical agenda. But the

piece is ironical and so Suvorin seems to mock that same agenda:

1.25 He cnpaBennuBo Jin ObLUIO OB My)KYHHAM UCKATh YMAHIUIIAIMY OT JKCHINKH, a He Ha000poT? <...>
Camo co00r0 pasymeeTcsi, YTO KaK Terepb MYXYHHbI HILYT YMaHIUITUPOBAHHBIX JKEHIIMH, TaK TOT/Ia
JKEHIIUHBI OYAYT yBUBAThCS M 3aMCKHBATh OKOJIO YMaHMITUPOBAHHBIX MYX4KH. DabpuuHast
MPOMBIIIICHHOCTh Pa30BBbETCS €llIe CHIIbHEe, K00 KEHCKUE TyaIeThl 0 HEOOXOAMMOCTH, YTOObI IPUBJICYb
K cebe BHUMaHHe SMaHIMIIMPOBAHHBIX MYXXUYUH, TOJDKHBI ObITh U3silIHEE, OJecTsiIee, nbiliHee. buneTs B
Jotepesx OyayT pa3aaBaTh MY>KYHUHBL. .. <...> BBIHUMATh TOPOIUIMBO KOIICIBKU CTAHYT TAKIKE H
MY>KYHHBI, ¥ JXCHIUHEL. .. BOT B 4eM U BECh BOIPOC; MBI JOOPAIUCH IO CaMOM CyTH Jeia. BerHuMaTh
KOIIIEIBKH MOXKET TOJILKO TOT, Y KOTO €CTh OJIaronpruoOpeTeHHBIC ICHBIU; B HACTOSIICE BPEMsI )KCHIIIUHBI
00 9TOM He 3a00TATCs, WIIH 3a00TATCS Majo, KOO Ha TO €CTh TMamallu, My>Kbs, JTJIOOOBHUKH;
SMAHIMITUPOBAHHBIC )K€ MYKUHHBI HE CTAaHYT JaBaTh KEHIIMUHAM JICHET, ¥ KEHIIUHbI IPUHYXICHBI OyIyT
00paTUTHCS K SHEPTUIHOMY TPy, OT CIIOB TIEpEHTH K aeny. Takum oOpa3om, K 00010 THOM TTOJIb3e, OyIeT
pELIeH KeHCKHUiT BOMIPOC U BOCCTAHOBHUTCS TO PABHOBECHE HHTEPECOB, O KOTOPOM TaK XJIOMOYYT Telephb

102
OMAaHIUINIUPOBAHHBIC JKCHIIUHBI .

Suvorin is nevertheless keen to show his involvement in the women’s movement:
‘Yesterday 1 was at a debate on the woman question, but I failed to derive anything

. . .. 510 . . . . .
instructive from it.”'® Moreover, he takes a live interest in the history of Russian women,

"V Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 7.03.1865.
192 1bid., 11.12.1866. Suvorin uses the spelling “oManmumanms’ ironically and “>Mancumamus’ seriously.
195 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 19.02.1867.
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and he writes at length on this subject, emphasizing that historically speaking,

emancipation had had a beneficial influence on woman’s nature:

1.26 Bo3sspamasce k 18-My Beky, s moiaraio, 4To BCIKUAN, «ITPOXOAUBITUN UCTOPHUIO» HE TI0 YUYESOHHKY,
COTJIACUTCS CO MHOM, YTO PYCCKHE JKEHIMHBI HUKOTAa HEe ObUTH TaK YMAHCHITUPOBAHBI, KAK UMEHHO B
TEUEHHE ITOrO BeKa, KOTOPhI MOKET ObITh Ha3BaH «I[APCTBOM YKEHIMH». <...> 5] COBEpIEHHO yOeKIeH,
YTO B CTPEMJICHUU JKCHIIUH MOIPAKATh MY>KCKOW JCHCTBUTECILHOCTH €CTh CBOSI XOPOIIIasi CTOPOHA:
JKCHIIITHA MOTJIa BRIPA0OTaTh ce0e KPEIKYIO BOJIO M KEIIE3HOE 3/I0POBbE, KOTOPBIMU TaK PEIKO
OTJIMYAIOTCSI COBPEMCHHBIC HAaM JKCHIIUHBI; HEPBHBIC MPHUITAJIKU M KECHCKHE 00JIC3HU ObLTU B MPOILIOM

BEKe, M0 BCEHl BEPOSTHOCTH, PEAKOCTHIO, & HE TIOBCETHEBHBIM SIBIICHUEM, KaK B HACTOSIIEE BpCMH104.

Since the positive side of emancipation (‘strong will and robust health’) has not
been shown in modern women, Suvorin seeks and finds the source of error; this passage
alludes to the famous pamphlet by M. Shcherbatov O povrezhdenii nravov v Rossii

(1786):

1.27 Ho smaHcumaus >KeHITUH COBIaja y HaC ¢ CHIIBHBIM Pa3BUTHEM POCKOIIH, KOTOPAas P
OTCYTCTBUH 00pa30BaHUsI [TOBJICKIIA 32 COOOI SBJICHHS TIeYaibHbIe. <...> POCKOLIb HpexIe BCEro
MOPOJNIIA pa3BpaT, CTPALIHYIO PACHYIEHHOCTh B OTHOIICHHSX MOJIOB MEXIy c00010. <...> A rjie ke
CJebl MX [XKCHIUH] ACATEIBHOCTH, TJIe XapaKTephl, POSBUBIINECS KAKUMU-HUOYIb BO3BBIIICHHBIMH
JIeJIaMU, MOJIC3HOU IeATeNIbHOCTRI0? OiHa KHATHHS J[allIkoBa U OCTAeTCs; BCE OCTAIBHOE MPOSBUIIOCH
TOJILKO B «CBOOOIC YYBCTBCHHOCTH». 3aMEYATEIBHO, YTO /IO HACTOSIIUX JHEH MBI HUKaK HE XOTUM
OTIIMYUTH «CBOOOIY YyBCTBa» OT «CBOOOBI YyBCTBEHHOCTH», M JKEPTBOH ITOCIEAHEH I€1aJI0Ch HEMAJIo

TOHBIX pOCCHﬂHOKlOS.

‘Freedom of sensuality’ or, in conservative terms, ‘the right to debauchery’ is a
principal conservative argument militating against liberation of women. Habitually
adhering to patriarchal canons, Suvorin would always side with conservatives in this area
of polemic. However, his criticism of free love is now directed at the newly emerging

women’s press; Suvorin seems to see a growing female influence on public opinion:

1.28 MpsI HanMcany Bee Tpenbiaylnee, KOHEYHO, B TIOyYEHUE HACTOSIIEMY, H [yMaeM, 4TO HacTOSIIee BO
BCSIKOM CJTydae JIydIe MPOIIEIIero: eCiIi TOTa PEIIIach OTPABUTHLCS OT JIFOOBY OJHA YKEHIIIWHA, TO

TEICPb I_ICJ'IBII\/'I «KeHCKH BECTHUK» €KEMECITHO IMPUHUMACT A U MYYUTCA B KOpYaX U MOCICITHUX

19 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 19.03.1867.
' Ibid.
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MIPEICMEPTHBIX COAPOTAaHUAX. ST MPUHUMAIOT OHHU BCIIEICTBUE CHIIBHOW, HIYEM HE YIOBIETBOPIEMON

JIFOOBH K YCIIOBEUECTBY. ..

A week later, giving a positive account of the play by Dumas-fils, Les ideés de
madame Aubray, a play which calls for tolerance towards women ‘with a past’, Suvorin
presents a very conservative view of emancipated women, as if for the sake of some
counterbalance: ‘““A woman with ideas” is a disease of our times, as is well known,

something like the Antichrist before Doomsday — at least this is the way many men see

Alternating his tactics in the treatment of ‘the woman question’, Suvorin
demonstrates that he is definitely master of this subject. He apparently considers himself
so competent in this area that he goes as far as teaching moral lessons, rebuking
upholders of women’s emancipation for their frivolous attitudes. His stinging tongue

caricatures a woman’s desire for education:

1.29 Bunutcs MHe <...> OapbiHsa. Uero-uero oHa He mepeayMalia, 4ero-4ero He rnepejesiaia, a BCe Kak-To
HE CIIOPUTCSI, BCE KAK-TO CIOBHO Jieyia HeTy. «He moHuMaeT MeHst My, HUKTO HE XOYET MOHATh MOHMX
crpemiieHuit. CaacTiuBbie My>X4uHBI! OHU CaMOCTOSATEIHHBI, OHA CBOOOIHBI, Y HUX CTOJIBKO Jena,
CTOJILKO pa3BiieueHuii!.. AX, ecimm 6 poaunach st MyauHo# !» 1 xonuT 6apbIHS 110 KOMHATE B3aJl U BIIEPE],
OsreHast, BCTPEBOKEHHAs, M BCE [yMaeT O TOM, OTYEro He pomiack oHa myxxauHoi. Cena. [Tocunena-
MoCHeNa, OMATh BCTaka U nonuia. .. [IpucraisHo morisaena Ha yiauily, IOTOM Ha IOpTpeT Muce biaskyau,
IMOTOM ChITpaja Kakyl-To npebeieHb Ha ¢opTenuaHo, B3suia XKopxk-Canna u ctana untate. CTpaHuIly
mpounTana — B3suia baiipoHa — onsTh YnMTaeT, B3sia DICHIUIErepa — U Y TOr0 CTPAHUILY IIPOYHUTaa,
MMOHUMas ¢ TIATOro Ha aecsatoe. CIOBHO 3K3aMeHyeT ceOst OapbIHs: MHOTO JH, MOJ, 51 3Hato? OTBevaer cama
cebe: MHOTO, OJTHUX SI3BIKOB — KOCOM JecsaToK. OIATh 3aX0IMIa U AYMAeT: «A Jielia MHe HeTY, HUKaKoTO
nena. MHe CKy4HO, TOCKIIMBO, HUKTO MEHSI HE IIOHUMAET, HUTJE POJHOM AyIIu HE Halay». <...> U He
MMOMMeT HUKAK OaphIHs, UTO €i MOTOMY M CKYYHO, 4YTO 32 MHOTO€ OepeTcsl OHa, 2 HIUETO OCHOBATEJILHO HE

3HaeT. Bc€ ¢ maroro Ha zmecsaToe. 18

19 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 19.03.1867. Zhenskii vestnik was a feminist magazine published in
Petersburg in the period 1866—1868; its publications were aimed at improving woman’s condition including
her education; it also wanted ‘to indicate those branches of labour where women could be useful to family
and society.” The magazine was famous for its denouncing materials about ‘age-long male supremacy’, but
on the whole it provoked criticism from both left and right; the liberals blamed the editors of the magazine
for their pretentiousness. See: 1. Iukina, Russkii feminizm kak vyzov sovremennosti, pp. 120-121.

197 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 25.03.1867.

"% Ibid., 18.06.1867.

62



True, the path of women’s emancipation was thorny and unexplored; however,
Suvorin is convinced that it is women who are to blame for their failures, because they
lack energy, courage, and moral strength. This attitude reflects a hidden polemic with
Dmitrii Pisarev who had famously advanced a slogan which was supported by all liberals,
namely: ‘Woman is not guilty of anything.”'” Arguably suffering himself from a lack of
energy, courage, and moral strength, Suvorin seems to ignore the objective reality of
female life in Russia and, perhaps unconsciously, transfers or projects his personal

defects onto the female sex:

1.30 ToBopsrt: 160M CTEHY HE MPOIIUOECIITb, ¥ 3TO COBEPIICHHO CIPABEAIUBO, HO HAIIH KCHIIIHEI,
CTOHYIIKE O XXCHCKOM TPY/JE, IO OOJBIICH YacTH OOSTCS ¥ MOIOWTH K CTEHE, Ja MOMPOOOBATh, HENb3S JIH
€€ TIOBAJINTh, HEJb3s JIM TPOJIeIaTh B HEll OTBEPCTHE YeM-HUOYAb IPYTUM KpoMe Jida, 61aro B HacTosIIee
BpEMS €CTh CTOJIBKO OPYAHN, IPUTOHBIX JIJISI TAKOW HECJI0XKHOU paboThl. Hamm >kKeHITUHBI, CTOHYIIHE O
TpyIie, o O0JbIlel 9acTH OeTOPYUKH, HUYETO He 3HAIOIINE, HU K Y€MY He IPUTOTOBJICHHBIE, JINIIICHHBIE 1
00111eTO0, U CIIeIuanbHOTO 00pa3oBaHus. A Te, KOTOPbIE BBIAAAYTCS U3 HUX, TJISUIIb, C BBICOTHI BETMUHNS
IMOCMAaTPUBAIOT HA CBOUX CecTep. <...> BBI XBaUTECh yMcmeeHHbIM mMPyOoM... <...> Bennka BaXXHOCTh
HanucaTh KoMmusiuio! Het, BbI monpo0OyiTe <...> ceiaTh HeUTO TaKoe, YTO JOKA3bIBaIo ObI, YTO Y Bac
€CTh SHEPIHs U MY)KECTBO, YTO BbI ICHCTBUTEIBHO CIIOCOOHBI 3aHITh COBEPIICHHO HE3aBHCUMOE
I0JIOXKEHUE CPEIM MY>KCKOTO LIapCTBa, YTO MEXKIY BaMU €CTh TaKUe >KeHIIUHBI, kKak buap, bakkep, Musib,
Omma Demons, bikyan, kasruHs JlamkoBa — Toraa pasroBop Oyaer coBceM nHOH. HpaBcTBeHHas cuita
BCET/Ia BHYIIAET MOYTEHUE. .. A KaKas y Bac, y COBPEMEHHBIX PYCCKUX KCHIIIUH, HDAaBCTBEHHAS CHJIA,
MO3BOJIBTE CIIPOCUTH? ["poMaiHOE OOIBIIMHCTBO U3 BAaC KpOME POMaHOB HIYETO HE YUTAIOT, TAXKE TEX,
KOTOPBIC CIIBIBYT HOJ] MMEHEM 0Opa30BaHHBIX, COOBET C TOJIKY BCSIKOE TIOBETPHUE, 3aCTABUT 3a0BITh TOJT
OpWITHAaHTOBast OPOIIKA, MOJKYIIAT COBECTh THCTUBBIC KOMILUTUMEHTBI, 3aIyTraeT KaKOW-HUOY b MOILISIK,

061U 3BIYHBIM TOIOCOM. .. 10

In his criticism Suvorin is strict, but not constructive; courses of action are
suggested which he himself poorly comprehends. His instructions for women come down

in the end to the basic principles of the Protestant work ethic:

' D, Pisarev, ‘Zhenskie tipy v romanakh i povestiakh Pisemskogo, Turgeneva i Goncharova’, in
Sochineniia, in 4 vol. (M., 1956), vol. 3, p. 212. Pisarev insisted that the blame definitely lies with men:
‘Men both oppress women and slander them. <...> ...[O]ur writers berate women for their frivolity and
their futility, which is supported by the nature of our society, and men only are guilty in this as the only
active members of this society.” (Ibid., pp. 211-213.)

"0 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 18.06.1867.
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1.31 ToBopsT: HajgO 00OAPATH KEHIIWH, HE OpOCaTh B HUX YNPEKOB, HE S3BUTh HACMEITKAMH WX
HaunHaHus. Bee 3o 6ecrionoOHo. Ho st xxenaro 3HaTh, CKOJIBKO TAaKUM KEHIIUHAM JIET, KOTOPBIX HAJ/IO0
0001psITh, KOTOPBIC OOSATCS HACMEIICK U yPeKoB? <...> [110XM ke Te HAYUHAHUS, IJI0XA Ta HPABCTBEHHAS
CHJIa, KOTOpasi B 3TH TOJBI CIIIE CTYNUTh HEe yMeeT... Cepbe3HbIi, YIIOPHBINA TPy, HDABCTBCHHAS YUCTOTA U
TBEPJIOCTh CHIIbHEE BCETO Ha CBETE... ECiM e HaurHAHUS SBISIOTCS OTHOCHTEIIBHO CTPUKKHU BOJIOC,
MYKCKUX YXBATOK, IOBEPXHOCTHOMN OOJITOBHU O Pa3HBIX KHIKKAX — TO OBYMHKA HE CTOMT BhIIenku. «Ho
HAYMHAHKS, HOBbIE BESHHS BCET/Ia CKa3bIBAIOTCS YIIIOBATO, — CKAXYT HaM. — Macca yBiieKaercst
B3JI0POM, HAPYKHOCTBIO, OTYETO BHYTPEHHSS J)KU3Hb CTAHOBUTCS €IIe MycTee». B TakoM ciydae mo3BosbTe
YK YKa3bIBaTh Ha ATy MyCTOTY, HA 3TH COBPALICHHS, Ha )KAJIKOE 00€3bsIHCTBO, — YTOOBI )KEPTB ObLIO

MCHBIJ.IG...111

Suvorin is very accurate in detecting problem zones in the social status of women,
notably economical dependence on a husband. According to him, the solution lies with
women’s education only, and now he sides with liberal views on the emancipation

programme:

1.32 I[a 1 BCTYIIMB B 6pa1<, JKCHIIMHA, MMOJYYHMBIIasA TaKOC NOCPCACTBEHHOC 06pa30BaHI/I€, KaKO€ IacTCa y
HacC, HC B COCTOSAHUHA OBITH Haanexcamei/i HOMOIIIHHIICﬁ MYXKY, €CIIN HOCJ'IG,HHI/Iﬁ HC 06na,uaeT MMPpUINYHBIM
KamuTaioM. Bece 9ToO, 0e3 COMHCHUS, U3BECTHO BCEM U KAKAOMY, HO TEM II€YaJIbHCE, YTO, 3HAad BCC 3TO, MbI
HC MPUHUMACM PCIINUTEIIbHO HUKAKUX MEp IJid TOTOo, YTOOBI JAaTb HAllIUM J0YCPSAM TaKOE€ 06pa30BaHI/IC,

KOTOPOE He CTABHIIO OB HX B HCKITIOYHTENBHYIO 3aBHCHMOCTE OT Opaka’'?.

Suvorin should be given his due: he closely watched the progress in the women’s
labour market and was quick with his feedback on all recent developments. However, he
tends to avoid a thorough analysis of difficulties arising, and his response does not go

further than some general criticism:

1.33 Kenmmna nefcTBUTEIHLHO HYXIAETCS B paboTe, MILET €€ U He HAaXOAMT MO OOJIbIIEH JacTH;
JKYPHAJIMCTHKA TOBOPHJIA MHOTO 00 3TOM MpeaMeTe, TOBOPHIA JaKe ACIbHO, €CIIH UCKITIOYUTh HECKOIBKO
CJIMIIIKOM TOPSYUX cTaTel u Bech «Kenckuit BecTHUk». CKa3aHo ObLIO CTOJIBKO, YTO OCTABAIOCH JKIATh
HAYMHAHWN, TPAKTHYCCKUX NpUMEHEHUH. 11 OHU SIBUITUCH. SIBUIACH KECHCKas TICPCILICTHAS U HCYE3IIa,
SIBIJTCH HAOOPIIMIIBI U MCYE3IIH, SIBHIIOCH OOMIECTBO MOKPOBUTEIHCTBA KEHCKOMY TPYY U IIEPECMHHACTCS

C HOT'U Ha HOT'Y, ABUJIOCH CDI/IJ'I&HTPOHI/I‘{CCKOC 06HICCTBO MONCeYUTECIILCTBA T'YBEPHAHTOK, a O

" Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 18.06.1867.
" Ibid., 20.08.1867.
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CYILICCTBOBAHMUHU €I0 €1Ba JIM KOMY U3BE€CTHO, a O JACATCILHOCTH €1Ba JIM U CAMUM YJICHAM M3BECTHO. <...>

. o o 3
By/IyIHOCTh PYCCKO# JKEHIIMHbI 3aBEIIeHa eIIe TPy00ii MaTepHeii, CKBO3b KOTOPYIO HIUEro He BHAHO' .

Suvorin’s feuilletons dealing with ‘the woman question’ were to raise a keen
response in women: they engaged in a correspondence with him, and Suvorin would
carry over this debate into his regular column. However, the main point of his polemic
would be to instil in the public mind the idea that women were not up to serious

emancipation work, since they abused the very idea of ‘women’s work’:

1.34 4 <...> momo0HO KOPPECIIOHACHTKE, TOTOB CKa3aTh, UTO «KEHIIWHA C XapaKTePOM U C JKEeJTaHbEM
paboTaTh HUKOT'/IAa HE OCTaHeTCs Oe3 Jiena», HO sl BCer/a AyMal U JyMaro, 4T0, BO-IIEPBbIX, YKEHIIHH C
XapaKTepOM CPaBHUTEIHHO C XCHITUHAMU, HYXKJAFOIIUMUCS B Pa0OTE, CIUIIKOM MaJIOo, BO-BTOPBIX, OYCHb
4acTo OJIHOTO XapakTepa HeJOCTaTOYHO, YTOOBI JOCTATh PAOOTY, B-TPEThUX, CIIUIIKOM MHOTO JKCHII[HIH,
OOJNITAIOIIMX O TPYZC U HUYEro He aenaroniux. OHU cBOei OONTOBHEH, MyCTOTOK, HHOTIA ¥ IUHIU3MOM
C/IeNany JUIsi MHOTHX CaMO€ CJIOBO «XKEHCKHUI TPY/I» JIUIICHHBIM CMBICIIA M BBI3BIBAIOIIAM TOJBKO YIIBIOKY

HemoBepus. «KeHCKUH Tpya» cAeialcs B UX ycTaX HEIPHINIHBIM KaJaMOypoM, H OHH CHITIANIN

AHCKIO0TaMU JIBYCMBICJICHHOT O CBOMCTBA, KaK CKOPO BbI 3aMKaJINCh B ITOJIB3Yy )KCHH.[I/IH”4.

Suvorin shows some grasp in his diagnosis of the current situation in women’s
employment; he also claims to know the right way to settle ‘the woman question’. His
manner of arguing is to cite the commonplace and this allows him, despite his criticism,

to pose as an advocate of woman’s advancement and emancipation:

1.35 Kenckuii BOnpocC He BOIIEN eIle B 00MECTBEHHOE CO3HAHME U, HAJIO 1OJIaraTh, MePeHIeT TOIbKO
TOTJa, KOTa Ha 00pa30BaHUE JKEHIIUH OyeT 00palIeHO Cephe3HOC BHUMAHUE U KOT/Ia OTPAIHBIC SIBICHUS

B )KCHCKOM MHUPE U JKEHCKOU ﬂeﬁCTBHTeHLHOCTH HC 6yﬂyT TOJIBKO I/ICKJHO‘IGHI/IGMHS.

Suvorin is consistent in his support of women seeking medical education, arguing
in favour of special colleges for female doctors (9.01.1868; 14.07.1868; 29.12.1868;
25.01.1870; 2.04.1872) and harshly criticizing opponents (9.02.1869). He is broad-
minded enough to reject a common view on the supposed anatomical difference between
the male and female brain, arguing against professionals (16.06.1868), and even goes so

far as to take up serious medical issues, writing, for example, about puerperal fever and

"% Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 3.12.1867.
" Ibid. 10.12.1867.
' Ibid.
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providing relevant practical advice (15.03.1870). The likely explanation for Suvorin’s
positive attitude towards women in medicine is the influence of his wife, who could have
encouraged him to address some problematic questions and offered her help in tackling
professional matters. At some point Suvorin suggests that the women’s education should
be universal: ‘The need of a technical school [for women] offering instruction in trade,
handicraft, and arts is even more compelling.’ 16 However, Suvorin continues to fear that
women’s education will eventually develop on too large a scale and will damage the
initial women’s mission, i. e. childbirth. Thus, while praising Nadezhda Suslova who was
the first woman to receive a degree in medicine in Switzerland, he prejudges those

women who might like to follow her example:

1.36 Mmuorue U3 HaIUX COOTEYECTBEHHHUII TOXKE HAIIPABUIA CBOM CTOMHI B 3TOT IBEHIIAPCKUI TOPOLT
(ITropux); HO ecJii OHH BOOOPaXKAIOT, UTO JICIIO ATO TAKXKE JIETKO, KaK YTEHHE TIOYJISIPHBIX
(DU3NOTOTHYCCKUX KHUXKEK, TO OBLITO OBl BO CTO KpPAT JIydIlle, €CIIM O OHM OCTaIKCh JI0OMa U, 3aKIIFOYUB
CYINPYXKECKHE y3bl CO CBOUMH COOTCUCCTBCHHUKAMH, TIOJAPWIIH ObI POJIHE, BMECTO HE3PEIBIX IUI0J0B

HayKH!, 310POBbIX MJIAJICHIICB, U3 KOTOPBIX MOI'JIN OBl BEIATH MpenoJIC3HbIC rpamaHem.

This declaration caused an outburst of indignation and an avalanche of letters to
the editor. But Suvorin preferred to hurl further invective, rather than to explain or to

apologize, apparently assuming that offence is the best defence:

1.37 Oxkazayock, 4TO COOTEUECTBECHHUIIBI OOMIETUCH, U OJIHA U3 HUX, BIIpoueM, B [lfopux He exymias, HO
CUMTAKOIAs CeOs MPU3BAHHOIO HE CTOJIBKO IUIS POXKICHUS AETECH, CKOIBKO IS POYKIACHHS
MyONMHUIUCTHICCKUX CTATCH, PEIIMIach MPUHATh OOMKCHHBIX MO/ CBOE IOKPOBHUTEIECTBO U TOTOBUT
CTaThlO, B KOTOPOH CTABHUT BOMPOC: «UTO JIydIlle — UMETh ACTCH WM YYUTHCS», Peliasl ero, pa3yMeeTcs, B
OJIB3y TOTO, YTO JYYIIEC YUUTHCS, YeM UMETh Aereil. [To MoeMy ke kpaiiHeMy pa3yMEHUO TIOA00HBIH

BOIOPOC MOT 3apOAUTHCS TOJILKO B I'OJIOBE JOCTATOYHO HpaSﬂHOﬁ n J0CTaTO4YHO CBHXHmeeﬁCﬂlls.

Polemics with female readers lasted for nearly a year, and Suvorin more than once
had to come up with excuses: ‘I only mean that you should study well and with a

purpose, and should not study poorly and without a purpose.”''® Suvorin, who assumed in

"® Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 9.01.1868.

"7 Ibid., 25.03.1868. On Suslova see for example: E. Pavliuchenko, Zhenshchiny v russkom
osvoboditel'nom dvizhenii ot Marii Volkonskoi do Very Figner (M., 1998), Name index.

"8 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 7.04.1868.

" Ibid., 28.04.1868.
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this debate a critical and defensive attitude, suddenly expressed an extreme conservative

view of co-education, possibly revealing his fear of female sexuality:

1.38 ...CoBMecCTHOE yUeHHE MY>KUWH ¥ KEHIIIUH MIPU3HAHO HE COBceM ymoOHBIM. [To Moemy
MHEHHIO, €T0 H CIIeAYyeT MPU3HATh TAKOBBIM, KaK B HHTEpPECaX yCIIEXOB 000UX IOJIOB, TAK M B HHTEPECax
pOIUTENICH, KOTOPBIC, KOHEYHO, C OOJIBIIIMM CIIOKOMCTBUEM CTAaHYT OTIIYCKATh CBOMX JOYEPEH B ayAUTOPHH
UCKJIFOUUTEIIFHO )KEHCKHUE, YeM B ayJJUTOPUU CMEIIaHHBIC. BBITH MOXKET, 3TO OCKOPOUTEIBHO TS FOHOIICH
U JICBUII, KaK (DaKT HETOBEPHS K HX... KaK ObI BEIPA3UThCs? — HY, MPOCTO K HPABCTBCHHOCTH; HO HE
JIOJDKHO 3a0BIBaTh, YTO caMasi OJKIIAKa HaIlIeH )KU3HHU, HAIIM TIPEJaHus OTHIOAb HE Py4YaroTcs 3a TO, U4TO
BCSIKUI MOJIOJIOM YEJIOBEK, CUS PSAZIOM C MOJIOJIOH NIEBYIIKOH, TOJBKO O HAyKe U OyIeT MOMBIILIATh, HE
oOpariasi Hi1 MaJIeWIero BHUMaHMsI Ha XOPOIIEHbKOE JINIMKO, HAa KPAaCHBbIE PYKH, HA CBEXKUN JCBUUHNN

FOHOCIZO.

One of Suvorin’s feuilletons, Pis'mo k Vere Aleksandrovne Liadovoi, in which he

rebuked an operetta singer for her frivolous photographs (‘...you exposed your very

121

ungraceful leg above your knee...) ~ caused a severe critical rejoinder from the

democratic journal Delo summing up Suvorin’s views on ‘the woman question’. The
authors of the journal had been keeping a close eye on Suvorin’s writings; and they now

3

summarized the way in which °...Neznakomets had been flirting with the woman
question, mixing it up in his buffoonish sketches with polemic against policemen,
ignorant doctors, post office clerks and similar people, all deprived by nature or by

life.”'** Suvorin’s critics are strongly convinced that

1.39 ...)xeHCKHUH BOTIPOC ABHO YXKe BBIIEN U3 cephbl TCOPUH HA MMPAKTUIECKYIO MTOYBY, M IIOTOMY HE
HY>XKHO 0COOEHHOTO yMa U I0OpOCOBECTHOCTH, YTOOBI CUNTAThH €T0 HE YTOIMUEH, a KTy4Iel MOTPEOHOCTHIO
HAIIlero BpeMeHHu. HUKTO U3 CKOIBKO-HUOY/Ib MOPSIOYHBIX JIFOJICH HE CTAHET OT/IENIBIBATHCS OaaraHHBIMK
IIYTOYKAMHU U TIONUICHBKIMH WHCHHYAIUSMU, KOTJ[a OH BCTPEYACTCS C STHM BOIPOCOM B KYPHAIHCTHUKE.
Ho s He3nakomiia, kak BUJHO, 3TO HOBas BEIllb, © B 3TOM OTHOIICHUH OH CTOUT Ha OJJUHAKOBOW CTYIICHH

pa3Butus ¢ Oymmenom (137).

Suvorin’s opponents discerned his tactics in the treatment of ‘the woman

question” without fail: ‘He is consistent only in his inconsistence’ (137). ‘The evasive

120 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 23.06.1868.

! Tbid., 17.11.1868.

122 <7henshchina pered sudom g. Korsha i Neznakomtsa’, in Delo, 12 (1868), pp. 132—141. Further page
references are given in the text.
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advocate of the woman question’ (137) was resolutely denounced for his desire to gratify
‘the whims of public morality’ (135). In the heat of polemic Suvorin’s critics called him
‘a halfwit with ass’s ears’ and advised him to withdraw from discussion of topics ‘which

are in no way his business’ (141). They concluded with a threat of professional ostracism:

1.40 TenepL IMOHATHO, MOYEMY BbI U TOJILKO Bbl CMOTJIU € TAKOIO HArJIOCTbHO OTHECTUCH K I'-3KE .Hf[[[OBOﬁ
B BallleM 3JI0CYaCTHOM mucbMe. OHO BBITEKAET U3 BCEro TOT'0, UTO BhbI OoaTanu Mpexae o JKEHCKOM
JIMYHOCTH; OHO JIOTUYCCKHU 3aBCPIIacT 00010 Bce Balln CI)CJ'IBCTOHHBIG CKaHJaJIbl, KOTOPBIC, K COXKAJICHUIO,

TaK JIOJITO CITyCKaJia BaM JIydIlias 9acTh HaleH xypHaaucTuku (141).

The tough sentence might well have damaged Suvorin’s reputation, and he was
compelled to write a lengthy conciliatory reply in which he answered all accusations
point by point, admitting that he had treated some women’s matters ‘in a jocular way’.
Attempting to justify himself, he appeals to common sense and tends to generalize his
arguments; he writes about ‘people at large’, i. e. about the average man who, unlike

progressivists, may not be able to see the importance of ‘the woman question’:

1.41 Cgops cyeThl 3a MPOILIBIH O, I HE MOTY HE OCTAHOBUTHCS Ha BOIPOCE )KEHCKOM, TEM 0oJiee 4To
rocnofa Bpoje [IaTkoBckoro 1 MuHaeBa U HEKOTOPBIX COTPYAHUKOB «Jlena» He CTBLAATCS YTBEPKAATh,
9TO 51 OyATO OBI TOCTOSTHHO 3asIBIISUT HEHABHUCTH K )KEHCKOMY 00pa3oBaHmIo. <...> ...Heyxemu B camom
JIeJie MOXKET CYIIECTBOBATH BOIIPOC O TOM, YTO JIy4Ille — POXKATh ACTeH Wi yIuThes? MHeE KaXeTcs, 9To
KaK XKCHIIIHA, TaK U MYXYMHA MTPU3BAHEI HA TO U JPYTOE, UTO JIOOOBH U, KaK CICICTBHUE €€, POXKACHHUE
JIETEH, BCeT/1a CYIIECTBOBAJIA M CYIIECTBOBATh OYET, YTO OBUIN M €CTh XKCHIIUHBI BeChMa 00pa30BaHHBIC,
HE CTBHIUBILIUECS HU JIIOOUTH, HU POXKIATh, HU BOCIIUTHIBATH JCTEH, YTO 00pa30BAHHBIC MATCPH JIyYIIIC
HEOOpa30BaHHKIX U IP. U M. <...> 5 HE OTPHUIIAIO, YTO MOTYT OBITh KCHIUHBI, KOTOPBIX COBEPIICHHO
MOTJIOTHT HAYKa, U O JJFOOBH OHU HHUKOT[IA HE 33yMAIOTCS; HO BEb TAKUC JKCHIIUHBI, KAK M TAKUC

3
MYKYHUHBI — UCKIIFOYCHUA, U TIOTOM TOBOJIBHO CTPAHHBIC HCKIFOUCHHA, 4 MBI TOBOPHUM O MaCCC12 .

Assuming that his publications add a valuable critical dimension to the debate on
‘the woman question’, Suvorin does not want to abandon his peculiar feuilleton manner,

which he had inherited from Baron Brambeus:

1.42 4, cTano ObITh, BAHOBAT B TOM, 4TO C JKEHIIMHAMHU TOBOPHJI Ha TOM K€ sI3bIKE, HA KOTOPOM TIPHUBBIK

TOBOPUTHL CO BCEMHU. B sToM oTHOIICHNH 5 HCHOPAaBUTHCA HC MOT'Y U HE JKEJIat0 UCIIPABJIATHCA, IOTOMY YTO

123 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 29.12.1868.
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yBa)kalo )KEHIIMH 00JIee TeX MOMX MPOTHBHUKOB, KOTOPHIE CIUTAIOT CBOEH 00S3aHHOCTBIO 0OPAIIaTHCS K
KCHIITIHE KaK K HE)KHOMY IIBETKY, KOTOPBIH OT HEOCTOPOKHOTO NMPHKOCHOBEHUS ceifvac 3aBSHET U apoMaT

cBoii motepsier' .

Now that Suvorin saw himself among the supporters of women’s education, he
would — contrary to his own gynophobic view — level his criticism against Shtern, the
editor of the newspaper Domashnii doctor, for his attacks on women studying medicine.
He reproaches Shtern for his belief that ‘women studying together with male students are
preventing the latter from doing serious work, since they incite all sorts of amorous
ideas.”'® However, Suvorin failed to hold out in the vanguard of progress for long:
within a few months he put on his fool’s cap again and exploded with a jeering feuilleton

in which he indicated the only possible way forward for women’s liberation:

143 T. [nenmaror U. U.] [laynbcoH 0OBsBISIET O BO30OHOBJICHUU KYPCOB JIJIS KCHIIUH, KEIAFOIINX
IMaHIUIHPOBAThCs. Heyxkenu aManunupoBaThesi?.. BoT 4ero s HUKOTa He MOT ypa3yMeTh TOCTaTOYHO;
cKaxy OoJiee: sl {yMaro, 4TO KCHIIMHA BCETIa OCTAHETCS JKEHIIUHOU. <...> DTOT, OBITh MOXKET, HECKOIBKO
JIETKOMBICJICHHBIH B3TJISA]] Ha JKEHIIIMH HE MEIIaeT MHE, OJIHAKO e, CMOTPETh Ha Jieno U ¢ prtocodckoit
TOYKH 3peHHS. B njee s mpu3Haio BCAKUE MPUHITUIIBI, HE TOJBKO JHOepallbHbIE, HO JIaXe paJiKaibHbIE.
<...> Ho mpakTuka unet y MeHsI CBOMM 4epeioM. 51 00BOPOKY JKEHIITMHY CBOMMH MPOTPECCUBHEUIITUMHU
B3MJILIAMH Ha JKEHCKHUI BOIIPOC, HO o cedst aymaro: «bemanas oma! Thl HE 3HACIIB, YTO TOBOPSIT HCTOPHS
u onbIT. HUKOT 12, HU B KAKOM OOIIECTBE, HU B KAKYIO 3M0XY JKCHITUHA HE OCBOOOXKIAIACh HU
MOCPEICTBOM yMa, HU MIOCPEACTBOM CBOCTO 00pa30BaHusl, HU MMOCPEACTBOM CBOCH JTOOPOJICTENH; HO
BCEr/ia, B CaMbIC BapBapCKUE 3MOXH, BO BpeMeHa TOCIIOICTBA 3aTBOPHUYECTBA, OHA OCBOOOXKIACTCS. . .
MTOCPEJICTBOM paciyTcTBa. ICTHHHO cBOOOIHAS )KEHITMHA — KypPTH3aHKa. <...> Y )KCHIIWHBI YECTHON HET
JlaXke TeX MpaB, KAKMMH BIIaJiceT My)KUYMHA; KypTU3aHKa 00JajaeT nqake mpuBmIerusaMu. YecTHas
JKEHIIMHA TIOTHOJIa, €CJTM OHA U3MEHSET MYXKY; KypTU3aHKa JIIOOUT KaK BIAJIbIYNIA, KaK JECTIOT, Il
KOTOPOTO 3aKOH He MucaH. M CKOIbKO YECTHBIX JKEHIIMH 3aBUAYIOT KypTu3anke! M Henb3s He

3aBHJIOBATh. .. Kak YECTHBII YE€TI0BEK, €CIU O 51 MMEJ JAeTel, TO xKeJasl Obl TOJBKO OJHOTO: YTOO JoYepu
Mou ObUTH KpacaBullamu. Eciu 6 3T0 yapyromiee KauecTBO ObUIO Y HUX, S IPUTOTOBUI OBl UM OJICCTSIUE
Kapbephl. Bee, 4TO MOKET 04apOBBIBATh: TPAIMU, MY3bIKa, OCTPOYMUE, TAHIIBI, COBEPIICHCTBO M KPEIIOCTh
(hopM — Bce 3TO s pa3BilI ObI B HUX, U KOTJIa UM CPaBHUIOCH OBl CEMHAIIATh JIET, s IPU3BaJl Obl UX K cebe,
n300pa3mit Obl UM HCTOPHIO KYPTH3aHKH 1 OJIarOCIOBHII ObI Ha ATOT MyTh... OTIIBI, HE BO3MYINANTECH!

BcnoMHuTe, 94TO Y MEHS HET neteii» ' 20,

12* Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 29.12.1868.
125 Ibid., 9.02.1869.
126 Ibid., 7.09.1869.
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It is not very likely that the author, who had an eleven-year-old daughter, would
actually be dreaming of securing the ‘brilliant’ career of courtesan for her. However,
under the guise of a bumptious and irresponsible windbag, Suvorin is able to instil in his
readers’ minds the idea that women’s liberation gives her rights to unlimited sexual
freedom in the first place. Suvorin’s keynote mantra, namely that ‘a liberated woman is
dangerous’ starts to sound in his feuilletons with growing persistence.

However after three weeks, Suvorin — now in serious mode — hastens to
respond to a newly published Russian translation of The Subjection of Women by John
Stuart Mill, a universal feminist guide. This book proclaimed equality of the sexes and
urged women to seek not only economical, but also political independence; it was greeted
with enthusiasm by feminists of both sexes and with hostility by their antagonists. A
vigorous discussion followed, and Suvorin did not want to stand aside. But as can be seen
from the following fragment, he is still somewhat sceptical regarding polemic apropos
‘the woman question’; and is now moreover critical towards ‘manly woman’, although
fairly recently he had condemned the female sex for their lack of energy and courage.
The ‘manly woman’ reveals Suvorin’s gynophobia, now manifesting itself

unambiguously:

1.44 Hamm >xeHIIMHBI PEeIIUTENBHO 3a4UThIBAIOTCS MuuieM. BoT y HMEHHO OJI0OJKUII OH UX
KHHUTOM, KOTOpas I0JKHA CAENAThCsl HE TOJIbKO HACTOJBHOM, HO B HEKOTOPOM pojie Karexusucom. U B
camoM jiesie, apryMeHTanusi MUt Tak ke yoeuTelbHa, KaK FTeOMETPUYCSCKas TeopeMa, U Tak Ke sCHa,
KaK JUCTHIUINPOBaHHAs BoJa. He 3HA10, HACKOJIBKO OKa)KET OHA BIHSHUS HAa B3aMMHBIEC OTHOIICHUS
CyNIPYTOB ¥ HA IPaBUTEIHCTBEHHBIE TIOCTAHOBIICHHS, HO YBEPEH, YTO OHA MOJIOXKUT IpeAes Toi O0ITOBHE,
B KOTOPOI1 TaK 9acTO yNPaKHSUIMCh MY>KECTBECHHBIC KCHITIHBI W )KEHCTBEHHBIE MY>KYHHBI, CTapasicCh
JTOKa3aTh PaBEHCTBO IMOJIOB U MPaBO KEHIIWH Ha BCE T€ IPOQecChi, KOTOPBIE OTKPHITHI MyXIHHE. B
TEOPUU BOIPOC JOJKHO CUUTATh IOKOHUYEHHBIM; OCTAeTCsl MPAKTUKA, KOTOpasi, K COXKAJICHHUIO, 3aCTaBJIeHa
elne nurardayMaMu; 4To0 MOJHATH UX, HAJ0 OOJBINE TPYJa U YCHIHN, YeM Ha TOCTPOMKY JKEJIEe3HBIX JOPOT,

KOTOPLIC MMOBCIOAY YCTPAHUIIN IH.]'Ial"6ayMI)I C ‘laCOBLIMI/[127.

Maintaining a liberal tone, Suvorin now supports the idea that women should
engage in teaching at universities; he even blames their critics, and ridicules the

gynophobia of the ‘administration’, i. e. the gynophobia of official conservative circles:

127 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 28.09.1869. Suvorin had the book by John Stuart Mill in his library,
which is documented in: Katalog russkikh knig biblioteki A. S. Suvorina (SPb, 1913).
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1.45 ... capiman gake, 9TO JTO3BOJICHO OJTHOW XKEHIMMHE MPOYECTh HECKOIBKO JICKITUH 0 METOIaX
MperogaBaHus MAICHbKAM AeTsM. MoykeTe cebe mpeIcTaBiuTh — JKEHIMMHA Ha Kadeape! DTOro B MUpHOE
BpEeMsi MHOTHE TICPEBAPUTh Y HAC HE MOTYT <...> J[eno Ipyroe — *KCHIIMHA HA CIICHE, )KCHIIUHA Ha
3CTpajie, )KEHIUHA B ITUPKE, HA JIommaan. TaM KEeHIIMHA TOKa3bIBACT WK ce0sl caMoe, MU CBOE HCKYCCTBO;
ce0st caMoe WU CBOE MCKYCCTBO MOKA3bIBATh OHA MOJXKET, HO IMOKA3bIBATh CBOC 3HAHUE, T0YYaTh — 3TO
MIPOTHUBOCCTECTBCHHO M, TI0 BRIPAXKECHHIO MHOTHUX, Ha 3TO HE XBartaeT ee gu3mueckux cii. Kro 3naer? A 06

OTOM HHUYCTO HE 3HAI0, HO MHEC IIPUATHO AyMaTh, YTO aAMUHUCTpAIUA ITIOKOHYNWIIA C HAIIPACHBIMHA CTpaxaMu

1 TIOJIC3HOC CUUTACT ITOJIC3HBIM BO BCAKOC BpeMHIZS.

As a preliminary conclusion, we can say the following: that at the beginning of his
journalistic career, and over five years of debate on ‘the woman question’, Suvorin had
developed a characteristic tactic of alternation. Employing this tactic, he alternates liberal
and conservative views with considerable agility, the latter often disguised as irony or
satire or even as provocation. Since he signed both his liberal and conservative texts as
Neznakomets, democratic circles labelled Suvorin as a conservative and an opponent of
women’ liberation. However, Suvorin wholeheartedly encouraged women’s education
and even joined the Society for support of needy female students of medical and
pedagogical courses.'” Suvorin’s conservatism disguised as irony was mainly focused on
women’s personal freedom. My suggestion is that this is in reality a defence mechanism
of a sort, and one which indicates a gynophobic inclination; the latter manifested itself
not only in Suvorin, but eventually in liberal discourse with respect to the women’s

emancipation process.

§5
In the meantime, Aniuta’s health was failing, and the doctors recommended treatment
abroad. Suvorin said goodbye to his readers, telling them on May 17" 1870 that
‘Neznakomets was leaving for ‘the delusive West’. The trip abroad stretched the family
budget and had Suvorin considering additional means of supporting his family. On their
return, he turned for help to a close acquaintance of his, the editor of the journal Vestnik

Evropy, Mikhail Stasiulevich:

128 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 25.01.1870.
12 See: O. Bulanova-Trubnikova, Tri pokoleniia (M.; L., 1928), p. 111.
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1.46 Uro MHe nenaTh IPUKAKHTE, a IeJaTh MHE HE00XO0UMO, H0O PeCypChl HYKHBI; 10T OpeMeHeM
PacXoJI0B 5 MPOCTO U3HEMOTAI0 U MHOT/IA MTPEAAI0Ch MAIOIYIIHOMY OTYassHUIO. ThICSYH TIJIAHOB BEPTSTCS
B TOJIOBE, HO HU 32 OJIMH M3 HUX MPHHATHCSI HE MOTY — OTCYTCTBUC MHUIIMATUBBI, BO-TICPBBIX, BO-BTOPHIX,
€XKETHCBHBIC 3a00ThI U pabOTa VIS CKEAHEBHBIX MOTPEOHOCTEH OTHUMAET BCAKYIO BO3MOXKHOCTh

MPUHATHCA 3a ‘lTO-HI/I6yI[I) JOJI'OBCYHOC U HpO‘IHO€13O.

However, Suvorin was hatching his own plans as regards the future of his

journalistic career:

1.47 MHe cepbe3HO MPUXOTUT B TOJIOBY M3/1aBaTh PYCCKYIO Ta3eTy B bepiwHe, CIOKOWHYIO0, CTPOTO-
KOHCTUTYLMOHHYIO, YBXKAIOIIYI0 MOHAPXUICCKUI PUHIIHIT BOOOIIE U IIAPCTBCHHYIO PYCCKYIO TUHACTHUIO
B 0COOCHHOCTH, HO 3aTO YK HE ISy HUYEro APYroro ¥ CBOOOIHYIO OT MEPEroBOPOB U <HP30>
IMoxeucueBa u Komm. bepiua — 4ynecHoe MeCTO JUTs TAKOW MPOTIAraH Ibl, €CIIH TOJIBKO JCPKATHCS B
M3BECTHBIX MpPEJeNiaX U eCIH OCPIMHCKOE MPAaBUTEILCTBO HE BHINUIET 110 MPOCKOE METepOyPreKoro.

3
Koneuno, 310 ¢daHTa3us, HO eciiv O s ObIIT OJJUHOK, 0€3 CEMBH, sI HE 3aTyMaJicsi OBl 3TO cnenarsL.

Possibly this declaration of loyalty to the Tsar was meant in case of perlustration.
In any event, Suvorin’s letter coincides with the political trial of Sergei Nechaev; one of
the suspects in this case was Vera Zasulich. Suvorin allowed himself only a muffled
reference to this trial: while greeting Mariia Bokova (Sechenova) who received a doctoral
degree in medicine from Zurich University, he shows his disapproval of women’s

political activity:

1.48 TIloxenaeMm [ycrexa] n Mbl, YUTATEIb, BCEM PYCCKUM XKEHIIMHAM, KOTOPBIE HIYT MUMO Pa3HbIX
MOJUTUYECKHUX MPOKEKTEPOB U HAMIPABISAIOT CBOU CTOIBI Tya, II€ XKJAET UX YIOPHBIA TPyX U

3
MHOTOTPpYAHAA U MOJIC3HAA ACATCIbHOCTD Ha IMOJIb3Y HAIICTO OeaHOrO OTC‘-IGCTBa1 2.

Suvorin soon made another attempt at writing a longer piece in his peculiar genre
of feuilleton-novel. While planning this new novel, Suvorin was quite open about certain

practical considerations:

1.49 Hacrosimee BpeMst — TPYJIHOE BpeMsi, a €CIIM MPUOABUTH KO BCEMY 3TOMY JOPOTOBHU3HY KBapTHD H

APOB, TO AK€ MOXKHO CKa3aTb, YTO BpEMA OHO pr,uHei/'mJee. B sT0-TO TPYAHOC BpEMA <...> BCECIO y,u06Hee

PO RGALILL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 346. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k M. M. Stasiulevichu. L. 5. Letter of

13.07.1870.

! Ibid. L. 6. Pokhvisnev Mikhail (1811-1882) was a head of the Chief Directorate for press in 1866—1870.
132 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 13.07.1871.
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00paTuThCS K pOMaHy, He K XyI0’)KECTBEHHOMY pOMaHy, Ha KOTOPHIN Yy MEHS HE XBaTUT CHJIICHOK, <...> a K
poMaHy-(QeTBeTOHY, TA€ PSIOM C BRIMBIIUICHHBIMHE JTHIAMH OyIyT BBICTYTIATh W )KHUBBIC JIIOAH, IO UX
COOCTBCHHBIMU UMCHAMH U (aMUITUSAMH. JTO JOJDKHO OKUBUTH POMaH HECKa3aHHBIM 00pa3oM, C/IeaB U3
HET0 HEYTO TAaKOE, YeMy UMEHH HET; OyJIeT 3TO pOMaH, eIbETOH, UCTOPUICCKHIA ICKH3, MEMYaphl, HU TO

HHU Cé, BOJCBUJIb, — BCEC, UTO XOTUTC. Sl He rOHIOCH 3a (bOpMOIO — JJId MCHS CaMO€ Ba’KHOC — UHTECPCC

~133
pomMaHa AJid YuTarejacu .

Having entitled his new opus Milliard v tumane: Roman-fel'eton, bez nachala i
kontsa,"** Suvorin lasted out for only seven issues (24.10.1871-9.01.1872). After
nineteen short chapters the unfolding narrative terminates exactly at the novel’s turning
point, when the future of a grandiose commercial project — ‘the founding of a company
for purchasing more efficient factories’ — is about to be decided. The title of the novel
was borrowed from a famous manufacturer and publicist Vasilii Kokorev. In 1859, in his
pamphlet under the same title, he suggested a plan for the liberation of the serfs by way
of redemption money provided by merchants. Kokorev’s plan gave rise to a heated
discussion which was promptly curtailed by the authorities; but the phrase milliard v
tumane survived, giving a nickname to Kokorev and acquiring the meaning of ‘an
enticing non-thing’. Apparently, Suvorin’s choice of the title was a bad move. Five
chapters before the premature end of the novel, he introduced a new character, the
millionaire Petr Petrovich Dubrovin, who was to play a key role in the commercial
project. Dubrovin’s prototype — right up to his facial likeness and speech manner — was
the renowned entrepreneur, landowner and railway contractor Petr Ionovich Gubonin.
Having been sharply sceptical of the commercial project throughout the previous chapters
of his novel, Suvorin found it difficult to continue the story now that it featured an
important person with whom the author had lately formed a close business relationship in
real life."*> In the penultimate chapter, Suvorin hastened to express a telltale reservation:

. . . .. . . 1
By no means can I be considered a novelist whose writings require an ending.”"*

1 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 24.10.1871.

13 Cf. with the title of novella by O. Senkovskii: Zapiski domovogo: Rukopis' bez nachala i kontsa,
naidennaia pod gollandskoi pech'iu vo vremia perestroiki.

"% Suvorin indirectly helped Gubonin to obtain concession for building horse tramways in Petersburg by
discrediting Gubonin’s competitor in his feuilleton. See on that: E. Dinershtein, A. S. Suvorin: Chelovek,
sdelavshii kar'eru, p. 46—48.

13 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 28.12.1871.

73



So, as with the novel Vsiakie, the story of the unfinished book repeated itself,
though this time not for censorship reasons but rather because the author’s business
interest intervened. True, while building up his story, Suvorin seems to observe the rules
of the genre, introducing some thirty characters (some of them vanish into thin air, while
others change their names). There is a scandalous episode which involves a duel between
a man and a woman, but again this has no ending. There is also a promising sub-plot
which concerns a central female character, Miss Mary, a graceful blonde with blue eyes.
Working as a governess for an important civil servant, Debriagin (‘unofficially’ she was
either a friend, or a lover, or a wife to him), Miss Mary passes herself off as an English
lady, ‘though she had a perfect command of English, French, and Russian’. Suvorin rates

Mary as a ‘new woman’, but ‘of a very special cast’:

1.50 HecMmoTpst Ha CBOIO MOJIOJOCTh, OHA JTABHO MOPEIIWIA CO BCEMHU BOIIPOCAMH, MPSAMO HIIH KOCBEHHO
KaCAIOIIMXCSl KEHIIMH, ¥ [TOPEIINIa ¢ HOIMH PE3KO, HE MpHuOeras HU K KaKUM YCTYIIKaM M COTJIAIICHHUSM.
Ecin 6 OHa OTKPOBCHHO paccKasaiga HaM CBOIO YKHM3Hb, €CIM O pa3bsICHUIA CTPEMJICHHS, TO, KOHCYHO, OHA

N 3
yKacHy1a Obl HAC TTyOMHOIO CBOET HCIIOPYEHHOCTH, CBOETO MTOJTHOIO HPABCTBEHHOTO pacTieHus.

Very conveniently, Suvorin has at his disposal Mary’s diary, and its fragments
represent the penultimate, eighteenth chapter. The entries selected by Suvorin convince
us that Mary, having acquainted herself with various theories of women’s liberation, then
accepts or rejects them depending on whether the next stage of liberation envisioned

would be women’s supremacy over men:

1.51 bByayum coBeplieHHee W CIIOXHEE MYXYHHBI M0 CBOEMY OpPraHU3MY, >KCHIIWHA JOJDKHA OBITH
COBEpIIICHHEE €r0 M B MHTEJUICKTYaJIbHOM OTHOIICHUH. U JKEHIIUHE JIETKO 3TO CAENaTh MOTOMY, YTO OHA
CO3pEBacT paHbIC U MCHBIIC YYBCTBYET MOTPCOHOCTH B (DU3UYECKUX YIOBOJIBCTBHUSX, YeM MYMKUHHBI.
<...> Ilpuger Bpems, KOrJa >KCHIIWHA CTAHET BIIEPEIU MHpPA, M TOTJAa OH YBUIWT, KaK JKAIKH BCE ATH
co3nanus (haHTa3WH, YBJICKIINE MacChl. HacTOsIyr0 IUBIIU3AIMIO, CO3AHHYI0 MY>KCKAM YMOM, JOJDKHA

3
3aMCHHUTH UBUJIN3aLIUA 6yz[ymero, HJIN )XCHCKasAd OUBUIIN3aNA. . .1 8

Mary does not take female nihilists seriously:

137 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 9.12.1872.
"% Ibid., 28.12.1871.
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1.52 Kpacora u u3s1ecTBo0 — Opy)XHe B pyKax yMHOH KCHIMUHBI JUTSI YMHBIX mefei... <...> Jlumarp
cebs BOJIOC, eNaThCsl HEPSIXOH, KOIMMPOBATh MYXUHNHY — 3TO TaK k€ OCTPOYMHO H 3peio 00AyMaHHO, KaK

ecJid Obl MOIUIU COJIAAThl Ha HECIIPpUATECIIA 6630py)KHLIe.139
The perfect role model for Mary is a courtesan:

1.53 Koe-4dro BrIpab0OTaHO KypPTH3aHKOIO BEChMa IMOPSII0THO, HO MHOTOE eIlie TpeOyeT
YCOBEPUICHCTBOBAHUS, TOHKOCTH yMa, TuMHacTuku. Ce que femme veut, Dieu le veut — 310 s HoHMMaro. ..
VY npeBHUX OBLIH AJICB3MHCKUE TAUHCTBA, K KOTOPBIM JOIYCKAIKUCh TOJBKO TOCBSIIEHHEIC ... [nponyck 6
mexcme ¢ nomemxou Cysopuna: «Henw3s pazobparb»] [Ipencrasisio cebe eHIUHY BIIOJIHE PA3BUTYIO,
3aJAFOIYFOCS PA3yMHBIMU LIEJSIMH U CTPEMIICHHUSIMU, TyMAIOIIYI0 HE 00 OJJHOM CBOEM MaMOHE.
[peacraBisiio ee cede B posin KYpTU3aHKU [nponyck ¢ mexcme ¢ nomemxou Cygopuna: «TyT XOTSI MOIKHO
pa3o0path, HO IIMHK3M HE BBIPAKECHUIL, @ MBICIICH HE MMO3BOJISIET MHE pa3oupath»] Tpaauius KeHIUH
XVIII cromeTusi, cobnpaBIInX BOKPYT ceOs Bee JTydinee U HanboJiee pa3BUTOE — 3a0bITa 32 PEBOJIOIIHEH.

910 Kaitb. PeBomonus Gbla TOPMO3OM ISt KEHCKOTO BOIPOCA, YTO OBI TaM HH ToBOpHIH. ..

So, according to Suvorin, Mary represents ‘a great modern woman’ and surely
embodies his worst fears as regards the likely development of women’s liberation. For
Mary is an example of the female liberated both mentally and bodily and with a burning
desire to surpass the male, and indeed ‘to saddle and ride him’. Between the lines of the
novel, Suvorin’s gynophobia shines through and indeed recurs in subsequent feuilletons.

141

Thus despite his personal hostility towards Saltykov-Shchedrin,™ Suvorin finds a

kindred soul among his characters, namely the unscrupulous windbag Teben'kov from

Blagonamerennye rechi, who perceives woman’s lack of learning as her ‘loyalty’:

1.54 ...Cornacen nu r. lllenpus c repoem «brnaronamepeHHbIX peueii», TeGeHEKOBBIM, B TOM, YTO
JKeHCKu# Borpoc pelieH yx “IIpexpacnoit Enenoit”, unm He cornacen? He 3Hato, kak r. Llenpun, Ho 5
coBeplIeHHO cornaceH ¢ TeOeHbKoBbIM. [1ycTh HA30BYT MEHSI BaHJaJIOM, HO 3TO — caMma MCTHHA,

OCTpOYMHEHTIIas], yyiecHeimas nctuna. .. Ckaxure, paau bora, B 4eM ke )KEHCKHI BOIIPOC 3aKITI0YaETCs,

139 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 28.12.1871.

" Tbid.

! In his harshly critical review of Saltykov’s piece ‘Pis'ma iz provintsii’, Suvorin identified him as a
writer ‘without any settled or deeply considered political or social theory’; and he also stigmatized Istoriia
odnogo goroda as ‘the ugliest caricature’ and blamed the author for having no ‘moral idea’. (See:

E. Dinershtein, A. S. Suvorin: Chelovek, sdelavshii kar'eru, p. 48-51.) Saltykov never forgave Suvorin his
tough criticism and reciprocated with hostility: “There is a deep stagnation in our literature. The proof is
that currently such scum as Suvorin play the first fiddle. <...> What we have is a realm of scoundrels who
are eager to sell their souls for peanuts.” (See: M. Saltykov-Shchedrin, Sobranie sochinenii, in 20 vol.
(M., 1976-1977), vol. 18, book. 2, p. 89. Letter to A. M. Zhemchuzhnikov of 31.08.1871.)
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€CJIM He B TOM pEIIeHUH ero, KOTopoe cienaia nmpekpacHas Enena? M3-3a uero ObIOTCS MepeaoBBIe YMEI,
KaK#e IpeApacCyAKH XOTAT OHH YHUYITOXUTH, HA YTO yIOTpedniza CBOW orpoMHEIi TanaHT XKopxk 3anz?
Ceeaute Bce MOAPOOHOCTH, BCE 3aJ1a4U K MPOCTEHIIEMY BUY — U MOJIYYUTE TO PEIICHHE, KOTOPOE TaK
OCHOBATEJIBHO M CMEIIO cielana npekpacHas Enena. Pa3se moctynok ee He Benuyaiiiiee MposiBICHHE
JUYHOU CBOOOBI? <...> TormamHue My»)YuHBI 4yA€CHO MOHSUTA BCE TPOMATHOE 3HAUCHHUE [IPOTECTa
JKCHIMHBI-APHUIIBI, KOO HAYATIH MPOJIOJIKUTEIBHYIO, YKACHYIO BOWHY, KOHUUBIIYIOCS UCTPEOICHHEM TOTO
ropoza, B KOTOPBIK Oexaja co CBOMM BO3TIOOIEHHBIM cMeNas napuna. EcTecTBeHHO, 9TO TOCHIe TaKOTO
CKaH/1aJia MY>KYHHBI YCHUJIFITH CBOIO BJIACTH HAJ KCHITMHAMH H JECIIOTCTBYIOT Ha/l HUIMH J0 HACTOSIIETO
BpemeHH. CKaxXy MpsIMO: 3TOT AECIIOTU3M IPOJOJIKHUTCS 10 TOTO BPEMEHH, KOT/Ia BCE KEHIIMHBI HE YCBOST
cebe UCTUHHOTO 3HAYEHUS ITOCTYTIKA IIpeKpacHoii ExeHs! n He mocienyroT ee mpuMepy. ToIpKo Toraa

HACTaHECT JKCHCKOC OCBO60)K,HCHI/I€, 1 TOJIBKO TOTa BOCTOPIKECTBYCT JKEHCKHI TPYA Ha BCEX nonpmuaxm.

However, Suvorin takes off his fool’s cap yet again to engage in a fierce
discussion on women’s education with prince Meshcherskii, styled ‘a gloomy publicist of
the woman question’ for his extreme conservative views, and now editor of the
newspaper Grazhdanin.'* Suvorin seems to use every occasion to support the studying
woman. Informing his readers about a big anonymous donation to women’s courses, he

remarks with appreciation:

1.55 Haygano cepre3HOMYy MEIUITMTHCKOMY 00pa30BaHUIO )KSHITUH 3aKJIaIbIBAETCS, H €CTh TOJTHOE
OCHOBaHHE BEpPHTh, YTO B HEJANIEKOM OY/yIleM PYCCKHM >KEHIIMHAM He4Yero OyIeT UCKaTh 3HAHUIA B
HEMENKHUX YHUBepcutetax. OHM OMIIMCh HEapoM, HeIapoM HE YCTaBAJIX OHU MPECIICI0BATh
00pa3oBaTeNbHBIC ETH, HECMOTPS Ha TPaJi HACMEIICK U OCKOPOJICHUIT: MOCTOSIHCTBO MTOYTH BCEra

144
HarpaxxaaeTcda .

However, in his next instalment, Suvorin breaks into irony again, now targeting

the entire liberal camp of supporters of women’s emancipation:

1.56 «Ecnu He 0 9eM TOBOPHTH, TO O JKEHCKOM BOIIPOCE», — 3aMedaeT OOBIKHOBEHHO OJIMH U3 MOMX
npusitesneid. OHO U 1eHCTBUTENBHO, OYEHb XOPOILUI BONPOC U BCeria HOBBIA. MIHOTIa MHE KaXeTcsl, YTO

€Tr0 BblAYyMaJIn COOCTBEHHO JJIS )KYPHAIUCTOB, HO A TOTYAC KE OTPHULAIO 3TY MBICJIb, KaK OCKOp6I/ITeHLHy}O

"2 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 25.03.1873.

' See on him: T. Zhuravleva, ‘Kniaz’ Meshcherskii o zhenskom voprose vo vtoroi polovine 19 veka, in
http//conservatism.narod.ru/tzhurav/woman.rtf; M. Leonov, ‘Ekspluatatsiia muzhskikh strakhov: Gazetnaia
kampaniia protiv zhenskogo obrazovaniia v Rossii 70-80-kh godov 19 veka’, in Gendernoe razvitie v
Rossii (SPb, 2008), pp. 164-166. According to Leonov, Meshcherskii’s campaign had led to the temporary
closure of Higher women’s courses.

144 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 2.04.1872.
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JUTA TIpoTpecca Hallero BPEMEHH, U COTJIAIaloCch, YTO JKEHCKUI BOIPOC TOTOMY HEUCTOIINM, 9TO OH €CTh
MEPHIIO, HACKOJIBKO Y€I0BEYECTBO MPOABHHYIIOCH BIIEPE] B CBOEM Pa3BUTHH *; IPYTHMH CIOBAMH,
HACKOJIKO MY)KYHHBI CBHJIM BEPEBKU Ha CBOM OKHpeible men. Ho st u3beraro roBoputs 00 3TOM Bompoce
0 HEKOTOPBIM Ipu4yrHaM. Hu oiiH O611aropa3yMHEBII YeIOBEK HE CTAHET CIIOPUTh, YTO MYKYHHBI, CTOSIIUE
3a TaK Ha3bIBACMBII KEHCKHI BOMPOC, — CaMble T0OPOAETENLHBIC OBIIBI BO BCEMUPHOM CTaJle, KOTOPBIM
KEHIIMHBI JOJDKHBI ObI KypuTh humuam. Bripouem, Maio ckazaTh «J00pOAETEIbHBIE OBLBI»; 3TO —
CcaMOyOHMHIIBI, 5TO — OBIIBI CO CJIE3aMH PaJIOCTH Ha TJ1a3aX CTOAIINE y opora OOHHH 1 TOBOPSILHE C
CaMOOTBEP)KEHHEM: «yOEUTe HaC TOCKOpee, TOTOM 3aKaphTe W MOAAWTe HAC CKYIIaTh MIJIBIM KESHIITHHAM ».
[TonsaTHO, 9TO TOBOPS MOAOOHEIC YKACHI, S pa3yMel0 KOHEYHBIH Pe3yiIbTaT, T. €. TO OTAAJICHHOE BPEMs, TOT
HOBBII T€0JIOTHIESCKHUIA IEPHO/I, KOT/Ia JKSHIIUHBI TTOOEIIT HAC C TOMOIIBI0 M3MEHHUKOB-MY>KIHH U
00patAT B CBOUX padoB. <...> Bam U3BECTHO, YTO 5 MPUHAJUICKY K MOKJIOHHHKAM XKEHCKOTO BOIIPOCA B €ro
€CTECTBEHHOM Pa3BUTHH. Ha To s 1 yMepeHHsBIH nbepal, yTod Bce yMEpEeHHO-THOepaIbHOE 0J00PSTh U
MOOIIPSATH; HO 51 BMECTE C TEM MPHHAJICKY K TEM YMEPEHHBIM JInOepaaM, KOTOPhIC HE CKPBIBAIOT HU OT
ce0s1, HM OT APYTUX KOHEYHBIX PE3yNbTaTOB. <...> CooOpakas Bce 3TO, S ¥ TOBOPIO, YTO KOHCUHBIN
pe3yIbTaT JKEHCKOTO BoTipoca OyaeT rudeeH sl My>K9HH, a TIOTOMY T€ U3 HUX, KOTOPBIE TeNeph BOIOIOT
MIPOTHB «OTCTAJIBIX» B3TJISAOB HA XKEHIIHH, BRIOT CaMH Ha ce0sl BepeBKY, OO HECOMHEHHO, 9TO BCE TO, YTO
BBIlyMaJl MY>KYHHA JJIS1 CBOETO CIIOKOWCTBHSI X OTAOXHOBEHHS — BCE ATO COKPYIINUTCS KaK CIICIaHHOE HE B
HHTepecax KeHIUH. I Mor OBl HApUCOBATh KAPTUHY 3TOTO KPYIICHHS, HO O0IOCH 3a OEIHBIE TOJIOBHI TEX,
KOTOpBIE 1 0€3 TOT0 y)Ke BeCbMa OIacaloTcsl )KEHCKOTO BOIIPOCA, XOTS CEPhE3HO OIACaThCs €ro MOKHO
pa3Be TOJIBKO JIET Yepe3 MATHCOT: A0 TEX JKE IMOp MBI Oy/IeM ellie BIaCTBOBATh U MIOKOPSITH 110J1 HOTH CBOE

KCHCKOC ILJICMA. . . 146

Although Suvorin changes his conservative mask for a moderate liberal one, the
apocalyptic picture of women’s victory over men he is portraying speaks for itself.
However, his bravado may once again reflect an underlying gynophobia; the more so in
that he writes about those ‘who fear the woman question very much.” Mimicking the
liberal discourse on emancipation, Suvorin suggests some practical ways of

implementation:

1.57 Ho keHCKO€ 1IeMs MOTJIO ObI U B HacCToAIICC BpEeMs IMMOKa3aTb cebs ¢ BecbMma BI)II‘O,HHOI71 CTOPOHBI U
JaKE 3aCIIy>KUTh IIPU3HATCIILHOCTh IOTOMCTBA. .. <...> )KGHIIII/IHLI JOJDKHBI CTAPATHCA B HACTOSIIECC BPEMS
O TOM, YTOOBI MY>XYHHBI JICJIaJIM IIOMCHBIIC HEXOPOIIUX AT <...> Pa3yMeeTcsi, MY>XYHWHA — KOHCYHO,
MY>XXYHWHa 0oJiee UK MeHEe ,HGJII/IKaTHHﬁ — HAYHCT CHavaJia pE30HbI BLICTABJIATH: HA10 OHUTH €ro 10 3THM

pe3oHaM... <...> He xymo ObI cOCTaBUTh OOOPOHHUTEIHHOE KEHCKOE OOIIECTBO IS ATOH IIEH, Ha3BaB €T0

"> An ironical allusion to the famous words by Nikolai Solov’ev that ‘the woman question’ was ‘a
benchmark test for a progressive writer’.
146 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 15.10.1872.
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«KeHckoe o0IIecTBO AT B3AMMHOTO TTOCOOUS M JUIS YKPOIIECHHS MYXXYHH». S BIIOJTHE yOeXIeH, 4T

JESTeIBHOCTD ITOT0 00IIecTBa ObIIa GBI 61arOTBOPHEE BCEX CYIIECTBYIONINX HbIHe 00mects' .

In a week’s time Suvorin would touch upon the woman topic again in his
feuilleton and would draw a colourful portrait of a modern woman. The feuilleton in
question is certainly unusual, if not ominous: it takes the form of Suvorin’s posthumous
farewell. Imagining that he is dead, Suvorin watches the key figures of his feuilletons
coming to pay their last tribute at his coffin, among them an official from a local
administration, a justice of the peace, ‘a pale young man’, and ‘an eminent academic’.

Second in the queue to Suvorin’s coffin was ‘the Russian woman’:

1.58 B komHare TepMOMETp pa30M MOBBICHIICS Ha JECATh IPaaycoB. <...> ...B KoMHaTy BoILIa
JKCHIIMHA ¥ MPUHECA ¢ COO00 3TO TEIwio0. Pycckas sxeHIMHA — caMasi Teriast XKeHIHA. [Ipu Ku3Hu s
JIFOOMJI PYCCKYIO JKEHIIUHY HE MEHBIIIE Yal0; IOCIIC CMEPTH 5 €€ 0JIaroCIOBIIIO, KAK TOBOPHUTCS, HA TIOABHT
xu3Hn. Camast Teruias JKEHIIHHA — BMECTE C TeM — camast riepeaoBas. S 00w ee Bceraa: u Toraa,
KOTI'Zla OHa HOCHJIA JUTMHHBIC BOJIOCHI, M TOTIA, KOTIa OHA CTajia CTPHYb MX; €CJIHM O sI MOYKHMIT AOJIBIIC U
JIO’KJAJICS TOTO BPEMEHH, KOTJIa OHA CTaHeT OpUTh UX — 51 JTFOOMIT OBl ee OpuTyto. S ro0ui ee u Toraa,
KOT'Jla OHa ObLIIa CKPOMHA U TIOCIIYIIIHA CBOEMY MYXKY Ha TJ1a3aX €ro W Iajiuia 3a rlia3aMu; s JTFOWI e u
TOTJa, KOTJIa OHa TIepecTaia CIyllaTh Mya U, OTOPOCHB CKPOMHOCTB, CKa3aiia eMy: «Moit npyr, st mo0iro
JIPYroro, a moTOMY OCTaBauCsl 3/1eCh, s ke Moy Tyaa!» W yiuia, miaBHO, He TOPOISCH, HE JIOMasi pyK, He
puxost B madoc, He TOBOPS IITMHHEHIIINX MOHOJIOTOB, — IIOTOMY YTO camasi TEILIas KECHIIMHA BMECTE C
TEM | camast MpocTas. <...> Jla, st JF00uII ee, 3Ty IPOCTYIO, TCILIYIO U MEPEIOBYIO PYCCKYIO KEHIIHMHY,
JIFOOMJI BCET/1a, HA BCEX IyTAX €¢ pa3BUTHS — M TOT/a, Koraa oHa untana Joma u [Toas-ne-Koka, u Tornma,
KOTI'Zla OHa, KpacHesl, KaJHO MPOrjaThiBajia aHeK 10Tkl B «Tomorpadudyeckoii anaToMuu» [ up s,
MPEIOYHTas KX BCEM poMaHaM. S IOOWI ee U TOTa, KOTAa, B OTYAsTHUH [TOCIIC TOATOM, MOTYaTUBOM
JyMBbI, OHa MCKaJla BEIX0/Ia B pa3BpaTe, ¥ TOT/Ia, KOT/1a OHA IPUCTABIISIIA TYJIO MMUCTOJIETA KO PTY U Majaa
Oe3npixaHHas 1 00e300paXkeHHasT; s JIFOOUIT ¢ BCeria — M KOT/a 3allMIIall ee, M KOTla CMEesUICS HaJl HEHo.
<...> [TosToMy HampacHo ympekanu MeHs puaocodbl Tudepain3mMa B TOM, YTO CETOJIHS s TOBOPYII OJIHO,
CEroJIHs Hamaal Ha )KEHIIKNHY, a 3aBTpa 3amuinan ee. O, Oyab jxke 07arocaIoBeHHa ThI, TEIUIast PyCCcKast
JKCHIIMHA, BCET/1a, OTHBIHE U HABEKH, CTPEMICh U CTYYHCh B ITOJHON HAICIKIC, YTO OTBEP3SATCS IBEPH

ToMy, KTO cryuntest. [Ipomaii! '

This bizarre farewell curiously coincided with the fact that in the next year of

1873, Suvorin left off ‘the woman question’ in his feuilletons for a while. Suvorin’s

47 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 15.10.1872.
" Ibid., 22.10.1872.
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declaration of love for woman in general, for all its irony, immediately evokes his own
wife, who was undoubtedly a straightforward, ‘warm’, and progressive woman. Having
given her his blessings from his coffin, in a year’s time Suvorin, by cruel decree of fate

would change places with his wife, the unfortunate and doomed Aniuta.

§6
On September 19 1873, Suvorin’s wife was shot by her lover Timofei Komarov who
immediately killed himself on the spot. The shooting took place late at night at the Hotel
Belle-Vue. Suvorin was at home expecting his wife to return, when a messenger arrived
with the horrible news from the hotel. Suvorin rushed to the hotel and found his wife still

alive:

1.59 Omna ynexana Ha TUBaHE U, YBHUJIEB MEHs, CKa3ana: «[ 0ay0unK, MIJIEHEKHUN, TIPOCTUTE MEHS, 5 Bac
oOMaHyma». <...> Sl cTai crpamuBaTh €€, 4TO CIYIHIOCH, B IO BRIPAKESHHUIO JIUIA €€ BUIEIN, YTO OHA
YAUBIJICHA, UTO s HIYETO HE 3Halo. <...> OHa ymupana. TsHKKo B3JIOXHYIA JBa-TPHU pas3a, U Iiaza ee
OCTaHOBWJIMCh Ha MHE. Sl cuIen oKoso Hee Ha Mmoiry. <...> Sl ObUT COBCeM MOTEPSH. <...> S mpocuit, 9To0bI

MCHA OTBEC3JIM K .HI/IX&‘IGBI)IMmg.

The tragic story immediately got into newspapers, though its coverage aroused
protests from the progressive press.””” Reporters savoured the details and speculated

about the cause:

1.60 BeposTHee Bcero, 4To NpUIMHOO yoHiicTBa Obla Oe3HanekHast 1000Bs KoMapoBa, KOTOPEIH,
yOeIUBIIIMUCH B TOM, YTO HE BCTPEYAeT B3AUMHOCTH, B IMMOPHIBE OCMICHCTBA PEIIHIICS TOKOHYUTH C COO0I0 U
C HECYACTHOM )KCHIIMHOW, HY B Ye€M HE MOBMHHOM. <...> AHHa IBaHOBHA OCTaBuMIIa MATEPHIX IETEH,
KOTOPBIM €IIle TaK HEOOXOAUMBI €€ MIOCTOSTHHBIE 3a00THI U TIOTIEYeHHMS. <...> DTo OblJIa 3aMedaTeIbHO

151
Xopomiasg U yMHas JXCHIIUHA = .

However, this seemingly banal case of adultery hid something important:

1.61 Ilo OCMOTPE€ KOMHATLI, I/IC COBEPUINIJIOCH 3TO MPOUCIIECTBUE, HA CTOJIC Haﬁ[[eHO 3aneyaraHHoe 6e3

azpeca MICbMO, B KOTOpOM I'. KoMapoB mpocuT HUKOTO HE BUHAUTH B CACIAaHHOM MM yOHiicTBE 1

' Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 73. Entry of 2.05.1887.

150 See: E. Konradi, ‘Glasnye dramy intimnoi zhizni’, in Nedelia, 39 (1873); ‘Iz khroniki samoubiistv’, in
Otechestvennye zapiski, 10 (1873), pp. 261-262. See also: 1. Paperno, Samoubiistvo kak kul'turnyi institut
(M., 1999), pp. 102-106.

151 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 23.09.1873.
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caMOYOUICTBE M HE JOUCKUBATHCS MPUYMHBI, MOOYAMBIIEH €ro Ha TAKOW MOCTYIOK, TaK KaK TaiHa dTa

5
M3BCCTHA TOJIBKO €EMY Ja €ro ncepTBel 2.

The Suvorin family drama aroused much sympathy amongst fellow writers.
Nekrasov offered Suvorin money for a trip abroad. Dostoevsky carped at the tactless
gang of scribblers in the newspaper Grazhdanin (later, he allusively referred to the
incident in his novel Poa,’rostok).15 3 Tolstoy learnt the news from Kramskoi, as he sat for
a portrait by him and wrote to Nikolai Strakhov asking for details: ‘What a significant
event!”'>* Turgenev, seriously alarmed, wrote to Iakov Polonskii from Paris: ‘Suvorin’s
disaster shocked me. <...> I feel very sorry for Suvorin. Can he recover? If you see him,
please offer him my sincere sympathy.'”> However, Saltykov-Shchedrin, perhaps out of

rancour, felt no pity for Suvorin:

1.62 Konu kak nmpokypop Ben 3To neno, 1 CyBOpHH MPUXOAMI K HEMY ¢ TIPOCKOOH paccka3aTh BCIO
npaBay. Koau, moHsTHO, CKpbiBai. CyBOpHH OBII OJM30K K CaMOYOHMIICTBY. bhIBasio, CHIUT B TOCTHHOH Y
Konwu u m3nuBaet cBou Myku lllenpuny, TOT caymraet ¢ yuactueM, HO 4yTh CyBOpHH YHCT, H3ICBACTCS

HaJl HUM U pyract CI‘OISG.

The murder of Suvorin’s wife and the suicide of her lover was investigated by the
brilliant young lawyer Anatolii Koni — at that time already a public prosecutor at the
Petersburg District Court. Koni later acquired a reputation as a ‘psychologist-lawyer’ and
again an ‘artist-lawyer’. At this time he showed great compassion for the bereaved
widower and in his letter to Suvorin (professionally naming no names) tried to offer his

own vision of the fateful event:

1.63 ...CrpamHoe HecuacThe, nmocturiiee Bac u Bamry ceMpro, — ecThb A0 clenoi, HeOTBpaTUMON U
HECOKPYLIMMOMW Cy/bObI, CBSI3M 00CTOSITENILCTB, B KOTOPHIX Ballia inuHast BOJIsl HIYEro He MOrJIa,
YIPaBJIATh KOTOPBIMU OHAa HUKOTJa He nMesa Obl CHJI, OTBPATUTh KOTOPbIE OHA HUKOT/IA HE ITOJTy4YHIIa Obl
Bo3MOXkHOCTH. [locMoTpuTe Ha pacnpenenenne posiei B Bareit npame. — Bl uenoBek 100pblif, ciadbli,

I‘yMaHHLIfI, ,HOBCp‘IPIBBIﬁ, PCAJUCT B ACJIC HYYyBCTBA U UACATIUCT B ACJIC YYBCTBCHHOCTU (He CECPAUTECH 3a

2 Peterburgskaia gazeta. 24.09.1873.

1% <Stolpy peterburgskogo radikalizma’, in Grazhdanin, 1.10.1873; F. Dostoevsky, PSS, in 30 vol.
(L., 1972-1999), vol. 13: Podrostok, p. 445. (In his earlier versions of the novel Dostoevsky directly
referred to the episode in the hotel Belle-Vue. See: Vol. 16, p. 195, 374.)

41, Tolstoy, PSS, in 90 vol. (M., 1928-1964), vol. 62, p. 50.

1331, Turgenev, PSSP, in 28 vol. (M., 1965-1968). P., vol. 10, p. 156, 164.

1% K. Chukovskii, Dnevnik: 1901-1929 (M., 1997), p. 69. Entry of 27.07.1914.
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OTKPOBEHHOCTBH?) — OJTHIM CJIOBOM, TEOPETHYCCKHIH 4eTOBeK <...>. OHa — CHJIbHASA, TOCIIOICTBCHHAS
HaTypa, Y KOTOPOH yKe pa3 )KU3Hb yXOIWJIA M3-TI0] HOT U K KOTOPOH OHA OIISATh MPUXJIBIHYIIA, OCTABUB
HENPHUKOCHOBEHHO YLy W BO30YAHB — OOJIE3HEHHO U YIIOPHO — TEJIECHYIO CTOPOHY... 3aT€M OH — 3TOT
YKJIOHUBILIMHCS OT paBoCyqus youina. <...> JInteparypHslii IpuxiedaTesb, 4eJI0BEK COMHUTEILHOM
YYEHOCTH U COMHHUTEJBHBIX CPEACTB K XKHU3HH, 0€3 Tpyla B HacToseM, Oe3 INIaHOB Ha cepbe3Hoe Oymylee
— Teiinenp0eprekuii 000JIbCTUTENB B MPOLLIOM. <...> M Takol uenoBek, Takol mapasut BctpeTri Bac n
ee. Bac — 3anHsiTOrO0 1 TOBEPUMBOTO, €€, MO-BUIANMOMY, OTPaXKJCHHYIO OT HET0 COOCTBEHHOIO
HPaBCTBEHHOIO BBICOTOIO, HO OOJIE3HEHHYIO, BOJIHYIOUIYIOCS, HEPOBHYIO. Takue J0Au CKOpO OTOHparoT
cmry. — Ero TepmsT, ero mepeHocsr, OH CTAaHOBUTCSI CBOMM YEJIOBEKOM; €TO CIYIIAIOT; — OH OOBICHSAETCS
B JIIOOBH; €TO MPOCST O TOW WIIH APYTOH YCIyre — OH CTAHOBUTCSI 0OPA3IOBBIM JIAKEEM; — €T0 OBIOT — U
OH BO3BpallaeTcs, rOTOBs ¥ oJ0Mpasi MaTepHal JJIsi HOBOW MOIIEYNHBI. A MEXIY TEM OH CTPOUT LIeI0e
3/JaHUE Ha CBOEH «/I0Ka3aHHON» MPEIaHHOCTH, OH BBI3BIBACT HCKYCHO U KOBapHO COCTPaZaHue, KOTOpOe
TaK YacTo y )KEHILUH CBs3aHO ¢ 00Jiee CHIbHBIM YyBCTBOM, — OH HE CTPEMUTCS aXKe MOIHATHCS J10
KEHIIMHBI, — OH, SIBJISISICh BCET/1a MPUHIKEHHBIM, HO BEPHBIM, O€IHBIM, HO TIPEJIaHHBIM, U CTOS TaM, I'Jie-
TO BHHU3Y, CTATHUBAET K cede xeHIuHy. Vrpa ero BepHa — 4yBCTBO JCTUKATHOCTH U BEKIMBOCTH
TOJICKa)KET TIEPBBIH IIar, COCTPaaHue MOJABUHET HA BTOPOIi, a HICKYCHO pa3apa)keHHas U OOIbHAs
(dusnueckas mpupoaa JoaeNaeT Bce cama. 3aTo Kakas 9To OyneT mobema! OHa — reHui-oXpaHuTeNb U
PYKOBOIUTEIH YEIOBEKA 3aMEUATEIHHOTO 0 TAIAHTY M JIUTEPATypHONH CaMOOBITHOCTH — MOWIET 3a HUM,
OHa — CYILECTBO 0JIArOPOAHOE M YMHOE — TIPH3HAET €r0 XOTh Ha BPEMs CBOMM BIIaJIENIbIIEM, — OTHACT
€My CBOE ropJioe CepALe — M 03apHT €ro, MOLUISKa U MEPTBELa, Iy4aMHt CBOEH JIMYHOCTH. <...> DTO yKe

HE TOT mapas3uT, TOT, KTO NOAYHNHUIT cebe TAKYIO0 KCHY TaKOI'o MyiKa, U TaKOC 060J'H>HICHI/I€, KOHCYHO, HC

yera ['efinensbeprckomy. — U BOT MyIIEHBI B X0/ BCE CPEJCTBA, — OTYMAHEHO BCE TPE3BOE B KCHIIMHE U
BBI3BAaHBI BCE HEJIEIIBIE CTPEMJICHHSI M BCE MOTyOCO3HAHHBIE HHCTHHKTHI B xKeHIuHe. [lobena, mo-
BUANMOMY, BepHas. Ho B pemmrensHble MUHYTHI — KHBBIE CHIIBI B [yIIIE €€ OEpyT BEpX HaJ BCEM, CTApoe
YyBCTBO, JOJIT 1 CO3HAHHME CBOMX 00A3aHHOCTEH OepeT BepX Haj MOIy-NPUBA3aHHOCTBIO H TOJTY-
COCTpaJaHueM, U CpaXkeHUe, JaBHO MOATOTOBIEHHOE U UCKYCHO BEJIEHHOE, IpourpaHo. YTo ke ocraercs?
Llens He JOCTUTHYTA, — OHA HE YHU3WJIACh 10 HETO, — MOAHATHCS JI0 HEE CHJI HET, — OThE3]l M pasiiyKa
OIIOBELIEHBI, ]a 1 HEOOXOUMBI, ITOKaTYH, — a IPUXOJUTCS OISATH BECTH IPEKHEE CYILIECTBOBAHHE
XKAJKOT'0 Napa3uTa, OIIEBAHHOTO U npe3upaeMoro. Ho Tak »HTb Helb3s1, HyXKEH HCXO0J CaMOJIro0HIo,
HYy’KHa BO3MOYXHOCTh OBITh YeM-HUOY b, KeM-HUOYb, HO TOJBKO HE HyJIeM. A B cepIie BUCUT 37100a 1
MILIEHHE, 33 1aPOM HCIIBITAHHOE YHIDKCHHUE, 3a MOTPAYCHHBIN JOH)KyaHCTBEHHBINH TPYA, — 371002 IPOTHB
BCETO TOTO U BCEX TEX, KTO MOIYAIMBO, €0 ipsSO, CaM COO0I0 yaepskall H yAep KUBaceT ee. — MCTHTb Hazl0,
— TPOMKO H TaK, 4TOOBI OCTaJICS] HA HEM W3BECTHBIN 0peod. <...> YTo Morim Bl caenate NpoTHB TAKOTO
yesoBeka? <...> MOIJH Jin IoMeIIaTh €My pa3biIpbIBaTh CBOM Bapualuy Ha OOJIE3HEHHOW NPHpoe U
nobpore Bareit xensl? <...> Her, noporoii Anekceit CepreeBnd, — BbI ObIIM U JOIDKHBI ObUIH, 110 MOEMY
MHEHHUIO, OBITh OECCUIIBHBI B 9THX 00CTOsITENILCTBAaX. B Banty sKU3Hb Kak KJIMH BOLIEN 3JI0W M NaryOHbIN

YCJIOBCK, M HC B BallIUX CUJIaX OBLIO OTBPATUTDH KaTaCTpO(i)y, KOTOpAas BbI3bIBAJIACh YCJIOBUSIMU KU3HU U
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CBOHCTBaMU 3TOTO YeJOBeKa. bolibHO M IpHCKOPOHO, 4TO OH ¢ BamMu BCTpETHIICS M IPUTOM B 0CO00H
obOcTaHOBKE, — HO pa3 OH BCTPETHIICS, HE OT Bac 3aBuceno yCTpaHUTh OKOHYaHHE €0 3eMHOT0 TIONPHIIA B

TOM BUJIC, KaK OHO, 6naroaapﬂ €My 1 UCKIIOYUTCIBHO EMY — HpOI/I30HIJ'I0157.

In the final analysis, this rhetorically immaculate and faultlessly grounded
argumentation (with its beautiful artistic finish) can be reduced to the trivial version
promoted by the newspaper pen-pushers: the rejected lover kills his beloved in a fit of
pique. But in Koni’s letter, we can find some non-trivial information which he had
drawn, apparently, from his long and circumstantial conversations with Suvorin. If we
compare this information with Suvorin’s diary, we can conclude that Aniuta’s love affair
with Komarov had started three years earlier: ‘My recollections about Aniuta — out trip
to Switzerland in 1870, <... > where the Likhachevs lived at the time. <...> We set off
from Piermont'>® where Aniuta had been receiving her treatment. It was my first time
abroad. Together with Aniuta, we visited Berlin, Piermont, Cologne, Frankfurt am Main,
Heidelberg, Wiesbaden, Lucerne.’ 159

So it was then when ‘a wedge cut through their family’ and Aniuta ‘lost her
footing’. However, their marriage survived and life returned to normal, though it is
difficult to say whether the family had actually kept its balance: Koni insists that Aniuta
had ‘a sickly’, ‘unbalanced’, and ‘nervous’ nature. In his letter, there is an accurate
assessment of roles in Suvorin’s family. Koni unconditionally sees Aniuta as a family
leader: ‘she is a guardian genius and leader of a remarkably talented person’, ‘a strong
and domineering personality’. Also Koni seems to have no doubts that Suvorin was
‘kind, weak, and trusting’; though of more importance is his delicate description of
Suvorin as ‘an idealist in sensual matters’, which can be attributed either to Suvorin’s
relative lack of sexual experience or to his deliberate continence due to overwork, or
perhaps to some male problems. (In that respect, as Koni insists, Komarov was more
successful, because he was able to ‘morbidly and persistently, arouse Aniuta’s bodily
instincts’.) The main idea of Koni’s letter is to alleviate Suvorin’s agony by shifting the

blame onto Komarov’s shoulders, thus excusing Aniuta’s conduct, and also to highlight

ST RGALL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 1949. Pis'ma A. F. Koni k A. S. Suvorinu L. 1-5. Letter of 2.11.1873.
'8 Bad Piermont was a famous spa in Germany specialising in gynaecological, cordial and endocrine
diseases.

' Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 136. Entry of 30.04.1893.
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the ill-will of fate. But fifteen years later Suvorin still tormented himself with memories,
leaving desperate notes in his diary: ‘She was asking forgiveness, but the guilt was mine;

*160 The next two lines in this

formally she was guilty, but in fact it was entirely my fault.
entry are heavily smeared.
For Mikhail De-Pule, Suvorin’s acquaintance from Voronezh, Suvorin’s fault in

his family tragedy was clear and obvious:

1.64 Tu1 BOT Temeps TOBOpHIITH, uTo CYBOPHH OBIIT OOMaHYT KE€HOI0. <...> BepHo, HO, 3HaeIIb JIH, KTO
TyT omsATh BuHOBaT? — OH! UTo Takoe Anna BanoBHa? BeposTHo, moOpasi, mpocTasi, HO camasi 3aypsigHast
xeHurHa. OH ee BBIYYHII SI3bIKaM — MPEKPACcHO U o4eHb YMHO! OH BO3BEII €€ B IEPEIOBhIC, — CMEIIIHO U

I‘HyHO! Oxn K€, 9TUM BO3BCACHUEM U YMHOM, pa3BpaTUI e Ayury, €€ HpaBCTBECHHBIC HOHﬂTI/IHl6l.

Are we then to blame this father of a large family, ‘an idealist in sensual matters’,
for granting his wife ‘freedom of the heart’? No documental evidence to that effect has
been found;'®* there is only a bitter confession in Suvorin’s diary: ‘I have always been
unable to prevent anything, and this is my grief, this is my curse.”'® However, another
question arises: is it possible that ‘the conservative’ dimension of Suvorin’s feuilletons
was suggested by his family situation? Hypothetically, one might easily assume that a
strong and independent wife herself decided on her degree of freedom, while her
husband, having no influence on her because of his weak character, sublimated his
suspicions and his fears in newspaper texts. Those texts could also reflect the spouses’
divergence of views as regards woman’s personal freedom.

In the Suvorin family model, De-Pule saw a dangerous result of women’s
emancipation (which he understood as a sexual liberation of women, in other words, as

‘the riot of flesh’). According to him, the next stage would be social anarchy:

1.65 IleuanbHa 6yﬂ€T cyzu,6a Hamero 06III€CTBa, €CJIM )KU3Hb €I'o 6y;[eT cJlaraTtbCsd 110 THIIAM YCThI

CyBOpI/IHLIX. )Kanxoe, HECYACTHOC MOJIOKCHUEC, B KOTOPOM BCC€ BHYTPCHHEEC, JYXOBHOC, ITOTHUJIO UJIN

' Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 73. Entry of 2.05.1887.

ol RGALL F. 1129 (De-Pule, M. F.), op. 1, ed. 9. Pis'ma M. F. De-Pule k L. N. Pavlenkovu. L. 850b.
Letter of 20.02.1874.

12 Contrary to Suvorin, Chernyshevsky in his letters to his wife insisted that she should ‘take care of
hygiene’ implying a regular sexual life for her in his absence; he also develops some peculiar sexual
theories in his diary. (See I. Paperno, Chernyshevsky and the Age of Realism: A Study in the Semiotics of
Behavior (Stanford, 1988), pp. 119—125 (‘A Licence for Adultery’).

' Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 72. Entry of 2.05.1887.
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mosoMaHo! <...> CoBpeMeHHBIE POTPECCHUCTHI U MEPEIOBBIE — CBOJIOYb, KaXKAYIIast OTHOTO
paspyuieHus. <...> byHCTBO 0/IHOM IIJIOTH MPUBOJUT K SIBICHUSAM, Kakrue Mbl Buaenu Bo @panuuu, npu
TOCIOJICTBE KOMMYHBI, KOTJIa )KCHIIUHBI, KaK OeIIeHbIe (PyprH, OCraiu mo yJiuinaM ¢ KepOCHHOBBIMU

164
JlaMIIaM¥ U NOPKUTAJIU TOpoa .

Indeed, on the surface, Suvorin’s story is fairly typical of its times, considered as
the story of a ‘new woman’ trying drastically to change her life, including family
relations. There are enough cases showing exactly that pattern (for example, the families
of Aleksandr Herzen and Nikolai Ogarev, Nikolai Nekrasov with Ivan and Avdot'ia

Panaev, Elena Maikova and Fedor Liubimov'®

, Nikolai and Liudmila Shelgunov with
Mikhail Mikhailov'®®), though in most cases the wife made her choice in favour of a
more ideologically advanced personality. It is also true that public opinion tended not to
distinguish the causes of family break-ups in any very careful way. But on the whole, the
‘liberation of flesh’ aroused suspicion even among fairly broad-minded people. One of

the ‘new women’ and an active member of the women’s movement Elena

Shtakenshneider wrote in her diary:

1.66 4 B To BpeMs MCKala MaeaN KCHITUHB U HEYAUBUTEIFHO, UTO ITOYTH OCTAHOBHJIACH HA
IIenryHoBoii. ['0BOpIO «10YTH», IOTOMY YTO HECMOTPS Ha BCE 3apakalollue WX BOCTOPTH, HECMOTPS Ha
BCIO MO0 XXy HJlealia ¥ CIOCOOHOCTh MOKIOHCHHUS, MCHSI CMYIIAJ TyX KPUTHKH, U s HE MOTJIa
npuoOmThes B3rsaay LllenryHoBoii Ha smaHcHaIMIO XeHITUH. Ee cBoOomHbIC sxeHIMHBI ObLTH [TaHacRa,
Kakue-TO (ppaHIyKCHKH, C KOTOPBIMHU OHa IMo3HaKoMuiack B [laprke. <...> MHorna BocXBaJieHHE UX
JIOXOJIIIO JI0 TOTO, YTO MEHS BBICBIUTAIA M3 KOMHATHI, YTOOBI yIoOHEee OBIIO0 UCUNCIATE MX ITOABHUTH I10

iyt nporpecca.'®’

However, Anna Ivanovna Suvorina, as I see it, could hardly have moulded herself
deliberately as ‘a woman with tendencies’. She was a tireless toiler, a loving mother of

five and a reliable help for her weak-willed husband. It is obvious that the distance from

' RGALL F. 1129, op. 1, ed. 9. Pis'ma M. F. De-Pule k L. N. Pavlenkovu. L. 83, 830b Letter of
2.02.1874. Even later, De-Pule argued against female sexual freedom not only in his private
correspondence, but also in press. See for example: M. De-Pule, ‘Nigilizm kak patologicheskoe iavlenie
russkoi zhizni’, in Russkii vestnik, 11 (1881), pp. 93-97.

19 See for example: O. Chemena, Sozdanie dvukh romanov: Goncharov i shestidesiatnitsa E. P. Maikova
(M., 1966), p. 114.

1% See for example: T. Bogdanovich, Liubov' liudei shestidesiatykh godov (L., 1929); N. Shelgunov,

L. Shelgunova, M. Mikhailov, Vospomonania, in 2 vol. (M., 1967).

167 E, Shtakenshneider, Dnevnik i zapiski: 1854—1886 (Newtonville, 1980), p. 344. Entry of 4.12.1864.
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rural Berezovka to metropolitan Petersburg required a number of hurdles to be cleared, be
it in the form of class prejudice, cultural difference, or intellectual challenge, or simple
physical strain. All of that presumably led to her health failures, nervous breakdowns, and
fatigues, which Suvorin, himself in need of support, was hardly able to prevent. He was

no help to his wife:

1.67 B mokoitHOM KeHe MOEH s MOTEePSIT YPE3BBITANHO MHOTO: CaM T0 ce0e YeloBek OecXxapaKkTepHbIH,
JIANIeKO He SHEPTHYHBIN YEJIOBEK, 51 Opasl y Hee MIMEHHO TO, YTO MHE HEJJOCTABAJIO U Yero y Hee ObLIO B

n36bITKE .

The existing biographies of Suvorin inform us of his life after Aniuta’s death. But
there are episodes in that life after Aniuta when Suvorin found it excruciatingly hard to
make the right decision, and if he had been directed by his strong-willed wife, his life
might have taken a different turn. Vasilii Rozanov recollects that in his office, Suvorin
prominently displayed an enormous portrait of his first wife,'® and Aniuta’s shadow
haunted him till the end of his days. When Suvorin’s children by both his marriages
squabbled over their inheritance in front of their mortally ill father, Aleksei, the second

son by Aniuta, wrote to him with bitterness and reproach:

1.68 3aotu TpHU roga N€peroBOpoOB 1 YYBCTBOBAJI, KaK pOCjia BO MHE BpaxK/Ja K Tebe. <...> S YyBCTBOBAJI,

9T0 3200JIeBal0 JYXOBHO, TePsS BIACTh HaJl co00r0. Eciu ObI OblIa j)kMBa MOSI MaTh, OHa OCTAHOBHJIA OBI

TeOs M yAeprxkaia Obl 1 MEHsI OT OITHOOK, KOTOPBIe, KOHEUHO, JIeIal 1 a.170

k ok ok

The time span which I have examined in this chapter, from the beginning of the 1850s to
1873, is very important, because it provides a better understanding of Suvorin’s personal
development; and that personal development went along with his rapid career growth.
Earlier stages of Suvorin’s life, i. e. his peasant childhood with his further training at the
Voronezh Cadet Corps, his teaching experience and subsequent branching out into

journalism are fairly compatible with the career of a raznochinets. However, in the case

1% OR RNB. F. 847, ed. 700. L. 3. Pis'mo A. S. Suvorina k N. V. Shakhovskomu.

19y Rozanov, Iz pripominanii i myslei ob A. S. Suvorine (M., 1992), p. 82.

170 RGALL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 4155. Pis'ma i telegrammy A. A. Suvorina k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 332. Letter of
25.05.1911.
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of Suvorin, who was not free from what we crudely identify as ‘inferiority complex’, we
see a career determined and guided in very large measure by his first wife, Anna
Ivanovna Baranova; a wife who herself made an extraordinary social transition from low
rank merchant milieu to the metropolitan intellectual elite, and who made an impression
as well in business activities and who distinguished herself not least by her participation
in the women’s movement.

Having started his literary career as a satirist and then as a writer examining the
mores of rural life, Suvorin eventually found his avocation in journalism. His
contributions to the newspaper Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti ensured his swift and
conspicuous success, particularly after a court trial which banned his book Vsiakie:
Ocherki sovremennoi zhizni. Suvorin was acknowledged as the creator of a new
newspaper genre, the social feuilleton, which aimed at the public at large and which was,
in theory, free of any political commitment.

The beginning of Suvorin’s career coincided with the onset of women’s
emancipation in Russia, and the aspiring journalist took an active part in the debate on
‘the woman question’. In this debate, he alternated two divergent ideological lines: while
as a liberal he supported women’s education, a clear engine of freedom, he also, as a
conservative, rejected the idea of woman’s personal and sexual freedom. Suvorin’s
conservatism, disguised as ironic or even provocative commentary on ‘the woman
question’, was also designed to attract the less demanding reading public. This surface
contradiction reflected Suvorin’s inner moral conflict: a devotee of enlightenment and
education, he nevertheless stuck to patriarchal views on family life, assigning to woman
the role of a child-bearer and rearer of children and no more. Moreover, he was seriously
concerned and alarmed by the prospect of woman’s sexual freedom, which he associated
with prostitution and which, according to him, would inevitably result in the collapse of
male civilization, rather than lead to equality of the sexes. I have suggested that Suvorin’s
anxiety can be identified as a species of gynophobia, and this intriguing condition
expressed itself and became the more noticeable in his journalism and fiction.

‘The woman question’ had a tragic impact on Suvorin’s personal life. Having
adopted the ideas of female freedom and independence, Suvorin’s wife died at the hand

of her lover in adultery, and Suvorin, suffering from remorse, was driven to the verge of
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suicide. The scandal around the murder of Suvorin’s wife endangered his career, while

the absence of her support negatively affected his subsequent life.
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CHAPTER 1I

This chapter covers the period from 1874 to 1889. In Suvorin’s life, these 15 years were
replete with events and with emotional disturbance. In 1876, Suvorin became owner,
publisher and editor of the newspaper Novoe vremia and dedicated the rest of his life to
this enterprise. Achieving brilliant professional and material success, Suvorin
nevertheless found himself profoundly unhappy in his private life: his second marriage
practically collapsed; and besides this, he lost two sons and a daughter by his first
marriage and a son by his second marriage.

As regards ‘the woman question’, the given period was marked by a slowing
down of the national debate; while at the same time the language of the woman’s press
started to take shape. Among other results of this period was a network of women’s
organisations, as well as the growing participation of women in revolutionary activities.
However, with insufficiently developed ideology and an absence of properly coordinated
action, the women’s movement experienced a crisis, which occurred at the end of the
1880s. The crisis signalled the completion of the second (active) phase of the women’s
movement, which had started in the 1860s. It is important to note that within the period
concerned, particularly after the murder of the emperor, Aleksandr II, in March of 1881,
with a political reaction to follow, Russian society experienced a general despondency
and a social mood which was ‘shifting and uncertain,’l and which manifested itself both
in the press and in belles-lettres. In his newspaper Suvorin avoids commenting upon the
trial of Narodnaia volia activists as well as other political issues, leaving this to other
journalists. Simultaneously, Suvorin’s interest for fiction rekindles, and in his prose he
starts to examine the theme of ‘odd women’.

In this chapter, I shall use new archival material, mainly private correspondence
and the diary of Sofiia Smirnova-Sazonova, to recreate previously unknown episodes of
Suvorin’s life; and in particular, his second marriage and his conflict with his business
partner Vladimir Likhachev. I also present a survey of Suvorin’s journalistic techniques,
which enabled him to turn Novoe vremia into the most popular Russian daily newspaper.

Further, I take a look at Suvorin’s relations with Chekhov and explore the intimacy of

! See, for example: G. Novopolin, V sumerkakh literatury i zhizni: V 80-kh gg. (1881-1895) (SPb, 1913).
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their friendship, suggesting certain reasons for this intimacy. In my analysis, I cite and
draw upon certain fictional pieces by Suvorin which are virtually unknown, and I draw
also upon his newspaper feuilletons. I intend to place particular emphasis on his changing
attitudes to the ‘woman question’ and to determine the influence of personal misfortunes

on his fiction.

§1
Shortly after losing his wife, Suvorin was left without a job. In 1874, the editor of Sankz-
Peterburgskie vedomosti, Valentin Korsh, was removed from his post for pursuing an
‘antigovernment line’. The authorities were particularly unhappy with various feuilletons
by Neznakomets (i. e. Suvorin), whom the Minister of Education, Dmitrii Tolstoy, named
a ‘dubious literary character’, and the entire editorial board was forced to resign. Suvorin
found temporary refuge with the newspaper Birzhevye vedomosti, his earlier attempts to
set up as a contributor to the magazine Otechestvennye zapiski run by Nekrasov having
failed.” He managed, however, to continue his publishing activity by compiling some of
his recent writings into a book, which he issued in 1875 under the title Ocherki i kartinki.
The book sold out very quickly; so within a month Suvorin had to prepare a second,

enlarged edition. He had high hopes of this publishing enterprise:

2.1 S npenmonararo U34aTh HECKOJIBKO BBIITYCKOB, TIOMEIIAsl B KAXKIOM M3 HUX, KDOME TOTO, UTO
YHUTATEJSIMU KOTAA-TO OBLIO ITPOYUTAHO, U 3aMETKH 0 TEKYIIUM COBPEMEHHBIM BOIIPOCaM U COOBITHSM.
Kaxkplit BBIITycK OyeT COCTOSTh U3 TPEX OTAEIOB: 1) pacckasbl M OBECTH; 2) (eIbETOHBI 3 MPOIUIbIC
ro/ibl, OoJiee WM MEHee MCIPaBIICHHBIC ¥ IPUBEJICHHBIC B OPSIOK U 3) TEKYyILHE 3aMETKH 110 TEM

3
BOIIPOCaM, KOTOpbIE OyyT KO BDEMEHH .

However, the book was crucified by the magazine Russkii vestnik® and the project
as a whole did not continue. The book is interesting for its contents, particularly for
undated pieces; these are pieces valued by the author, although not themselves dated

newspaper publications. One of these undated pieces, ‘Something on a columnist’, is of

* It was Saltykov-Shchedrin who objected to Suvorin’s contribution to the magazine. See: E. Dinershtein,
A. S. Suvorin: Chelovek, sdelavshii kar'eru (M., 1998), pp. 43—44.

* Ocherki i kartinki: Sobranie rasskazov, fel'etonov i zametok Neznakomtsa (A. Suvorina) (SPb, 1875), o
ed., p. 3. Further page references are given in the text.

4 See: A. [V. Avseenko], ‘Literaturnye éfemeridy’, in Russkii vestnik, 9 (1875), pp. 476-509.
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particular interest. It starts as an obituary of an anonymous journalist who has ‘died of a
stroke’. The text that follows and the absence of an addressee (Suvorin never hesitated to
become personal), suggest, to my mind, a metaphorical self-obituary on the author’s
part.’ Tt is possible in this text to detect some details of Suvorin’s life, as well as his
emotional state, while he was trying to cope with the aftermath of his wife’s murder and

his unemployment:

2.2 MHOro JIeT OH aKKypaTHO SBJISUICS B BOCKPECHBIC JIHU ¥ TEIIWIJI CBOKO MMyOJIMKY B BEChbMa
pacnpocTpaHeHHOH rasere’. Tenepb oH NeXHUT O3 ABWKEHUS, 0€3 A3bIKa, TAKOU ke OeaHBIN, KaK ObIIT
JIECSITB JIET TOMY Hazan , BEpHEE CKa3aTh — JIC)KUT KaK HUIIHI, y KOTOPOTO OOJIC3Hh OTHSLJIA ITOCIICIHEE
CPEICTBO K CYIIECTBOBAHUIO. <...> B mocnenHee Bpems TOBOPUIIH, YTO OH ucnmcancs’. 1o CTpaIIHOE
CJIOBO JUTs1 )KYPHAIIUCTA <...> J[OJIr0 JIM HCUCAThCA <...> B BEUHOW MOTOHE 32 KYCKOM xne6a’, npu
HEYBEPCHHOCTH B 3aBTpaInHeM JHe! <...> V3 ManeHbKOro mapbka 0OpaTUThCS B HUYTO, U3 BUIHOTO
MTOICHIIIMKA CITYCTUTHCS B ITOIBAJIBI — MOYKHO M C yMa CONTH, M HEPBHBIH yaap moaydurs. Jlydrire
yMepeTb10 BOBPEMSI, YMEPETh C JJOCTOMHCTBOM. .. <...> M HE JaTh CKAJIAIIEMY 3YObl CAMOOBOJILCTBY

Tpeasiora K OOUIHON HACMEIIIKe HITH OOUITHOMY coxanenuo' . (306, 308)

An appropriate sequel to this mournful text is a farewell which Suvorin bade to
his readers; he entitled it ‘Elegiia na temu ‘“Proshchaius’, angel moi, s toboiu™ and
published it on 29.12.1874 in Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti when leaving the
newspaper. Here one also finds signs of despair and of the hopelessness experienced by

Suvorin:

2.3  llensrit MecsIr pa3roBOpoOB, IEPETOBOPOB, CITIOPOB, HEBBIHOCHMBIX BOJTHEHUH, OOPHOBI ¢ caMuM
c000¥, OECCOHHBIX HOUEH... <...> ['0JIoBa KPyroM XOJuIa, 1 He 3HaJl, 9TO JIeNaTh, HA YeM OCTaHOBUTHCS. 51

n3y4daj COBCThI U KPACHOPEHUUC ,pr3€l7[ u HpI/IﬂTeﬂeﬁ CBOMX, U BCC-TAKU HUYCTO HC BUIACII IEPECI C060}O,

> Suvorin was obsessed by the idea that he would die of a stroke; this topic often occurs in his diary.

6 Cf. Chapter 1, p. 49: ‘Korsh got himself a Sunday clown for his oh-so-proper Sankz-Peterburgskie
vedomosti...” (Boborykin)

"In 1864, Suvorin started his work in Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti.

¥ Saltykov-Shchedrin wrote to Nekrasov about Suvorin: “You can judge by Suvorin’s recent feuilletons that
he is very frivolous and that he has written himself out.” (See: M. Saltykov-Shchedrin, Sobranie sochnenii,
in 20 vol. (M., 1976-1977), vol. 18-2, p. 111. Letter of 10.06.1872.

? Cf. “Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti with Korsh as an editor had just started to compete with Golos,
thanks to the pert and biting talent of Suvorin, who at the time lived in poverty, surviving by his Sunday
feuilletons only.” (See Kniaz' V. V. Meshcherskii, Vospominania (M., 2001), p. 297.)

19 Cf. Chapter 1, p. 80, Chukovskii’s diary: ‘Suvorin was close to suicide’.

" Indication of Suvorin’s morbid reaction to public discussion of his wife’s murder.
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KpOME TyMaHa, B KOTOPOM HEJIB3 PA3JINIUTD C HaJIJIe)KAIIeH ICHOCTHIO HU JIUIl, HA KOCTIOMOB, HI

MTOJIOKCHHH. <...> S peIInI OCTaThCS «HE Y A€JI», Sl PEIIWIICS KaaTh y Mops moroasl. (314, 320)

These two pieces side with the story entitled ‘Strannaia zhenshchina: Otryvki iz
neizdannoi povesti’. This last may be regarded as another attempt by Suvorin at fictional
treatment of the modern emancipated woman, now undertaken with more realism (when
compared to the Liudmila Ivanovna of Vsiakie) and with a dramatic touch. Also, while in
his feuilletons ‘educated maidens’ were a constant object of Suvorin’s irony, now the
author seems genuinely to sympathize with his heroine.

The protagonist of Suvorin’s ‘unpublished novella’, significantly called Anna
Ivanovna, the name of his first wife, is an extraordinary woman, endowed with
intelligence, talent, energy, and beauty. Unfortunately, she cannot find her place in life.
Her marriage to a university professor had not made her happy: ‘I felt I was just as clever
as he was, that I could learn what he knows, that I could do what he does, and I was
angered by the unjustness of fate that had made me a woman.” (88) Having buried her
husband, who dies of cholera and leaves her without means with a small daughter to
support, Anna Ivanovna is nevertheless ‘nearly happy’ with her newly acquired freedom.
But for all her talents — she can translate from three languages, she can write
compilations, make clothes and needle lace, retouch photographs and make wax flowers

— she is confronted everywhere by male hostility and resistance:

24 ... na ynure, u 1oMa, ¥ B TUTEpaType, Be37e OCKOPOICHHE, TO MPAMOE, TO CHUCXOIUTEIHLHO-
upoHnyeckoe. Bam, Myx4unHam, u 06e3 cnocoOHOCTEH, 0e3 yma, BCIOAY CBOOO/IHBIN BXO, HAM — U C YMOM,

U CO CHIOCOOHOCTSIMM HAJI0 €llle N03BOJICHUS] HCIIPOCUTD Ha IPaBO NMPEAbSBIATh UX... (91)

Anna Ivanovna sees no way out of this humiliating situation:

2.5  Yro MHe B 3TOi TpecKOTHE (pa3 0 )KEHCKOM BOIIPOCE, KOT/a Aeja HETY U KOT/ia Ha MO€e JIeJI0
CMOTPST KaK Ha IaTOJOTMYECKUH NPOYKT. <...> ...5] sxeHuHa! Mexy HerpoM U peOEHKOM — BOT €if
MecTo. <...> ...Kakue xeHckne cnocoOHOCTH JIydllle BCero Bo3Harpaxaatorcs? JHKMBOCTh, MPUTBOPCTBO,
OTCYTCTBHUE BCSKMX HPABCTBEHHBIX Hayall BMECTE C OTCYTCTBUEM BCSIKOTO 00pa30BaHuUs, XUTPOCTh,
IUIOTOSJHOCTh, Ka4E€CTBA UCKYCHOM 00ONBCTHTENBHALBL. .. KypTH3aHKa — BOT Mepes KeM CTaHOBSTCS Ha

KOJICHH, KOMY KypUTCs pUMHaM, KOMY JIydIiie Bcero miaTsT. (92)
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These words about a courtesan strongly recall Suvorin’s ironic feuilletons; but in
this passage, straight from character Anna Ivanovna’s mouth, they reverse their
connotation. Suvorin enhances dramatic effect: if it were not for her daughter, Anna
Ivanovna would be ready to kill herself. Anna Ivanovna develops her ideas in talks with
‘a grey-haired old man’, Lomakin, who sincerely wishes her well but is not able to offer
her help, apart from some commonplace comfort: ‘You should pull yourself together, and
you should restrain your temper. <...> There are other things in life which are worth
living for.” (94-95) There is another character in the novella, the bachelor Kopylov,

whose views of women are in unison with those of the heroine:

2.6 41 3nar0 TOJIBKO, YTO JKCHIIUHBI, JaK€ 3aMCYaTCIIbHBIC, HC KaMCHb, 1, paCTasiB NIEPEA KaKI/IM-HI/I6y[[I>
My)K‘lHHOfI, HMHOI'Zla HE TOJIbKO HC 3aMCYAaTC/IbHBIM, HO J1a’K€ COBCEM IMJIOXCHBKHUM, BBIXOAAT 3aMYK U
JACJIA0TCA MaTepsAMU, X03${I7[KaMI/I, MOTPYyKAKTCA BO BCC MCJIOYH KU3HHU U, PA3YMECTCA, HC MOT'YT

KyJIbTHBUPOBATh CBOM TAJAHTHI, KOTOPBIE TaK M THOHYT, HE pacLBeTas. ITO HUBA, MoOHUTas rpajgoM... (81)

Despite the fact that the plot of the story might well have taken an interesting turn
— the bachelor, ‘who had experienced neither real love, nor real grief,” (82) is getting
interested in this extraordinary woman — Suvorin preferred to leave his novella
unfinished; he does not know what to do with his heroine, so she goes away to Munich.

Although there were, in fact, quite a few women around him who did actually
gain professional success in a male dominated world, Suvorin wants to explore a female
type which is extraordinary but who fails significantly to realize herself in life. We may
cautiously surmise that Suvorin’s heroine is a female option of the ‘superfluous man’,
now brought forth by woman’s emalncipation;12 an analogous social product of the same
or similar underlying historical variables. However, Suvorin seems at the same time to
imply that this kind or type of woman is ‘a strange one’, a strange or questionable social
product, since it appears that she wishes to reject her original purpose of wife and mother.
According to Suvorin, this results in a certain mental instability; so his novella may

arguably be considered an attempt to diagnose and objectify the ‘hysterisation of the

12 Attempts to classify female types of the emancipation period have been made in: A. Rosenholm,
Gendering Awakening: Femininity and the Russian Woman Question of the 1860s (Helsinki, 1999),
Chapters IV, IX, X; S. Slavskaya Grenier, Representing the Marginal Woman in Nineteenth-Century
Russian Literature: Personalism, Feminism, and Polyphony (Greenwood Press, 2001), pp. 103—104; 139—
140; 156-157.
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woman’s body’ as described by Michel Foucault (see Introduction, p. 18). Throughout
his narration, Suvorin goes to some lengths to pinpoint hysterical features in Anna
Ivanovna. He introduces her with an episode from her youth: avoiding confrontation with
her parents, Anna agrees to marry a wealthy person with whom she is not in love.
However, during the wedding ceremony, she ‘gives a harsh negative reply’ to the priest’s
question, rushes out of the church and throws herself onto the snow in a plainly hysterical
fit: “They put her in the carriage by force and took her home. <...> She was on the brink
of madness and endured a serious illness.” (84) Equally strange is the joy which she feels
at her husband’s death, which seems to grant her freedom but in fact proves of no use: ‘I
languish and cannot focus on anything; it’s even worse now.” (89) Anna Ivanovna’s
portrait is full of hysterical features: her speech manner is ‘jumpy’ and ‘spiteful’; her
voice ‘brakes with emotion’; as she speaks, she ‘gesticulates briskly’; her eyes are
‘flashing’, she laughs with ‘a nervous and forced laughter.” Talking to Lomakin, Anna
Ivanovna ‘suddenly broke out into hysterical laughter and buried her face in her arms.’

Suvorin finishes his novella with the wrathful monologue of his heroine:

2.7  TSKKO XKWTb... <...>...Aymia 00JIUT, yM paboTaeT, 3HaHUH kaxaensb... U uaro xe? Hax Toboi
CMEIOTCSI, TeOe HOTH TOACTABIISIIOT, TeOC MPEITUCHIBAIOT HEBO3MOIKHBIC BEIITH, TCOS CAKAIOT B KIIETKY C

30JI0TBIMH NIPYThSIMHU WIH... HeT, s He Mory 6osbie. 3To HEBBIHOCUMO, 3T0 — Katopra (96).

Anna Ivanovna makes a histrionic exit: ‘She seized my hand, as if she wanted to
add something, but then she suddenly tightened her lips, withdrew her hand abruptly and
left.” (96)

Suvorin, who had learnt a bitter lesson from women’s emancipation, seems to
warn the other half of mankind against a fatal mistake and wants to return women to the
family hearth. However, along with his warning, he also wants to communicate the idea
that for a talented and intelligent woman, marriage may also prove destructive. Since the
‘fragment’ genre allows Suvorin to avoid direct answers, that is, to abstain from mere
‘prattle on the woman question’, the reader is left wondering: what kind of choice is there
for a modern woman? The sombre tone of Suvorin’s novella may also reflect his own

difficulties in choice of partner; which brings us to what happened when Suvorin, having
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barely recovered from the extraordinary death of his first wife, began his search for a new

mere de foyer.

§2
Suvorin was not short of candidates. By 1874 he was already acquainted with his
daughter’s classmate Anna Ivanovna Orfanova (1856-1936), scion of an impoverished
noble falmily,13 who was by 22 years his junior. Anna Ivanovna’s young age and her
particular emotional temperament — she seemed to immediately conceive a passion for

him — aroused Suvorin’s hopes; it also, perhaps, alarmed him:

2.8 Tomybok Mo¥i OeneHbKuit co cpocmmmucs OpoBKaMy <...> Bai rosoc — 30J10T0 U cOCTOSIHUE,
ecnu Bl ero Mano-manbscku 00padotaeTe, B IPOBUHIMYU Bl U Teneps ¢ HUM HAILIH OBl ¥ H3BECTHOCTD, U
JIeHbI'H. A BBI TOJIBKO AypuUTe M 3310JI0MIH ce0e TOIBKO OJHO: HUYEro HE X04y, HUUero MHe He HaJo.
<...>T'oBopsrt, uTo MOOOBB JENaCT YeI0BEKa IHEpPrUUHee, boapee, U sl TF00MMOTo YeIoBeKa BCE TOTOB
cnenats. Ho B Bac s Brky mpotuBonosnoxxuoe: Bel packucaere, ToMmurech, My4daeTech rnonamnpacHy. Hy xe,
HroceHok MUIIBIH, XOTh HEMHOYKKO ITOHATYXbTECh U JOKAKHUTE, 9TO BBl HE Kanpu3HbIA peOEHOK, a

KeHmmHa .

At the same time Suvorin had an eye to Sofiia Ivanovna Smirnova (1852-1921), a
talented young writer and something of a charmer. Smirnova was an upholder of
women’s emancipation; besides, she had carved out a career for herself and moved from
Moscow province to Petersburg.'> They became acquainted in 1875 at the Likhachevs’
and entered into a friendly correspondence that was only interrupted by Suvorin’s death.
On its own, this correspondence is worth an epistolary novel.'® As I discovered from
Smirnova’s later diaries, Suvorin was indeed in love with her, but ‘he admitted that
nothing came of it’."” According to Suvorin, Smirnova had a strong resemblance to his

first wife'® and perhaps for this reason, which is to say out of fear that the story of his

" This family also produced the populist writer Mishla (Mikhail Orfanov), 1848—1884.

Y OR IRLL F. P, op. 25. ed. 146. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k ego neveste, vposledstvii zhene Anne Ivanovne.
1874-1886. L. 50b-6.

" In her debut novel Ogoniok which was published in 1871 in the magazine Otechestvennye zapiski,
Smirnova attempted to track further the lives of protagonists of Chernyshevsky’s novel Chto delat'?

' There are 149 letters from Suvorin to Smirnova-Sazovova kept in OR IRLI and 142 letters from
Smirnova-Sazonova to Suvorin kept in RGALLI all in all amounting to some 500 pages or more.

"7 OR IRLL F. 285, ed. 25. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. L. 253. Entry of 14.01.1895.

" Ibid., ed. 22. L. 41.
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first marriage would repeat itself, he refrained from marrying an emancipated woman. In
his letters Suvorin addresses Smirnova as ‘my dove, my dearest friend’, and over thirty

years his affectionate and at times sad tone never changes:

2.9 Xowuy ckazaTh emie pas, 4To AyIla MOs Tak TojHa Bamu, 9To TaM HET MecTa HY ISl 4eT0 POYero.
<...> IlocTosIHHO TONBKO OJHO: BIedeHHE kK Bam. J1o HEBEPOSITHOTO MPOCTO: MUHYTHI, KQXKETCsI, HET, KOT1a

Ob1 He mymaut o Bac, korma Ob1 He BooOpaxai Bac Bosie'’.
Smirnova reciprocated with feeling:

2.10 Bp5I MHE KaK-TO CKa3ali IIyTs, 9TO Bamr eAMHCTBEHHBIH POJACTBEHHHK 3TO 5, © MEHS TO YXKACHO
TPOHYJIO. <...> BrI 3HaeTe, 9To 5 10 mirynocty kK Bam npuszana. Hu Bpemst, HI paccTOSIHAE HE MOXKET
W3MEHHUTH MOETO 4yBCTBa K BaM. <...> BooO1ie, Mexay HaMH yAUBHUTEIbHAS TaApPMOHHSA. S Tymaro, 9To

20
HHMKTO Bac Tak He IIOHUMACT, KaK g .

In 1877, soon after Suvorin’s wedding, Sofiia Smirnova married the actor Nikolai
Sazonov, who was tormented by jealousy of Suvorin till his own death in 1902.

One of Suvorin’s confidants in delicate nuptial matters was the journalist Bogdan
Gei, future executive secretary of the Novoe vremia editorial office. ‘A trusted friend and
an excellent adviser’, as Suvorin called him, Gei was earnestly trying to sort out a mixed
Suvorin female entourage and was running suitor’s errands: ‘I visited Anna Ivanovna in
Lesnoe four times: what a live wire, but this is all I can saly.’21

Giving due weight to Gei’s taste and opinion, Suvorin nevertheless made his own
effort to evaluate the available candidates, and even shared his doubts with his fiancée.
His message was that in his future wife he would like to see ‘a guardian angel’, which is

what his first wife was for him:

2.11 brnaropa3ymue TOBOPHUT: He HANO, HE AyMmai o Helt! Kakas ona Tebe, a Tol eif mapa? Beap y Hee —
«BOJTHEHBE KPOBH MOJIOJIOE, — HO JIHU OETYT, U CTHIHET KPOBb», a y Te0s1? OIMHOYECTBO, TOCKA, MEUTHI O
CBOEM YTJIe, O CBOEM MHJIOM UYE€JIOBEKe, KOTOPHIK OyIeT Bo3e TeOsl, TIOOIIHIA, HEXKHBIHN, TPEIaHHbIH,

aHTeNI-XpaHUTelb, KOTOPBIH OOJIETYHT KU3Hb U €€ 3a00ThI, IPU KOTOPOM OyJIeT paboTaThCs JIETKO 1

" OR IRLL F. 285, ed. 217. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k S. I. Smirnovoi (Sazonovoi). L. 32, 350b. Letters of
6.05.1881 and 8.05.1881.

% RGALI F. 459, op. 2, ed. 3754. Pis'ma S. 1. Sazonovoi k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 28, 46, 69. Letters of 4.01,
12.08.1894 and undated.

A Ibid., op. 1, ed. 875. Pis'ma B. V. Geia k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 8. Letter of 27.06.1875.

95



BeCeJio, KOTOPBII pacceeT medajb, YTEIINUT MOeTysIMH, TOAACPKUT KPETTKOI0 HaJeKIO00 Ha KU3HB,
6¢33a60THBIM, PaJOCTHBIM B3IJISIOM Ha Oyaymee’. Jla pa3Be aHrelsI-XpaHuTenu ects? <...> Hamo
MIOKOPUTHCS Cy1b0€, Haslo 3a0bITh, IOMYYaThCsl, YTOOBI HE My4aThCsl [I0OTOM, 3aKaJIUThCS B CBOEM
OJIMHOYECTBE M TBEPJIO M Pa3 U HABCET/la CKa3aTh MOJIOAOMY cHacTHIO: mpocTr! OHO He 1 TeOs, ¥ eclin
OHO MEJILKHYJIO Ha TOPU30HTE TBOEH KM3HHU, Ha BEYEPHEM FOPHU30HTE, TO 3TO Ciy4ail; Oyb JOBOJIECH
NPOLUIOW MUHYTOH, HE IPOCH Y CYyBOBI CUACThsl M ycHoKo#cs. PoHOIt Moi, Muitblit wynecHblit HroceHok,
Kak OBI sl X0TeJ OBITh MOJIOIBIM, 3I0POBBIM, cBexHM! Kak sxenaro st Bam cuactes, boxxe moii! Kak

3
xenaro!’

Tormented by indecision, Suvorin opened his heart to Turgenev: ‘What a
wretched state when you hit forty! You might feel young at heart, but your body is old;
you long for your days of youth, you long for gusts of passion — well, the chance would
be a fine thing! You’ve got nothing, you can’t even fall in love, you can only fall in love

with your mind, but what kind of love is it

The writer’s reply may not have been a
consolation to Suvorin: ‘Indeed, after forty life is hardly full of joy, particularly during
the first decade. But later, influenced by a cold draught from the grave, a man does cool
down.’®

In any event, the cold draught from the grave did not prevent Suvorin’s occasional

flirting and nor did it prevent his gathering materials for his writing:

2.12 MHoro 5 TyT HaciaxJIaJcs Urpoit, NpoObIB Tpu 1HS B AepeBHe, B 40 Bepctax ot Kypcka, y onHOM
neBuLbl, KoTopyto Hiocs 6ourcst He 6e3 ocHOBaHUs. Ecim © MO s y Hee eIlie HECKOIbKO JTHEH — poMaH
BBIIIET OBI, HO 5 yO€XaJ 10 OKOHYAHHMS, JOBEAS, OAHAKO, €TI0 10 MOJIOBHHBI. JIFOOOMBITHO, COTJIACHTECH,

JUTSL TICATENTS BCTPETUTh CTEMHYIO 23-eTHIOI KPACABHILY I CAEIAThCS MPEIMETOM ee 000KaHHsL. >

Gei, very much in sympathy with Suvorin, did not hesitate to reject all those

deemed to be the wrong match; he seems to hint that even Anna Ivanovna is not really

*2 Suvorin borrowed his vision of the ideal wife from Belinskii: ‘A woman is a guardian angel to a man at
all stages of his life... <...> ...[I]t is her and solely her, who, at his mature age, is the radiant guiding star
of his life, his support, a source of light for him and a source of strength which never lets his heart turn
cold, stale, and weak. <...> A woman’s lot is to arouse the heart’s energy in men, the heat of his noble
passions, to maintain his sense of duty and his quest for the lofty and the great... <...> She is a man’s
consoler in his disasters and his griefs, she is his pride and joy...” (V. Belinskii, ‘Zhertva: Literaturnyi
éskiz. Sochinenie g-zhi Monborn’, in V. Belinskii, PSS, in 13 vol. (M., 1953-1959), vol. 1, p. 224.

* ORIRLL F. PI, op. 25, ed. 146. L. 9. Suvorin quotes from a poem Demon by Lermontov.

24 Op. cit: . Turgenev, PSSP, in 28 vol. (M., 1965-1968), P., vol. 11, p. 468. Letter of 19.02.1875.

* Ibid., p. 52. Letter of 14.03.1875. Turgenev readily caught up with a congenial topic. See: V. Toporov,
Strannyi Turgenev: Chetyre glavy. (M., 1998), pp. 54-102.

**RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 246. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k A. P. Kolomninu. L. lob. Letter of 8.06.1875.
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the best choice either. His interesting sociological analysis of marital rapport provides a
good illustration of the difficulties raznochintsy encountered in their private lives,
namely, the absence of a socially and intellectually adequate female contingent (see
Introduction, pp. 11-12). Gei’s interpretation is not devoid of misogyny: as with Suvorin,
he finds ‘hysteria’ in women who search freedom and he is somewhat sceptical as regards

women’s education:

2.13 Hapnetoch, 9To Bl mponmmuTe cBoel KypCcKOH JeBUIlE HAJISKAITYIO parero. My Bce mpaBa, 9To
oHa Bawm nmcana, u Toraa oHa camast GecIiBeTHas IEBYIIIKA, HE TOJB3YIOMAsACS M COTOM JOJeH Toi
CaMOCTOSITEIbHOCTH, KOTOPOIl OHa XBacTajach. <...> ...Ecnu 22-neTHss AeBylLIKa TOTYAC MOCTYIAET TaK,
KakK MOCTYMUJIa KypcKasl IEBULIA, TO 3TO JOKa3bIBAET WIH JYIIEBHYIO TPYCOCTh, HECBOWCTBEHHYIO
MPOTECTAaHTKAM BPOJIC TEX, KAKOW OHA ce0sl pUCOBaa, MU JKe MPOCTO TIIECIABUE; €CIIH BBIHJICT yIaYHO —
XOpOILO, HE COMIET — MOXHO BCIO BUHY cBaJIUTh Ha Bac. Ho ecnu kypckas neBuia Bce 3TO BblaepKana,
TO OHa CKBEpHas UCTEPUYIKa, HY €€ K MyTYy. <...> [IponuioroHue JeBUIIbI HE BHIIECPKUBAIOT HUKAKOTO
cpaBHeHus ¢ Jluaueii FiBanoBHOM. Ta X0Th BRIOMIIACh M3 CBOCH CPEJIbl, TOCTUTIIA CAMOCTOSTEIILHOTO
CYIIECTBOBAHUS <...> MMPOILIa MHOTO MIOPOTOB, & ATH MOJIy0apCcKue AeBYIIKU MaJIell O Majel He yaapsT,
OecienbHO U 0€31EITLHO MPOBOIAT CBOM JEBUYHIA BEK, a MEXIY TEM KeJIal0T BKYCHUTh 3aIllPEIIeHHOTO
IUI0/Ia B POMAaHTUYCCKOM 00CTaHOBKE. <...> YTo ke Bbl MoxkeTe 0kuaath ot 0apsiiieHs? [lomnepxky
CBOUM CTpeMJICHHSIM, COBET, nmoamory? Hukorna. McnpaBHoe Benenue xo3sictBa? K cThiny UX U 3TO
coMHUTENBHO. OcTaeTcs OpavyHOE J0XKE: a €CIH 3TO CIUMHCTBEHHOE COJICPKAHUE «COBPEMECHHBIX» JICBHII,
KOTOpBIE HACKOJIHPKO HE COBEPIIEHHBI, a 00Jiee WM MeHee 00TeCaHHbIE MEIAHKH, C THMHA3HYECKUM
MIPUCYTCTBUEM 00pa3oBaHms, TO BBl BlipaBe TpeOOBATh OT CBOEH JKEHBI 110 KpaiiHEeH Mepe peAKOCTHYIO
KpacoTy, 3TO BEYHO CYIIECTBEHHOE COJIepIKaHUE KEHIIIMHBI, KOTJa HET HU BBIJAIONIETOCS YMa, HHU TaJaHTa.
UT0 3a MPOKJIATHIA POK TATOTEET HAJI TUTEPATOPAMH, YICHBIMH M BOOOIIE JIFOIbMU WHTEITUTCHIINH, T
ouH — BCE, a ipyrasi MOJIOBHHA HUYETO, HYJIb, a CIIC Yallle OTpUlaTeibHas BennunHa. Kymer oepet
Kanuraj, apuCTOKpaT — IUIEMEHHYIO TEJIKY, TOKE C COCTOSIHUEM, TIOMEIUK — HOBOE IMOMECThE,
KPECThSIHUH U MCIIAHWH — PAOOTHHII, TOJHKO JIFOAM HHTEIUTUTCHTHBIC OOBIKHOBEHHO CBSI3BIBAFOTCS C
[IPETEHLIMO3HO 1IBaJIbIO, BPOJE KYPCKOl IEBULIbI, a B JIyYILIEM CiIy4ae ¢ JeTbMH NPUPOABL. Te dKEeHIIUHBI,
KOTOpbIE Ha YTO-HUOYIb BIOXHOBIISUIA TPYKCHHKOB ITepa B yMa, 00JIbIe ObLITH ABAINATHIC UM TPUALATHIC
TI0 YMCITY; )KSHBI JK€ TIOMMAIAl0TCS UM B yJIeN TaKhe, YTO CMOTPSAT Ha CBOMX MY>KEH, JIBUTAIONIUX OTEUECTRO,
Kak Ha OecrioMoIIHBIX Kponartenei. [Ipasaa, Bama poias — myOmuiucTa mepBOCTEIIEHHOTO U YyTh JTU HE
€IMHCTBEHHOTO, OJIECTSIIIas, U camas OObIICHHAs JKeHa OyAeT BUIETh €€ U XBaCTaThCs BammMu nepbsaMu;
HO 4TO OHa Bam nact? Byner ocraHaBiuBaTh, OXJIaXaTh BT Balero tananTta, yauTh OCTOPOKHOCTH H

MEJIKOM’ paC‘IeTJ’II/IBOCTI/I27.

Y RGALL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 875. Pis'ma B. V. Geia k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 8-9. Letter of 27.06.1875.
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Unfortunately, we have no information regarding Lidiia Ivanovna®®, and little or
nothing as regards the ‘Kursk maiden’, although in his diary Suvorin does mention what
well may be the maiden’s initials: ‘“Today’s letter from N. A. What sort of devilry is this?
There is nothing apart from an unpleasant pinching feeling. As if someone was putting a
yoke round your neck and you feel like you can’t avoid it, and you dread it. Niusia was
right when she told me: “No one will ever love you like I do™.* In the meantime,
Suvorin’s doubts were becoming really serious, and he confided them to Anna Ivanovna,

warning her that he might not in the end be a potent husband:

2.14 Korga ir00sT, TO KAJICIOT, U CaMmast JIFOOOBb OUCHb YacTO BBIPACTACT U3 UYBCTBA COXKAIICHUS K
YENOBEKY, B OCOOCHHOCTH YacTO 3TO OBIBACT CO CTOPOHBI XKEHIIMH. Tak, s {ymaro, uto Barma 1r000Bb KO
MHE BBIPOCIIa OTYACTH U3 UYBCTBA COXKAJICHUSI — BBl HE MOTJIM HE 3aMETUTh BO MHE TOCKH OJJTHOYECTBA,
HECMOTPS Ha TO, UTO I HUKOTIa OJMH HE OCTaBaJCs, — OTYACTH U3 IyBCTBA MOKIIOHEHUS MO€E ocobe,
TTOJIE3YIOMIEHCST M3BECTHOU pemyTarueil. «Takoi yMHBIN U JIIOOUT MeHS» — 3Ty (pa3y Bel camu gacto
ropopmiii MHe. Bul mrobute He npocTo Anekcest CepreeBuya, kak mo0sT MBana MBanoBuua, [letpa
[TaBnoBuua, a Anekcest CepreeBuya U3BECTHOTO, O KOTOPOM U IMHIIYT, U TOBOPAT. Eciu 6 MbI ¢ Bamu
COIIUTUCH COBCEM, BbI — 51 B 9TOM YBEPEH U Ha 3TO UMEIO OCHOBATEIIbHBIC TaHHBIC — BBI CKOPO ObI TOTOBEI
OBLIH POMEHSATH MCHS Ha APYTroro, COBCEM HEU3BECTHOTO, HO 00JIee MOJIOOT0 U 3I0POBOT0, KOTOPBIH MOT

OBl OTBEUATH HA CTpacCThb CTPACTBIO, 4 1 9TOTO HE MOl"y.30

‘An excellent adviser’ Gei tried to avoid the risk of assuming full responsibility

and advised Suvorin controversially:

2.15 Awnna MBaHoBHa nucana Bam ueTbipe pasa M, Ho-BHIAUMOMY, BBl He TOJIyYMIM HM OTHOTO NMUCHMA;
MEXJy NMPOYHUM, J[Ba U3 HUX IOCNana B OJUH U TOT ke AeHb. <...> Bo Bcakom ciyuae, Bel He moxere
KaJoBaTbCcsl Ha Hee: Bbl Oe3ycinoBHO pacnonaraere ero. Ecinu camm mepen co0oi yOexIeHbl, YTO C HEIO
puoOpeTeTe IMYHOE CYACThE, TO ACHCTBYHTE, HUMAIO HE MEIIs. <...> TONBKO Mpekae HaJlo0 BIIISAETHCS,
Kak OBl BMECTO OKHIAGMOTO CYACThs HE BBIIIIA CKy4YHAas W TJyHas KaHUTENIb CaMOTO OOBIICHHOTO

cBoiictea. That is the question.”

The more Anna Ivanovna insisted on a wedding, the more doubtful and cautious

Suvorin grew: ‘The prospect of our marriage frightens me, I must confess; it affects so

*¥ There is a possibility that Gei erroneously called Sofiia Ivanovna Smirnova ‘Lidiia Ivanovna’.
* Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 17-18. Entry after 25.06.1875.

% OR IRLL F. PI, op. 25, ed. 146. L. 10. Letter of 24.06.1875.

' RGALL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 875. L. 8.
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many interests and will cause a lot of confusion among you, me, and my children. To live
the way you have planned — would that actually be possible? Not only will I be eaten
alive, but you will as well.”**

There was another chargé des affaires — Suvorin’s future son-in law Aleksei
Kolomnin — who was simultaneously courting Suvorin’s daughter Aleksandra. Being in
close touch with both girls, he shared Suvorin’s doubts about his choice and allowed
himself to conspire somewhat against Anna Ivanovna as well as blackmailing the
bridegroom. Suvorin received a full account of current events in Kolomnin’s letters to

him. Thus, having quoted Anna Ivanovna’s question: ‘Should a young girl marry a

person who compares marriage with a chain round his neck, even if she is completely in
9933

love with him — Kolomnin without the faintest hesitation lets Suvorin know his

reaction:

2.16 S, pazymeercs, OTBeYall MTHOBCHHO, YTO HE JIOJDKHA, [IOHMMAsi OYCHb XOPOIIIO, B KAKYIO0 CTOPOHY
KJIOHSITCSI 9TH BONPOCHL. <...> [lo MHeHuto AHHbI IBAaHOBHBI, €if OCTaeTCsl TOJIBKO JIBa UCXO0JIA: WU
caMOyOHICTBO, PEIIUTHCA Ha KOTOPOE Y Hee He JOCTAHEeT AyXY, — FIU OTIAThCS IEPBOMY BCTPEYHOMY,
9TOOBI 3aTeM XHUTh ¢ Bamu, He cTecHsas Bac y3amu Opaka. Hackosbko 0JTHO JTydIiie Ipyroro — 3TO BOIPOC.
B ee crmoBax mporisAbIBaIO YTO-TO BPOJIE 0O TyMaHHOTO — M 3TO 00CTOSITEIbCTBO, IPU3HAIOCH, CMYTHIIO

o 3
MCHA 10 HCKOTOPOU CTCIICHMU. .. 4

Kolomnin shared his thoughts regarding the prospects of Suvorin’s marriage and

stuck to his guns without sparing Suvorin’s feelings:

2.17 TloxanyiicTa, He yMaHTe, YTO TOBOPHUTH, IO BO3MOYKHOCTH, XJITHOKPOBHO BCE TO, UTO S €
TOBOPIO 0 OeCCMBICHH ¢€ JTF00BH K BaM, — HHUYEro HE 3HAYUT, HET, TA IITyKa HEJIErkasi, 0COOCHHO, KOraa
MEHSI BUHST, YTO IIPUXOAUTCS OMTh B CAMYIO YyBCTBUTCIILHYIO CTPYHY M Pa30HUBaTh TOPOTYIO MEUTY.
Brpouewm, s cTOrO Beernia Ha TBepOH mo4uBse, n0o qokasbiBato Hroce, 4To B ee mr00BH KpoeTcs rubelb

Bameii ciaBel 1 Bameit penyraiguu, — a 3TOT apryMEHT [JIsI HEC UMECT 0oJIbIIOE 3Ha‘leHI/I€35.

Suvorin agreed with Kolomnin and wrote him longwinded letters trying to prove

himself wrong rather than his correspondent:

2 ORIRLIL F. PI, op. 25, ed. 146. L. 180b. Letter of 1.08.1875.

¥ RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 1903. Pis'ma A. P. Kolomnina k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 1ob. Letter of 10.06.1875.
**Ibid. L. 1ob., 2, 20b.

* Ibid. L. 7-7ob.
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2.18 Kamry 51 3aBapuiI Takylo, 9TO PEIIMTEIHHO TEPSIOCH, Kak ee Oyay pacxyieObIBaTh, a pacxyieObIBaTh
mpuaeTcs HempeMeHHo. YepT ¢ MitagermeM cpsi3ancs! M Bcero nevanpHee, 9TO MIIAZICHIIA HUKAK He
yOeAHIIb, YTO IMyTH U3 3TOTO OTHIOJb HE BRIMJCT, HU JJIs YSPTa, HU JUIS MJaJeHIa. <...> BbI, X0Td 1
BIIPaBE CMESITHCS HAJI0O MHOW, HO IIOHMMAETE, YTO MOJIOKCHHSI €€ M MOE CKOpPEe HOCAT Ha ceOe TparmJIHebIi,
4YeM KOMHYHBIH IIOBOPOT, a s Tpareauu 0010Ch — JIOBOJBHO ee¢! — uist ceOs1, ¥ e HU 3a YTO Ha CBETE €€ HE
xemnaro. <...> OHa, Kak BCe JIIOOSIIUE, BEPHUT, YTO 3TO HEYTO BEYHOE M HEU3MEHHOE, U CTPAIIHO TSDKENIO ed
OyzeT, Korza OHa YBHJNT, YTO 3TO «BEUYHOE» IMPOXOINT, YMCHBIIAETCS, NCUE3aET, 3aMEHACTCS
paBHOAymueM. <...> S eit Bceraa 3To roBopui. Ha crpacts Hamo oTBeUaTh CTPACcThiO — a T'lie MHE €€
B3Th? <...> BBI MOHMMaeTe, 9To 5 ce0sl HU C KeM He X04y CpaBHUBATh, HO Ha HAC, MUCATENAX, €CTh TaKas
I0JI0Ca, YTO MEXAY HAMU OYCHb MaJIO JIFOACH, TTOJIB3YIOIINXCS CEMEHHBIM cdyacTheM. Korma Mo3r paboraer,
KOT'JIa TOJIOBA 3aHSTA MPEMETaMU COBCEM HECHMHTCPECHBIMHU JUIS KCHIIHMH, KOT/Ia 4YeM OoJibIe paboract
roJI0Ba, TEM MEHBIIIC )KEJIaHUH U3BECTHOTO POJIa, )KEHIIUHE BECbMa IPOCTUTEIIHLHO MPESANOYUTATh HAM
MIEPBOTO BCTPEYHOTO Kobeus. <...> Hrocs, kK TOMy e, pOBHO HHYEM HE HHTEPECYETCs, YTO HE BXOIHNT B
00xacTh M00BU. BBOAUTE €€ B Ty 00JIaCTh, TJIC MBI MIPA3IHOMIATAEMCS, TPY/ €ABa JIH OJIarOJapHbIA U 1axe
BO3MOJKHBIH. MHE Ka3aJ0ch MHOTIa, YTO OHA caMa MIOHUMAET, 9TO JIF0OOBE €€ — HE COBCEM IPOYHOE
YyBCTBO, 9TO 3TO — TIOPHIB, AUKHUH, OyPHBIH, YTO OHA OOUTCS, KaK OB OH HE MPOIIET U TOPOIHTCS
ITO3TOMY B3SITh COBCEM JIFOOMMOTO denoBeka. OH yIUpaeTcs — 3TO pa3ApakacT ee, BOJHYET, YBEINIHBACT
JKemaHue. A Bcero Jrydire OblTo ObI MOJ0X/IaTh; BCEro Jydlne OblIo ObI, €Ciii OBl OHA BCTYTIHJIA B

KOHCCPBATOPHIO, 3aHsAIaCh CBOUM 06pa30BaHI/ICM36.

Suvorin’s doubts and apprehensions concerning his own sexual potency may
possibly indicate the influence of the popular 19" century theory of ‘vital energy’
promoted by the French medical scholars Auguste Debay and Antoine Emile J ozan.”” In
their books, which were also published in Russian translation,™ they interpreted, in an
up-to-date vocabulary of what was then modern sexology, the idea of ‘sexual
exhaustion’; this latter being a throw-back to the sexual phobia of antiquity. As Michel
Foucault reveals, ‘These solicited fears seem to have been the “naturalistic” and scientific
legacy, in medical thought of the 19™ century, of a Christian tradition that consigned
pleasure to the realm of death and evil.”*® According to Debay and Jozan, ‘the vital

energy’ is of the same quality for all psychic mechanisms fuelled by it; this energy is

¥ RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 246. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k A. P. Kolomninu. L. 2. Letter of 8.06.1875.

*7 Mikhail Zolotonosov used this theory to reinterpret some aspects of Chekhov’s biography:; see:

M. Zolotonosov, Drugoi Chekhov: Po tu storony printsipa zhenofobii (M., 2007).

¥ See for example: A. Debay, Gigienicheskie sovety dlia predokhraneniia organizma ot istoshcheniia
(SPb, 1863); Em. Jozan, Prezhdevremennoe istoshchenie cheloveka, zavisiashchee ot boleznei polovykh
organov i mochevykh putei u muzhchiny i zhenshchiny (M., 1868); A. Debay, Brak i bezbrachie vo vsekh
polovykh i moral'nykh proiavieniiakh (M., 1869).

% Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality (Penguin, 1987), vol. II: The Use of Pleasure, p. 16.
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drawn from one reservoir which is not bottomless.*® Thus, the energy which is necessary
for mental activity (for creative work, career etc) can be channelled into sex, and vice
versa. In this respect, Suvorin’s letter to Kolomnin is very close to an actual quotation

from Debay’s book:

2.19 ...UpesmepHble yMCTBEHHbIC 3aHITHUS, TITyOOKHE Pa3MBILIICHUS, IPOJODKUTEIILHOE
00IpCcTBOBaHKE, YIIOPHBIE HANIPSKEHUS] MBICIIH, COCPEI0TOUNBAs BCE YXKM3HEHHBIE CHIIBI B MO3TY, JHIIAIOT
3THX CHJI TTOJIOBBIE OPTaHbl, KOTOPbIE IPUXOIAT B ICTOMIICHUE U MAIO-IIOMaITy TEPSIFOT CBOIO CIIOCOOHOCTh
K OIUIOIOTBOPEHUIO. Takum 00pa3oM, Mbl OOBIKHOBEHHO BCTPEYAEM YUCHBIX, MOPAXKECHHBIX aHA(DPOIU3HEH,

1 UIMOTOB, 00JIaJAfOIINX YPE3BBIYAMHON TTOJI0BOM npomBo;[HTeJIBHOCTmo.41

Suvorin, it seems, had adopted the theory of ‘vital energy’ and deemed it
applicable to his own life. He was about to make another spurt forward in his career and
also to start a family, so he interpreted his fear of failure in either area in terms of ‘vital
energy’, which in his case was running fairly low. As Zolotonosov argues, the need to
save ‘vital energy’ for one’s mental rather than bodily life results in gynophobia, all the
more so when a career-minded intellectual encounters a sensual woman who does not
share his intellectual pursuits. In this sense, Anna Ivanovna Orfanova was the opposite of
Suvorin’s first wife, Anna Ivanovna Baranova, and appears to have been a destructive
element in his life.

The romance with Niusia developed mostly by correspondence, since in the
summer of 1875 Suvorin was touring around the Caucasus inspecting spa resorts.

However, his fear of failure was already taking its toll on his health:

2.20 ...Bor3agava: MeHs XBaTWJI Iapajuy, HEOOJIBIION MOKa, HO BCE )K€ CKBEPHBIH; IPaBbIi I71a3, IpaBast
1IeKa ¥ IpaBast OJIOBHHA sI3bIKa OTKA3aJINCh CIIY>KUTh; <...> I'yObl OJIEpPEBEHEIIN U PACKPBIBAIOTCS
HaMCKOCh. <...> Ciryyusack 9ta aBapust 3-ro JHs, 0€3 BCSIKHX IPUTOTOBHUTEILHBIX paboT u
MPEeJOCTEPEKEHUI, €ClIn TAKOBBIMU HE CUMUTATh CIEAYIOLIEr0: ¢ cCaMoro npuesna B [Iaturopck s Havan
YyBCTBOBATH CE0S IIOX0, HEPBBI PACCTPANBAIIUCH, OJIBIIIKA, CITA00CTH; g Mepeexai B JKere3HOBOCK; B
IIEpBOE BPEMsI S MOMIPABHIICS, HO IOTOM CIIa00CTh BO30OHOBHIIACK, CTAa MYyYHUTh JIMXOPAIKa; MCHS

neperauuii B KucnoBoack B 3HaMmeHUThIN Hap3aH; rocie HeCKOJIbKUX BaHH — napanym“.

' See on this: M. Zolotonosov, Drugoi Chekhov, p. 7.
A Debay, Brak i bezbrachie vo vsekh polovykh i moral'nykh proiavleniiakh, pp. 233-234.
“ RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 246. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k A. P. Kolomninu. L. 3. Letter of 23.06.1875.
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On top of that, Suvorin’s inner struggles appear to have paralyzed his will. Fully
aware that his coming marriage must surely have a fatal importance, he seems

nevertheless unable to draw back from what may seem a futile game:

2.21 OrtHocuTensHO Hrocu MHOTOE XOTENOCh OBl CKa3aTh, 1a HE MOTY MHOTO THCATh. <...> CHIETKO1
IpH ce0e s He KeJaro ee CAeNaTh, 1a U OHA He BBIHECET 3TOH «0ecImo00HOM» POH; a IPH MaJACHUH
HEPBHOW CHUCTEMBI U TIPY TIapajidax XoTsI ObI MECTHBIX, COTJIACUTECH, JIIOOOBBIO 3aHUMATHCST HE COBCEM
yno6Ho. C Hroceii e TOJIbKO 3TUM B MOYKHO 3aHUMaThCs. <...> HaTypa oHa ropsdasi, 9yBCTBEHHAs
CTpAIIIHO; CTPEMJICHUE K HACTAXICHUIO HEOIOJIUMOC; OTCYTCTBHE BOCITUTAHUS PA3JICHHUIIO €¢; OHA HU 3a
YTO MPHUHSTHCS CEPHE3HO HE MOKET; FOJI0BA PAa3BUTA B OJIHY CTOPOHY, IMEHHO B CTOPOHY HEOTPaHHMYCHHOM
cB00OIBI; OYIb OHA KpacHBee, OHA CJeNaach ObI U3BECTHON KOKOTKOM <...>. [IycTh mOJBEpHETCS KTO-
HUOY/b HA MOE MECTO, TOJILKO MOJOMICT K HEl — U BBl YBUJIWTE, KAK OHA OBICTPO OXjajeeT. <...>
Co0ra3HuTenHHOTO B HEH, T. €. B Hioce, — mpomacTts. Bel moBepute MHE, €Cli s CKaXKy, 4TO TO HEPBHOE
PacCcTpOMCTBO, KOTOPOE 5 TETEPh OIIYIIAI0 U JTa)Ke OLTYIBIBA0, OTYACTH PE3YJILTAT TOH OOPHOBI C cCaMUM
00010, KOTOPYIO 5 Bell. <...> BBI yIipekaeTe MEeHs B TOM, YTO 51 HETIOCJIEIOBATEJICH B CBOMX MTUChMaX K
HeH, HO BeJlb BBl moiiMuTe, HAaKOHEII, YTO 5 pa3BaMBAIOCh, UTO S OJaropa3zyMeH CeToHs U
HeOnaropa3yMeH 3aBTpa, a KOTJja HebJlaropa3yMeH, TO IyMaellb: K YepTy BCE MPHUINYUS U CBA3HU, XOTh
HECKOJIbKO JTHEH, 1a cyacThs! A Tam 4TO OyIET CO MHOM, C HEl, ¢ e¢ POJTHBIMU — HE BCE JIU 3TO PAaBHO?

JKH3HB ¥ TAK YXOIHT, a TYT PacCyKIaelb .

In the end, Suvorin does indeed marry but does so under the pressure of his
fiancée and not quite willingly and hardly rationally. Perhaps, because of his future
wife’s youth, he fostered some illusions: he would be the real master of the household, he
would assume responsibility for future family life; he would, after all, mould his wife to
the patriarchal pattern in which he believed. But it is beyond doubt that a vital — and a
fatal — decision in Suvorin’s life was again dictated by a woman. The story repeated

itself when it came to deciding on his next career move.

§3
By that time, in the mid 70s, the idea of a new paper shared with Vladimir Likhachev was
taking its final shape: the purchase of the newspaper Novoe vremia was in process of
negotiation, the search for necessary finance was underway, and the editorial staff were

being selected. Suvorin was finding it extremely hard to take this decision. There were

“ RGALLF. 459, op. 2, ed. 246. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k A. P. Kolomninu. L. 3—4ob. Letter of 23.06.1875.
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obvious material reasons for this indecision — notably, the need to make a substantial
upfront payment; but it was Suvorin’s intrinsic lack of confidence and familiar indecision
that proved to be an obstacle. His hesitancy was effectively ended by the Likhachevs:
Vladimir Ivanovich assisted him in obtaining the required sum, while Elena Osipovna
literally pushed him to make the last move. Later, Suvorin documented this episode in his

diary:

2.22 Korpga Bce yxe ObLT0O KOHYEHO, 1 MHE HaJl0 OBIJI0 eXaTh B [ TaBHOE yIipaBlieHUE TI0 JiejiaM Me9aTH,
9T00 MOAIHMCATh YCJIOBHUE <...> s He pemaics. Enena OcumoBHa HACTOWYMBO MPOTHAJIA MEHS U3 CBOCH

I‘OCTI/IHOfI, TOC A u3jaral €l CBOU OIIACEHUs U 6OH3HL44.

In this diary fragment, Suvorin gives Elena Likhacheva her due, for she was
indeed a clever, strong, and determined woman: ‘Novoe vremia was purchased solely
thanks to her, that is, thanks to her persistence.’45 Suvorin’s appreciation wouldn’t fade
with time, and marking a tenth anniversary of his newspaper, he sent Likhacheva, no

longer his friend, a warm letter:

2.23 U Bort ceroans s Bam mumny co BCero HICKPEHHOCTHIO MOETO Cep/lia, KOTOPOe KaK HU U3KUIIOCh, HU
HCTPENanoch, HO B HEM BCE-TaKH €IIIe OCTAIOCh TO INIABHOE, YEM s KB M 4TO cracaio MeHs. U ato
XOpoIIIee B MOEM CepJIlie IPOMKO TOBOpHT 3a Bac 1 00 Bac u rpomko Onarogaput Bac 3a To uckpeHHee

ydacTtue Barme Bo MHEC, KOTOPBIM £ KOT'1a-TO I10JIb30BaICA. <...> be3 Bamero y4acTud HE ObLI10 OBI Y MCHA

Ta3CThI... 46

The year of 1876, a leap year, was a turning point in Suvorin’s life: on February
29" the first issue of the newspaper Novoe vremia saw the light of day. Starting his
newspaper, Suvorin was undoubtedly going to build on his success in Sankt-
Peterburgskie vedomosti, for Neznakomets had already been well known to a wide public.
However, he was fairly vague about his new editorial stance: ‘Ours is an outspoken
position. <...> We conceived this position to oppose the radical, liberal, and conservative
positions.”*’ Immediately, both from left and right, came a deluge of accusations claiming

a lack of principle on the part of the editor and his new newspaper. Defending himself,

* Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 479. Entry of 7.12.1904.
45 11.s
Ibid.
* RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 272. Pis'mo A. S. Suvorina k E. O. Likhachevoi. Letter of 1886.
*T Novoe vremia. 29.02.1876.
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Suvorin insisted: ‘They tell us that we have not yet made any uniform for ourselves, that
is, we have no editorial position. But we are not going to make a uniform, for any
uniform is too tight for us.*®

It is clear that Suvorin’s wish to enhance his journalistic success was also
prompted by his grave personal situation. Prior to purchasing Novoe vremia, Suvorin was
in a deplorable moral state: he had to endure the murder of his first wife and the
explosion of press reports that followed; his job had gone, and not just any job but one
which had made him famous in the capital city. To boot, he had five mouths to feed, not
to mention numerous needy relations back in Voronezhskaia gubernia. (Censor
Aleksandr Nikitenko in his own diaries styled him ‘the poorest of the poor literati.”*’)
Also, with a wedding in store, he must have been planning, as the head of a traditionally
patriarchal family, to produce more children. One should also take into account his
raznochinets need to assert himself. In 1913, a year after Suvorin’s death, Vladimir

Korolenko would make a similar, although critical assessment of his motives:

2.24 Hponudeckoe 60XKeCTBO, KOTOPOE YIPABIISIIO €T0 )KU3HEHHOH JIaJIbell B caMble TPYIHBIC IS
PYCCKOI TIedaTH BpeMeHa, — Ha3bIBAIOCh HE KOPBICTOO0HEM. DTO ObIIa TOJBKO «KaKaa HAnOOJBIIIETO
BO3MOJXKHOT'O YCIIEXa»... DTUM ONpeeniiock Bc€. UToObI J1a/1bst He MoTepIesia HE0XKUAAHHOTO KPYILCHHS
(xax apenna «IletepOyprckux BenoMocTeii»), — ObIJI0 HEOOXOIMMO OOJIEIYHUTh €€ OT IPy3a Kakux Obl TO
HH OBUIO YCTOHYMBBIX U TPEOOBATEIBHBIX YOXKICHHH. .. YTOOBI ITPH 3TOM OHA UMeEJNa YCIeX U 'y
«0011ecTBa», — HY)XHO ObLIO He OOPOTHCS CO B3IJIsIaMU OOJIBIIMHCTBA, a IUIBITh [0 TEYCHUIO STHX
MaCcCOBBIX B3IJISII0B, HATIPABIISS JaIbI0 B CEPEIMHHOE PYCIIO, YIOXK/Ias HePEeMEHYMBBIM B3I 1AM

TOJIIIBI. . .50

Virtually no one remained indifferent to Suvorin’s success and an array of
clashing opinions emerged. However, both Suvorin’s critics and apologists admit in the
first place that he had a talent not only to pick up and express public moods, but also to
influence and develop both mood and opinion at a ‘public’ level. He was an ‘opinion

former’.”! As regards colleagues and like-minded peers, Suvorin’s perceived lack of clear

* Novoe vremia. 12.12.1876.

* A. Nikitenko, Dnevnik, in 3 vol. (M,. 1956), vol. 3, p. 259.

Ny, Korolenko, ‘Ob odnoi staroi knizhke: K godovshchine smerti A. S. Suvorina’, in Russkoe bogatstvo,
8 (1913), p. 361-362.

>! It should be noted that those attempting to determine the influence of Novoe vremia on the general public
are using a wide range of terms, which are related, whether directly or not, to the notions of ‘mass
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political principle was interpreted in fairly lenient and positive terms. According to the
journalist Aleksandr Amfiteatrov, Suvorin’s position represented a natural ideological

evolution on the part of certain raznochintsy of the 60s:

2.25 IllectumecsiTHas 3aKBacka, OBITH MOYKET, HA3JI0 UM CaMHUM, Jejlaja UX CKEIITUKaMH B UAEAX,
KOTOPBIMHU CaMOHAJICSIHHO [BIIIAJIO TOKOJICHHE, BOCIIUTaHHOE peakiuoHHbIMU 80-Mu rogamu. To, 4To
MOJIOION PeAaKIUK Ka3aJI0Ch HEMPEMEHHOIO MPOrpaMMol0, ckentukam-uHuddepentam crapoit
MIPEACTaBIIIOCH He 0o0Jiee Kak MPOOHBIM OTIBITOM. .. DTO Oblja M XOpoIas, ¥ JypHas CTOPOHA CTapUKOB.
Xopoiasi MOTOMy, Y4TO IPEMATCTBOBAJIA UM JOXOAMUTH JI0 a0CYPIIOB, 0 KOTOPBIX CrOPsYa, WIS MO MPsIMOI
JIUHUW YUCTO YMO3PUTEIHLHON U IPUTOM allPUOPHOH IMOJUTUKY, JOTOBAPUBAINCH COTPYIHUKHU-
BOCBMHJICCATHUKU. [lypHasi HOTOMY, YTO MMOAJCPKHIBAIA B HUX COCOOHOCTh K HMITPECCUOHUCTHYCCKIM
KOMIIPOMHKCCaM, KOTOPBIC TaK YOOHO MPUCTIOCOOIISITH KaXIYIO HICI0 K 00CTOSITEIBCTBAM, YTO OHA HE
MOTJIa JOUTH HU JI0 KATETOPUYECKOT0 TOPXKECTBA, HU JI0 KATETOPUYECKOro KpyuieHus. <...> CTapuKH, 1 BO
riaBe ux caMm A. C. CyBopHH, OT IOJJOOHBIX OCTPBIX M TSHKKHUX TIEPEIIOMOB OBUIH 3aCTpaxoBaHbl HMEHHO
CBOUM CKENTHYECKUM UMIIPECCHOHN3MOM, [TOPA3UTEIILHO OT3bIBUMBBIM U 3IOKHM H C IIHPOYANIIEH
aMIUTUTY/I010. B Hell peopuruHaIbHO BCTPEYATHCh U MPEA00POAYIIHO Y)KUBAIKNCH «yBEHUAHHE 3/IaHHS» C
aHAPXHU3MOM, PEIUTUO3HBIN UCaTN3M ¢ HUTHIIN3MOM 60-X TOZ0B ¥ BOMHCTBYIOIIUI HAIMOHAIU3M C

52
CaMbIM HIUPOKUM, KYJIbTYPHBIM KOCMOIIOJIUTU3MOM .

Both Suvorin’s contemporaries and those later researchers who have concerned
themselves with Suvorin’s ideology unanimously admit that Novoe vremia gained an
immediate popularity due to its ‘militant nationalism’, as Amfiteatrov defines it. The term
refers to the newspaper policy towards the Slavic uprisings in the Balkans of 1875-1876
and again to its stance during the Russo-Turkish was of 1877: ...the aggressive and
optimistic nationalism of New Times touched a responsive chord among many readers.””
Suvorin’s competitors did not hesitate to hurl rebukes, although he was brave enough to

go to the front as a correspondent: ‘You, Mr Suvorin, were a dirty little nihilist behind

other people’s backs, and now suddenly you are a zealous patriot. In other newspapers

consciousness/unconsciousness’, ‘public consciousness’, and ‘public opinion’; cf.: ‘public views’, ‘views
of the crowd’, ‘everyday consciousness’, ‘expectations, hopes of the public’, ‘people’s mind’, ‘people’s
spirit’ etc. Thus, according to Elena Tolstaya, Novoe vremia was perceived as ‘a common denominator of
the Russian masses, as a collective unconscious of Russian society’ (E. Tolstaia, Poétika razdrazheniia:
Chekhov v kontse 1880-kh — nachale 1890-kh gg., p. 65).

>* A. Amfiteatrov, ‘Oklevetannyi Chekhov’, in Zhizn' cheloveka, neudobnogo dlia sebia i dlia mnogikh, in
2 vol. (M., 2004), vol. 2, pp. 475, 476.

B E, Ambler, Russian Journalism and Politics: The Career of Aleksei S. Suvorin, 1861-1881 (Detroit,
1972), p. 155.
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you preached “the worse it gets — the better”, and now in your own newspaper you

celebrate the greatness and glory of Russia.”™*

Novoe vrenia was gaining strength in the 80s, the period marked by political
reaction and social apathy. One of the most hostile of Suvorin’s critics, Nikolai
Abramovich, tends to attribute Suvorin’s success to this factor in particular, although he
also admits that Suvorin showed great talent in developing a close team of journalists so
that their output suited the medley of tastes characteristic of the growing petit bourgeois
audience.” Abramovich seems particularly concerned by the efficiency of Suvorin’s

journalistic techniques:

2.26 OpuH u3 my4ymux GeIbeTOHUCTOB CBOCH 3MOXH, IMOIJIMHHAS JKypPHAILHO-00IICCTBCHHAS CHJIA,
CyBopuH BeicTyniI B «<HOBOM BpeMEHH» B 3TOXY KYPHAIBHOIO OE3BPEMEHbS, KOT/Ia CXOAUIH B MOTHITY
MOTHKAHE PaJIuKaIbHON O0IIECTBEHHOCTH, a TNIABHOE, KOT/Ia B OOIIECTBCHHBIX HACTPOCHUAX 0CIa0IH U
3aMupany OOEBBIC MOTUBBI PE/IICCTBYIOMINX CCATHICTUH. <...> «HoBoe Bpemsi» BBRIICISIIOCH Cpeu
OpPTaHOB €XeIHEBHOH MPECCHl ONPEAETICHHOCTHIO, PEAKIM SIMHCTBOM H JKEJIE3HOHW CIUNTIOYEHHOCTHIO CBOMX
OONBIINX, CPETHIX M COBCEM HUYTOXKHBIX AapoBaHMil. OHO CyMeNo co3aTh BOKPYT ce0s HEYTO Bpojae
MOPAJIBHOTO THITHO3A <...> CPEIH «BEIOMCTBEHHOIO» U MPOCTO OOBIBATEIILCTBYIOMICTO YMTATEIS. <...> Ee
[raseTsI] ycmex M KpymHOE 0OIIECTBEHHO-TIOINTHYECKOE 3HAUCHUE 0OBICHICTCS HE TOIBKO YKa3aHHOM
LEJIEHOCTBIO 00IIEero ee 00JIMKa, HO TIIABHOE — HAIlIUM OOBIBATEIBCKUM MCITYTOM, HAIlIeH MOPaJIbHOMN
CTaJIHOCTBIO U CIa00CThIO. <...> «HoBoe Bpemsi» — (hakT Hamie qeliCTBUTEILHOCTH, OJJHA U3 CTOPOH €¢,
OJMH U3 JOKYMEHTOB Halllel ICUXO0JIOTUH, OJJMH U3 TIoKa3aTesel Hallleld HeAGMCTBEHHOCTH U MOPaJIbHOU

HaCCI/IBHOCTI/ISG.

> Op. cit.: Novoe vremia. 2.10.1877. In this issue Suvorin denies the accusations of Vasilii Poletika, the
editor of the newspaper Birzhevye vedomosti, who attributed to Suvorin a fairly cynical phrase: ‘If the war
starts, I’ll come through, if it doesn’t start — I’1l go under.’

% On general trends as regards the development of the reading market in Russia see for example, J. Brooks,
When Russia Learned to Read: Literacy and Popular Culture, 1861-1917 (Princeton University Press,
1985), pp. 109-165. Regrettably, Suvorin is not among the author’s topics; he just mentions him in passing
as ‘a conservative journalist’ (p.110); on cultural preferences of a petit bourgeouis reader see: B. Holmgren,
Rewriting Capitalism: Literature and The Market in Late Tsarist Russia and The Kingdom of Poland
(University of Pittsburgh Press, 1998), pp. 5-13; on readership of the second half of the 19" century see:

A. Reitblat, Ot Bovy k Bal'montu i drugie raboty po istoricheskoi sotsiologii russkoi literatury (M., 2009),
pp- 15-37.

PN, Abramovich, ‘Novoe vremia’ i soblaznennye mladentsy (Petrograd, 1916), pp. 6, 11, 13. For the sake
of fairness, it should be added that due to his progressing mental illness, Abramovich was more and more
obsessed with the idea that Russia was heading for a catastrophe. He thought that ‘big newspapers’ such as
Novoe vremia and Russkoe slovo had acted to demoralise both Russian literature and Russian society. (See:
‘Abramovich N.’, in Russkie pisateli: 1800-1917 (Biograficheskii slovar') (M., 1992), vol. 1, p. 18.
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As Novoe vremia was attracting more readers, it aroused the interest of higher
ranking officials. As regards its influence on the public, the newspaper was also winning
a competition with Moskovskie vedomosti, edited by Mikhail Katkov. Yet another
opponent of Suvorin, Petr Struve, reaches what seems to be an involuntary conclusion

when he admits the distinctive excellence of Novoe vremia:

2.27 Tsokenas, AaBsiias MOCTYIb CKYYHOTO M HY/IHOTO IIyJbMeicTepa «HAMOHAIBHON TIOJIMTHKNY» —
KatkoBa pa3apobuiach Ha rpaliio3HbIe, JJACKAIOIINE B30P, MATKHE IIMPYITHI JISTMOHA HOBOBPEMEHIIEB.
KartkoB ObLI BIACTHOI HATYPOH, OH OBUI <...> «YKa3YIOIIHAM>» MEPCTOM, <...> PSAIOM C KOTOPBIM
IIPABUTENILCTBO SABJSIOCH TOJIBKO UCIIOIHUTENBHON BIAacThi0. COBCEM HE TO — JIACTUYHOE, MHOTOT0JIOCOE

«Hogoe Bpemsi». lHOT1a 1 OHO IPHHUMAIIO W IPUHIUMAET KaTKOBCKHE aJUTIOPBI CYPOBOTO «CITACHUTEIS

oredecTtBa». Ho Y HETO 3TO OB UIMEHHO TOJIBKO AJUTIOPBI, pPACCUNTAHHBIC HA CAMBIX T'IYIIBIX U3 FHyHBIX57.

Still, at the very beginning of its existence, Novoe vremia was actually affected by
censorship for its rather outspoken publications: there were a number of governmental
‘warnings’ and more than once the newspaper suffered a temporary ban on its street
sales. Having experienced the pressure of ruling circles, Suvorin eventually managed to
strike a balance in their relationship. As Amfiteatrov states, Suvorin ‘was of course a
monarchist and a great master in compromising with the government; he would strike
patriotic chords in all registers, like a brilliant virtuoso.””® However, Suvorin’s preference
was a lively dialogue with his readership. Already in his first leading article, he states that
‘the objective of a daily newspaper is not to lead public opinion, but to create it, to
elaborate it while working together with all the best people.”” Although Suvorin was
trying to combine the interests of higher and lower spheres, he exhorted his reader ‘to
seek support and advice’ in the general public opinion, which ‘often enlightens the

Monarch; it is a reliable help to Him, for it is a strict and a self-denying judge of those

p, Struve, ‘Fiziologiia odnogo prevrashcheniia: “Neznakomets” i “Novoe vremia™, in Rech’, 27.02.1909,
pp- 251-252; On Suvorin and Katkov see: V. Vetlugin [V.Rozanov], ‘Suvorin i Katkov’, in Kolokol,
11.03.1916.

BA. Amfiteatrov, ‘Tiazhkaia nasledstvennost”, in A. Amfiteatrov, Zhizn' cheloveka, neudobnogo dlia
sebia i dlia mnogikh, vol. 2, p. 74.

% Novoe vremia. 29.02.1876.
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who execute His will."® Struve asserts that Suvorin was able to manipulate public

opinion on a very large scale:

2.28 OOmuIecTBEHHOE BIUSHIE HE3aBUCUMOTO ITyOIHITCTa OH MPOMEHSUT Ha BIIUSTHUAE Ta36THOTO
aHTpernpeHepa, IPUCIOCOOIISIONIEro 00IECTBEHHOE MHEHHE K MEHSFOLIIMMCS BO33PEHHSIM U [TOTPEOHOCTSIM
CHJI, CTOSIIUX BHE OOIIECTBA U TUKTYIOLINX €MY CBOIO BOJIIO. <...> Co31aBaTh HYKHBIN JUIs
BHEOOIIIECTBECHHBIX CHJI CYpPPOraT OOIIECTBEHHOT0 MHCHHS JJISl TOTO, YTOOBI, OYAy4H OpraHOM
OFOPOKpATHH, SBJIATH U3 ce0s OpraH 00IIECTBEHHBIH, — 3TO HE TaK MPOCTo. <...> CYBOPHH <...> ONMUPAsACh
HA MOHOTIOJIBHEIC YCIIOBHSI KOHIIECCHOHHOW CHCTEMBI <. ..> CO3/al ey (GabpHKy 0OIIeCTBCHHOTO

MHCHI/U[61 .

Suvorin’s contemporaries, who witnessed the arrival of new social groups in
Russian society, took pains to identify his contribution to ‘public consciousness’. In
1875, upon the publication of the book Ocherki i kartinki, the revolutionary democrat
Nikolai Shelgunov left a derogatory comment on the author’s free-and-easy style and

comments as well as on his target audience:

2.29 @ecnbeToH, Kak OBl OH HH OBLT CEPhE3€H, BCErIa HEMHOXKKO apJICKWH, a B KOJIAKe Y HEro BCeraa
HalJeTcs KOJOKOJBYHK. <...> ...5IcHO, uTo ero [CyBopuHa] TenepemHuii YnTaTelb, ITOT HHTSIUTUTEHT-
IUTYTOKpAT, ACJEIl ¥ MPAKTHK, TUTEPATOP U YUCHBIH, MOTEIIACTCS U Pa3BIEKACTCSI OCTPOyMUeM ATpaKCHHA

nBopa®™.

However, with time, as the middle class in Russia grew in number and started to
become more of an active player on the Russian social stage, Shelgunov entirely changed
his view of Suvorin and his journalistic manner, while he also agreed that the press

should communicate with a mass readership:

2.30 «HoBoe Bpemsi», neiicTBYs B KauecTBe 0apOMETPUUECKOT0 yKa3aTelst, 0OHapyKUBAET Mepej
00111eCTBOM BO3MOKHOCTH JUISl T€X WJIM JIPYTUX €r0 YasiHUi, 0OXXKUJaHuil u Hapex [ <...> OOpaienue <...>
«HoBoro BpeMeHn» K «CpeHEMY 4eJIOBEKY» Hellb3sl He MPUBETCTBOBATH <...> ['. CyBOpHH COBEPIIICHHO

CIIPaBCAJINBO 3aMEYacT, YTO Y HAC €CTh Cpe,HHI/Iﬁ YCJIOBCK, €CTh XOpOIHI/Iﬁ M YECTHBIN pa60THI/IK n 4yTo

% Novoe vremia. 1.01.1879. Suvorin quotes Vasilii Zhukovskii (see ‘Podrobnyi plan ucheniia gosudaria
velikogo kniazia, naslednika tsesarevicha. 1826’, in Russkaia starina, 27 (1880)).

o' p. Struve, ‘Fiziologiia odnogo prevrashcheniia: “Neznakomets” i “Novoe vremia™, p. 252.

62 N. Shelgunov, ‘Tepereshnii intelligent’, in Delo, 10 (1875), p. 79. Apraksin yard is a shopping arcade in
the centre of Petersburg; according to Shelgunov, its ‘wittiness’ reflects the mentality of trades people;
there is also an allusion to the popular satirical novel by Nikolai Leikin Apraksintsy. Stseny i ocherki
(1863).
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HMMEHHO 3TOT-TO CPEIHUI YelloBeK  co3nan Poccnio, mpoOwMit A7 Hee Iy TH KHU3HH U BBIpaboTai To, 9To

3
HA3BIBACTCS. yMOM BCETO HAPOJA ¥ HAPOIHEIM TyXOM®.

Elaborating upon this idea, the Soviet researchers Solov’eva and Shitova interpret
Suvorin’s success in terms of social psychology: ‘Instead of an average liberal journalist,
there appeared a manager, a guru, and a genius of the everyday consciousness. <...>
Suvorin started to employ mass psychology in private or rented flats and not in the streets
or squares. This was the style of his work.”®* Although Suvorin’s journalistic tactics,
namely, the ways in which he sought to influence public opinion and ‘mass
consciousness’, have been assessed, to a degree, by post-Soviet historians, this rich issue
has not yet received proper and adequate attention.®> In the end what we find are only
brief comments made in passing: ‘Having made his Novoe vremia an organ of the
Russian philistine, Suvorin contrived to engage in skillful polemics exactly at this
philistine, narrow-minded level.”® Many of Suvorin’s contemporaries reacted negatively

to his technique:

2.31 B nerepOyprckoii neyaryn najigbMa NepBeHCTBa <...> O€cCIOpPHO U Oe3aneuIsIIHOHHO IPHHAIIEKHUT
Anexcero Cepreesnuy CyBOpHHY, KOTOPBIH B CBOMX «MaJIeHBKHX ITHCEMax» C HETOApaKaeMbIM
HCKYCCTBOM BOILIOTHII TOTOJICBCKOTO, WIIM MHHMOTO «pEBU30pa». [locMOTpHTE, ¢ KaKUM arioMOoM, ¢
KaKOIO HETIOJICTbHON pa3BsA3HOCTBIO PEBU3YET OH BCEBO3MOXKHBIE B MUPE BONIPOCH. EMy Bce MMOHATHO 1
JIOCTYITHO, BCE €EMY M3BECTHO; BO BCEM OH KOMIETCHTEH; Ka)KJOMY OH YMEET yKa3aTh, KaXJ0r0 IOYIUTb,

Kak Ha,Z[O6HO JCJI0 ACIaTh U KyJda HY>KHO UATH. . .67

However, to counterbalance this reproof, philosopher and journalist Vasilii
Rozanov finds arguments to justify Suvorin’s journalistic methods: ‘...the contemplation
of death and immortality combined with, let’s say, “who fell off the trapeze bar in the

circus” is absolutely effective, necessary, and powerful.”® Devoted to his patron,

53 N. Shelgunov, Ocherki russkoi zhizni (SPb, 1895), pp. 906, 968.

1. Solov'eva, V. Shitova, ‘A. S. Suvorin: ‘Portret na fone gazety’, in Voprosy literatury, 2 (1977),

pp- 168, 175.

% See for example: S. San’kova, Ideologiia rossiiskogo gosudarstvennogo natsionalisma vtoroi poloviny 19
— nachala 20 vv.: Istoriograficheskii aspect: Avtoref. dis. ... d-ra ist. nauk (M., 2009), p. 42.

%V . Kel'ner, Chelovek svoego vremeni: M. M. Stasiulevich (Izdatel'skoe delo i liberal'naia oppozitsiia)
(SPb, 1993), p. 199.

P, llovaiskii, Melkie sochineniia, stat'i i pis'ma: 1857-1887 (M., 1888), part II, p. 277.

8y, Rozanov, Iz pripominanii i myslei ob A. S. Suvorine (M., 1992), p. 42.
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Rozanov reinterprets ‘the outspoken editorial position’ of Novoe vremia in his own,

perhaps idealized manner:

2.32 Hwuuero — cneyuanibHoeo, HAYETO — YACMHO20, HAYETO — JUYHO020, HIYETO — 0COOEeHH020 ’
napmuiinoeo; Bcs — miis éceti Poccuu, mist «uenoi Poccun», 0000IIeHHO — 49TO «TpeOyeTcs Hapoay U
TOCYIapCTBY», TPEOYETCS «pyCCKON HCTOPHH, KAK OHA CeludcC JHCUBO COBEPUIAemCs»: BOT JIO3YHT U

MOJTYATMBO TIPHHSTHII BCEMH COTPYIHMKAMH MapmpyTt’ .

The historian Svetlana Makhonina suggests that in the 19" century a periodical
publication tended to maintain its integrity, while Suvorin was the first to break with this
tradition. His Novoe vremia appeared to be of a new ‘informational’ type of newspaper,
which found its niche between a ‘quality’ newspaper (e. g. Russkie vedomosti) and a
tabloid (e. g. Kopeika).” In effect, this fact was already stated by Rozanov as early as in
1913; he said that Suvorin would hardly have gained such a powerful response in his
readers if he had been addressing them ‘from the pages of a mass lowbrow paper or from
a honoured academic press organ.”’’

Quite a few opinion-makers found Suvorin’s newspaper appealing: ‘Suvorin.
There is some insincerity and some vilification (I am railing at him for his feuilletons,
almost every one, reading them and loving it)’> — Dostoevsky put in his diary. Saltykov-
Shchedrin, Suvorin’s fierce opponent, would remark with disappointment: ‘...the public
does not even read newspapers, only the impudent Novoe vremia.””> Tvan Aksakov wrote
to Suvorin: ‘I am not sure about your subscribers, but I am very pleased with your
newspaper. It is very lively and responsive, one could hardly do better. Although you are
a bit too abusive.””* Suvorin’s barrister Konstantin Arsen’ev recollected: ‘Everyone
berated the unprincipled and “outspoken” Novoe vremia, but at the same time everyone
was reading this lively, perky, interesting, and satisfying newspaper, so that by 6 pm in

the Nevskii Prospect it would already be sold out, although they printed it in two printing

V. Rozanov, Iz pripominanii i myslei ob A. S. Suvorine, p. 43.

'S, Makhonina, Istoriia russkoi zhurnalistiki nachala 20 veka (M., 2004), p. 82—89.

"'V, Rozanov, Iz pripominanii i myslei ob A. S. Suvorine, p. 41.

> F. Dostoevsky, PSSP, vol. 24, p. 130.

B M. Saltykov-Shchedrin, Sobranie sochinenii, in 20 vol. (M., 1976-1979), vol. 19, book 1, p. 30. Letter to
Pavel Annenkov of 1.11.1876.

" See: Pis'ma russkikh pisatelei k A. S. Suvorinu (L., 1927), p. 12. Letter of 6.02.1881.
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houses in a number of copies unprecedented for the Russian press.””” Zinaida Gippius,
who was loyal to Suvorin, remarked: ‘Everyone reads Novoe vremia, but as for writing
about it, that is absolutely “not done”.’"¢

The first issue of Suvorin’s newspaper came out on St Cassian’s day — the
supposedly unhappy last day of February, in the leap year of 1876. However, by the end
of the next month the newspaper print run more than doubled — from 1562 copies to
3500 copies, while by the end of the same year it increased by ten times and reached
15 thousand copies.”” As in the not too distant past, Suvorin found himself out in front.
Having secured his popularity with a wider public, he must have also discovered the

boundless power of the printed word. However, the germ of this idea harks back to the

very beginning of Suvorin’s career:

2.33 3ameuaeTe 7, KaK TIOBTOPSIFOT BCE HAITHU JKyPHAJIBI — OHH YK€ BBICKA3aJIUCh, U TTIOBEPHTE, UTO BCE

OHHM TaxyT, 0€3YCIIOBHO MaIyT, €CIH HE 3aXOTAT HIOXATh B BO3AyXE U HE OYAyT B COCTOSIHUH Pa3BUTh

CBOET0 OOOHSHMS IO TOrO, YTOOBI OHO CHAEIAIOCH ‘{yTKI/IM78.

§4
In order not to fall at the first hurdle in what would be a long race, Suvorin immediately
picked up some exciting topics of the day to convert them into his next feuilleton-novel
which he entitled Novoe vremia by Neznakomets and Co. Among his characters were a
courtesan, Anna Nikolaevna, a drug-addict, Balunskaia, an army officer, Nikolev, a
concessionaire, Dubanin (another allusion to Petr Gubonin), a journalist and a double
convert, Ivan Ivanovich Shmul’. The novel is full of action; the setting now an aristocratic
salon, now a stock exchange, now a dubious boudoir. For Suvorin the female readership
was paramount and he set himself to winning that audience, addressing his women

readers in a confidential tone:

P K. Arsen'ev, Za chetvert' veka (1871-1894) (Petrograd, 1915), p. 100.

76 7. Gippius, Sobranie sochinenii (M., 2002), vol. 6, p. 165.

" See: E. Dinershtein, A. S. Suvorin: Chelovek, sdelavshii kar'eru (M., 1998), p. 55; Idem, ‘A. S. Suvorin i
ego gazeta’, in NLO, 15 (1995), p. 184; see also: L. Reynolds, The News under Russia’s Old Regime
(Princeton University Press, 1991), pp. 74-77.

" A.'S. Suvorin, ‘Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule’, in Ezhegodnik rukopisnogo otdela Pushkinskogo Doma

(L., 1981), p. 142. Letter of 28.09.1861.
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2.34 JIt00OMBITHRIE YUTATEIHHHUIIBI, KOHEYHO, TPEMEIIYT OT HETEPIIEHU M TIOCKOPEe KAXKIYT Y3HATDH
T€ MHTEPECHbIC BEI U MPUKIIOUEHH, KOTOPbIE JOJHKHBI nocieaoBaTh ¢ HukoneBbim y bamyHckoit. Mbl
camu, oOypeBacMBbI JXKapOM POMAHHUCTA, JKAXKICM paccKa3aTh ITH HWHTEPECHbIe NpuKIoueHus. Ho
CO’KAJICHUIO, TPOTHB CBOCH BOJIM, TOJDKHBI OTIIOKUTH 3TOT pacckas 1o JPYroro pasa: MbI MUIIEM HE MPOCTO
poMaH, a poMaH-(heIbeTOH U 0053aHbI OAYUHITECS HE X0y CBOCTO aBTOPCKOTO BJOXHOBCHHS, A BIUSHUIO
coOBITHIl W ciydacB JAHA. BOT moyemy B HIDKCCICHYIOIICH TJIaBeé MBI HE CMOXEM YIOBJICTBOPUTH
HETEePIETNBYIO JKa)KIy YUTATEIBbHUI: MBI IEpeHeceM Hall paccka3 Ha OPYryi0 MOYBY. UHTaTeNbHUIH,
BIIPOYEM, HE TOJDKHBI HETOJ0BaTh HA HAC: Yepe3 HECKOJIBKO BPEMEHH MBI OISITh BEPHEMCS K “IHKOH game’”
U CMEEeM YyBEpPHUTh, YTO KpPOME Hee BBICTABUM LEJNBIH psAI JUI W COOBITHH — CIUPHUTOB, CHHPHUTOK,
noTpebuTeneit xammuia (OyaeT BEIMKOJICTHOE N300pakeHNE UX BUIACHHM: 3TO YKe “3aKa3aHO” OJHOMY U3
4JICHOB-aBTOPOB Harrel K°); MarueTusepoB, MarHeTU3EPOK, ICHOBUAIIUX U TIP., HE TOBOPS yXKE O JAaMax,

3aHNUMArOMIUXCA pasHbIMA KOHI_ICCCI/ISIMI/I79.

However this novel, just like Milliard v tumane, would be broken off. Suvorin
would start experimenting with various genres, trying new columns like Nabroski o
sovremennikakh, Iz zapisok ipokhondrika (melankholika), Iz zapisok otryvochnogo
cheloveka, Dnevnik nervnogo cheloveka, Pis'mo k drugu and others, before locating his
universal signature genre in Malen'koe pis'mo. At that time in Russia, the Austrian writer
Leopold von Sacher-Masoch was achieving enormous popularity, his central characters,
of course, a domineering woman and a weak submissive man.*® Suvorin tried to get in
touch with him via Turgenev, who currently lived in Paris: ‘I like this gentleman a great
deal, although they should not compare him to you; he is rather colourful, but his palette
is coarse and he seems to heap all his colours on private parts.’81 Turgenev was evasive in

his reply:

2.35 UYro kacaercs 1o Caxep-Mazoxa — To s, [ojiararo, OH o4eHb Oy/IeT paJ BCTYnHUTh ¢ Bamu B
CHOIIEHHMS. <...> 5] C HUM HE 3HaKOM JIMYHO — M, IPU3HAIOCh, HEOOJIBIIOI OXOTHHK 10 €ro poMaHoB. B
HUX CJIIMIIKOM MHOTO «JIUTE€PATYpPhl» U «KIyOHUUKH» — JIBE BEIY XOPOILIHE — HO IPH U3JIUIIHEM

TICPEIKCBBIBAHU N HeCTCpHI/IMBICSZ.

" Novoe vremia. 2.04.1876.

% On reception of Sacher-Masoch in Russia see: L. Poluboiarinova, Leopold von Sacher-Masoch —
avstriiskii pisatel’ épokhi realisma (SPb, 2006); on the influence of Sacher-Masoch on Chekhov see

M. Zolotonosov, Drugoi Chekhov: Po tu storony printsipa zhenofobii (M., 2007).

81 Op. cit.: I. Turgenev, PSSP,in 28 vol.; P, in 13 vol. (M., 1965-1968.), vol. 11, p. 600.

821, Turgenev, PSSP. P., vol. 11, p. 251. The western critics named Sacher-Masoch ‘a German Turgenev’.
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Apparently, the juicy bits were snatched from Suvorin midway: the magazine
Delo was quicker in securing the copyright of Sacher-Masoch’s novels, not to mention
numerous book editions. However, Suvorin himself tried his hand at a spicy topic. In
RGALL, there are newspaper proofs of an unpublished novella, which is dated by the 70s;
its title is Strannoe proisshestvie: Povest' na sovershenno novuiu temu.®> As 1 see it,
Suvorin should be credited with introducing a lesbian theme into Russian literature.** The
novella is set in Germany in a Russian boarding house; the protagonist is a depressive
Ivan Petrovich Kalinin, who has been abandoned by his wife, who shortly thereafter dies
of typhoid. Despite the interest Kalinin arouses in two deserving young women, Anna
and Margarita, he tries to take his own life, but survives. The plot gains some pace when
a distinct young female couple enters, friends Ol’ga and Nadezhda. Both have fled their
parental nest to start a new life in Petersburg, where they settle down together. A mannish
Ol'ga ‘looks like a nihilist’, smokes cigarettes, and is rude in her speech manner; she is in
love with Nadezhda and is jealous of anyone, man or woman, who comes anywhere near
her paramour. In the meantime, Kalinin takes a fancy to Nadezhda and invites her to
follow him to Paris. There follows a scene of jealousy: Ol'ga tries to strangle her lover,
but the reader is left wondering whether or not she succeeds.

The novella, in typical Suvorin’s manner, was left unfinished. However, Suvorin
should be given his credit for artistic flair: he makes contextually appropriate use of a
female nihilist, who establishes herself as a ‘manly type’: ‘Women’s nihilism is an
attempt on the part of a woman to win equal rights with men by way of rejecting her sex,

to overcome that sex considered as a set of symbols.’85 However, while researchers

% RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 7. A. S. Suvorin. Strannoe proisshestvie (Povest’). Granki, rukopis’ s pravkoi
avtora. 1870-¢ gg.

8 Dan Healy dates the development of lesbian subculture in Russia to the end of the 70s; however, he does
not mention any literary work on this subject within this period. See: D. Healy, Homosexual Desire in
Revolutionary Russia: The Regulation of Sexual and Gender Dissent (University of Chicago Press, 2001),
pp- 50-73.

8 See 1. Tukina, ‘Nigilistki’, in Zhenshchiny v sotsial'noi istorii Rossii (Tver’, 1997), p. 50. Cf.

A. Rosenholm, who believes that ‘...the New Woman imagined as an androgynyous neutrum without
female contours’, see: Gendering Awakening: Femininity and the Russian Woman Question of the 1860s,
p- 239. Cf. an image of a nihilist woman as seen by her contemporary: ‘Just take a look at her: man’s
overcoat, man’s hat, dirty petticoats, ragged dress, sallow or greenish complexion, her chin forward... <...>
A hermaphrodite in appearance, a Cain’s daughter by nature’ (N. Tsitovich, Otvet na pis'ma uchenym
liudiam (Odessa, 1878), p. 26.
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attribute a largely aesthetic nature to the women’s nihilism,*® Suvorin seems to look a bit
further. In a manly nihilist woman he anticipates a possible gender change and a new set
of gender roles which may prove dangerous for men. Suvorin’s apprehension found its
way into this interesting novella, but he had second thoughts about publishing it in the
open press.”’ In three decades’ time, the subject of the transsexual evolution of a woman
nihilist (‘she is not a Madonna, but a petty officer’), would be given a thorough
consideration by a regular contributor to Novoe vremia, the philosopher Vasilii
Rozanov.®

Thanks to connections among lawyers, Suvorin had gained access to court rooms.
To attract more readers he started a regular column Kriminal'naia khronika offering
coverage of scandalous court trials. As for himself, he became involved in the cause
célebre of ‘an odd woman’ Nastas'ia Kairova (1844-1888). Kairova was an actress and a
journalist who tried to kill her lover’s wife by cutting her throat with a razor.*® The jury
acquitted her on the grounds of her unbalanced mental state — the evidence was provided
by psychiatrists who had been observing Kairova for ten months in a lunatic asylum.
Suvorin happened to be one of those whose backstage activities (exploiting a certain
alignment of interests’’) led to Kairova’s acquittal. During the investigation Suvorin took
up with Kairova and had the misfortune to become an object of her affections. A serious
neurotic, Kairova pestered him with letters laying claims both to Suvorin and to a
secretary’s position in Novoe vremia. Her scheming went so far as to accompanying
Suvorin to the seat of the Balkan war in 1876 and, critically, entering into an open
conflict with the Likhachevs, Suvorin’s business partners. The result was catastrophic:
the Likhachevs withdrew from business (Suvorin had to buy out their share) and they
severed their friendship with him. This fatal episode supplies further evidence confirming

Suvorin’s inability, arguably gynophobic, to cope with a domineering and emotionally

861, Tukina, Russkii feminizm kak vyzov sovremennosti, p. 133.

%7 Suvorin was not free of homophobia either; in his diary, one can find disparaging passages about
homosexuals, for example as regards prince Vladimir Meshcherskii or the Head of the Interior, Vladimir
Lamsdorf (see: Dnevnik Alekseia Sergevicha Suvorina, p. 486).

% See V. Rozanov, Liudi lunnogo sveta: Metaphizika khristianstva (SPb, 1913), pp. 51-54.

% See: 0. Makarova, ‘““Sud’ba kakim-to rokovym obrazom stavit menia poperek Vashei dorogi...”: “Delo
Kairovoi” i ego sled v biografii A. S. Suvorina’, in NLO, 75 (2005), pp. 92-120.

% Kairova was the common law wife of a famous playwright Fedor Koni (1809-1879), whose son, the
lawyer Aleksei Koni, was friendly with Suvorin, while Vladimir Likhachev was the Chairman of the
Petersburg District Court.
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unbalanced woman. In his diary entry of 7.12.1904, recollecting the story of his acquiring
Novoe vremia and his subsequent rupture with the Likhachevs, Suvorin reaches a grim
conclusion: ‘It’s all a woman’s fault, in all places and at all times.”*!

In the mid 70s, the debate on ‘the woman question’, having served its purpose,
was gradually winding up, although certain practical issues, having to do with a woman’s
legal status and her role in social production, relocated to the women’s press and to the
professional press. As regards the daily press, ‘the woman question’ was still fairly
popular and remained a touchstone of the political and ideological commitment of an
author. In his own newspaper, Suvorin did not abandon the topical question, though, true
to himself, he vacillated between liberal and conservative views and, if need be,
frivolously blended them. We find him, on one occasion, donning his fool’s cap to

produce a scoffing misogynistic passage in his column Zapiski melankholika, perhaps

reflecting his predicament with Kairova:

2.36 51 HeHABMXKY 3TUX YUCHBIX KCHIIIH — 3TO KCHCKOE TEJIO, JKCHCKasl JyIla, CIABJICHHBIC KOPCETOM
HETePEBAPUMBIX U HETIPIIIOKUMBIX 3HAHHIA; 3TO — TEJIO, YyYBCTBYIOIICE ceOs B IEPEMEIKAIOIICHCS
JUXOPAJKe, ISl KOTOPOU HET JIGKapCTBa, 3TO — JAYIIA C MPHUIABICHHBIMYU MOPHIBAMH, 3TO — HEYTO
cpeHee MEXy HEMELKAM YYCHBIM U MarianuHOM, KaroIIeucs: B TOM, YTO OHa xeHIrHa. Koria s BiKy
TaKUX JKEHIIHH, 5 TOBOPIO MM: «Kakas Bbl yMHasl, Kakasi Bbl XOpoIiiasi, KAk OCHOBaTEJIbHO BbI PACCYKIACTE,
CKOJIPKO CBETY BHOCHTE B HaIlly cepyro ku3Hb!» Ho mpo cedst s mymaro: «Hecuactras! JIydie 061 TeOe

TIOUTH 3aMYyX 3a CaroXHUKa 1 LIeJIBIA BEK HIOXATh 3amax }0(1)TI/I, YEM 3amnax H."leKI/I!»92

In alternation with the conservative scoffer, the liberal Suvorin is preoccupied
with woman’s sexual and reproductive health, which is particularly at risk during her
marriage; his second message is an allusion to his own unfinished novella ‘Strannaia
zhenshchina’: a talented woman is wasted in her married life. This loyalty to women was
prompted or evoked by sad news regarding the death in labour of a talented young

journalist Sofiia Briullova, the daughter of a famous historian Kavelin:

2.37 Ho nns sxeHITUH 1 11000Bb HEPEIKO HOCHUT B ce0€ 3aIaTOK CMEPTH, B JTI0OOBH BIIEYET 32 COO0I0
00JIC3Hb U CTPaJaHMs, KOTOPBIX HE BEAaeT My)KYMHA. TaM, Iie OH CPHIBAET TOJIBKO IIBETHI HACIAKICHHMS,

JKCHIIITHA HEPEIKO TBET H A1, KOTOPHIH MPEKICBPEMEHHO CBOAUT €€ B MOTHIY. <...> CKOIBKO pa3

1 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 480.
2 Novoe vremia. 28.11.1876.
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CTIBIIIANIN BBI, YTO TaKas-TO U TaKas-TO ACBYIIKA MPEICTABISAET COO0H YTO-TO HEOOBIKHOBEHHOE, PE3KO
BBIJIAIOINEECS CPEId CBOMX CBEPCTHHUII, MIOJTHOE YHTY3Ha3Ma, HcaIbHBIX TIOPHIBOB, TAIAHTA, JIFOOBH K
3HaHUIO; CePJILIE €€, Ka3aI0Ch, YCTPOSHO BOBCE HA IS JINYHOT'O CYACThS, BOBCE HE IS TOTO, YTOOBI
PACIlyCTUTBCS B CEMbE, YM €€ TaK IIMPOKO 3aXBATHIBAJ, YTO OH HEOOXOAUM OBLI OBI JJIs1 IIEJI0r0 OOINECTBA;
U BOT MPOXOJST HECKOJBKO JIET, ¥ WK BCE 3TO MCYE3ACT, MOPBIBBI HCCSKIIH, JIFOOOBb K 3HAHUIO,
TpeOyromas 1ocyra, He Morjia ObITh YJIOBICTBOPEHA, XKCHCKAsl IMYHOCTh OIYCTHIIACh, U3MEINbYaa, WIN BbI
CIIBIIIIMTE HEYTO MOI0OHOE yaapy, Tak HEOKHIAHHO pa3pasuBIIeMyCs HaJ dTOW MOKOWHHIICH, KOTOPYIO

3
TEICPHb TaK Ol'IH.‘?lKI/IB.‘?l}OT9 .

However, before long, Novoe vremia would start publishing a malicious lampoon
by Ivan Polikarpov directed at female doctors, midwives and students, a novella entitled
Zapiski cheloveka ‘tryn'-trava’. The name of its protagonist, Doctor Samokhvalova-
Samoliubova, has an immediate link to Varvara Kashevarova-Rudneva. She was the first
woman to receive a doctoral degree in medicine in Russia, and had met with the fierce
resistance of male colleagues in the course of her career. After severe criticism from the
liberal camp, Novoe vremia offered an unconvincing excuse, insisting that the author

intended nothing more than salubrious preventive criticism:

2.38 ...M300JUYHTH JTUIIEMEPHUE U JIOKD TAKUX JIMTHOCTEH, KOTOPBIE, MPUKPHIBASCH KIIMIKAMU «HOBBIX»,
«YYEHBIX», SMAHIUITUPOBAHHBIX JKEHIIMH, MAJIO TOTO, a)Ke NPUKPHIBASCH YUCHBIMU 3BAHUSMH, TOOBITHIMU
HMHU HE TPYJOM U YUYCHBEM, a IIOCPEACTBOM UHTPUT U MPOUIOIIECTBA, B CYIICCTBE JIea MO30PAT CBOUM
MIOBE/ICHUEM U «HOBBIE TIPHHIUIIBI», WIIM UCIIOBEyEMbIE 110 HAPYKHOCTH, M TO YYE€HOE 3BaHUE, KOTOPOE

94
OHH, TaK CKa3aTb, IOXUTUJIN 0666, HC MMCs Ha HEI'O HACTOALICTO ITpaBa.

The lampooned target of the novella did not buy this excuse: on the contrary, she
sued Novoe vremia for libel and won the case.”” Having paid court fees and fines,
Suvorin took what seemed to be a safer and more lucrative path: he started to publish a

scandalous novel by Emile Zola, Nana, which described the adventures of a courtesan.

% Novoe vremia. 09.10.1877. Cf.: I. Turgenev, ‘Iz pis'ma v redaktsiiu “Vestnika Evropy” po povodu smerti
S. K. Briullovoi’, in PSSP, P., vol. 14, p. 235.

% Novoe vremia. 9.09.1879.

% Kashevarova-Rudneva’s barrister was Petr Aleksandrov (who also was a barrister in the case of Vera
Zasulich). The court found all the defendants guilty of defamation. The author of the novella, Ivan
Polikarpov, spent three months in a guard-house. See: S. Dionesov, V. A. Kashevarova-Rudneva — pervaia
russkaia zhenshchina — doctor meditsiny (M., 1965), p. 81.
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§5
A year after he purchased Novoe vremia, on January 28" 1877, Suvorin married Anna
Ivanovna Orfanova. The Suvorin family grew: in 1877, his daughter Anastasia was born,
in 1879 his son Boris, and then in 1881 his son Grigorii. However, after six months of
marital life Suvorin could see that his dream of a ‘guardian angel’ was unrealistic and
unattainable. Again, the ‘excellent adviser’, Bogdan Gei, tried to find arguments to

console Suvorin, but on the whole he failed to provide anything:

2.39 Sl yBepeH, Auna MIBaHOBHa He YIOBIIETBOpseT Bac BO MHOTOM, OCOOCHHO TeTeph; 3TO, OJTHAKO, BHE
BCSIKOH CBSI3M C UyBCTBOM, a IyBCTBaMU ¢€ BEI BiajieeTe BIoyIHe, Bce OHU COCPENOTOUEHHI Ha Bac, 1 onuH
BoI 11eHTp 3THX 4yBCTB; OHA KUBET M Openut Bamu. Bam Be1OOp ObUT ynadHbIN, IO MOEMY MHEHHIO. M3
BCEX JKEHINH, KOTophle nponut ¢ 1875 roga mumo Bac no cerogasmauii AeHb, 01HOH CMUPHOBOM
MOJKHO AaTh npeanouteHune. OHa Oblia OblI «IOCTOMHAS» MPECTABUTEILHUIIA Barero peqakTopckoro
JIOMa, OHA BeJia Obl B HEM CTPOTHI MOPSI0K, OHA MOTJIa Obl 0OMEHMBATHCSI ¢ Bamu MbicisiMu 000 BceM, OHa
mobwuia 6el Bac u Bel 661 ee mro6uian. Ho He Tak Obl ona Bac aro6una, kak Axda MBaHOBHA, U HE Tak
cB0OOHO OB YyBCTBOBaJIM ObI BbI ceds ¢ ee 11000Bb10. MHOTOE yiKe TIeperopeno B Hel, MHOTOE yiKe
3aTepTo roJaMH M TyMaMH, U CKOpee OHa HYXIaeTcs B TOM, YTOOBI ee pa3orperia roHas JJr000Bb, 9eM cama
crocoOHa Ha 3T0. <...> 3atrem CMHUpHOBa orpaHn4yuBaia 06 Bamry cBoOoay 1 npeabsaBisiia Ob kK Bam
HEMaJIo0 YHCTO BHEIIHUX TPeOOBaHMH, KOTOpbIe BBl HCIIOMHSITH OB M1 ¢ KOTOPBIMHE, TIOXKATYH, M CKHIIICH
OBl TIOJT KOHETI, HO MOA9ac OHU TOPHKO OT3BIBAMCH OBl Ha Barieit Hatype. Terneps Bbl HeorpaHUYEeHHBIH
MOHAapX B CBOEM JIoMe ¥ mouTH bor, Torna Obl ObUIH ObI XO35IMH U MY>K CO3HAIOIICH ceOs JKEHBI, a 3TO HE
BCE paBHO, Terepb BhI y3 Opaka, MHE KaKeTcs, HE YyBCTBYETE, TOTIa YyBCTBOBaH Obl. <...> Ho AHHa
HBaHoBHa He 00pa30BaHHA, HE MPEICTABUTEIBLHUIIA JIOMA, HE TOBAPHIIL, APYT, COBETHUK B Tpyax. 1 kyna
HU TIOCMOTPHIITB, TUTEPATOPHI, MyOTUITUCTHI, Pritocodbl, XyT0KHUKH, CIIOBOM, BECh 3TOT CBOOOTHBIH MU
Mo OOJBIIEH YacTH TakK KEHAT, TPH YETBEPTH TaK. <...> CraeTcs MHE TOJIBKO, 9TO BOOOIIE MaJIO KESHIIIHH,

CITOCOOHBIX OBITh UM TOBAPUIIIAMH M COBETHUKAMM. . 8

Gei’s arguments seem evidence to the contrary. To his mind, Suvorin was lucky
to be ‘a monarch’ in his own house — but this role was hardly appropriate for Suvorin
who was in need of guidance himself; so Sofiia Smirnova would still have been the best
choice. The only advantage attaching to Anna Ivanovna was her young age (and her

sexuality), but, for Suvorin, it was already a cause for concern well before his marriage.

% RGALI F. 459, op. 1, ed. 875. Pis'ma B. V. Geia k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 230b, 24, 240b. Letter of
8.08.1877.
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Gei’s view of Anna Ivanovna agrees with the evidence of someone who had brought up

Suvorin’s older children:

2.40 Awnna MBanosna CyBopuWHa, WIH, KaK €€ B CEMbe Ha3biBajM, Hiocs, ObUIa OYCHb MUIAs U
CUMITATUYHAS JKCHINKHA, HO <...> HUKAKOW POJIM B CEMbE HE Urpalia, OblIa Kak-TO COBCEM HE3aMETHa,
BEpOSITHO, Oaromapst cBoeMy Xxapakrepy. Kak oHa camMma MHe TOBOpHIIa, OHa HACTOJILKO HE MMela
3HAYEHUS, UTO el He yJIaBaIoCh JaKe 3aKa3aTh ce0e TIIaThe 10 BKYCY, IPEAMETOM €€ BOXKICICHHS B
MOMEHT HaIlleTO pa3roBopa ObLT YePHBIN aTIaCHBIN KaloT, ¥ BOT U 3TOTO OHA HE MOTJIA JUIS ce0sl YCTPOUTD,

HECMOTpS Ha GPOCABIINECS KPYTOM JICHBIH .

However, Anna Ivanovna’s °‘low profile® was deceptive: according to
Amfiteatrov, she originated from a ‘temperamental and restless falmily.’98 There is no
doubt that the young wife found it hard to get on with the adult children by Suvorin’s first
marriage, and she asserted herself using purely ‘feminine’ schemes and devices.
Suvorin’s elder daughter, Aleksandra, who was Niusia’s friend, complained to her father:
‘Niusia did her best to make you feel jealous (she would not admit this), and now she is
not happy at all with what she has done.”” After three years of marriage and despite two

small children, Suvorin felt miserable and not at all secure in his family life:

241 S cockyumicsi, XOTs M 3HAIO, YTO HE BECTb KaKWE PaJOCTH XKIYT MeHs noma. [ mepsee Bcero s
3HAI0, YTO BCE IMOWAET MO-CTApOMYy, T. €. KaIblii OyAeT HOPOBHUTH B CBOH yros M Bce OyIyT CMOTPETh
3arOBOPIIMKAMH, TOYHO Yy Ka)KAOTO WJIM BEIMKAash MBICIb B TOJIOBE, MJIM BeJlWKas CKopOb. <...> Kak

BOOOPA3HIIb ceOe ITY M0GE3HYIO0 KAPTHHY, <...> TAK CTAHOBHTCS HEBBIHOCHMO POTHBHO' .

Anna Ivanovna made full use of her feminine devices, intimidating Suvorin’s
mother and being rather manipulative as regards her husband to the point that he had to
explain himself in writing: ‘I did not mention this [his mother’s complaints of bullying]
because sometimes I am afraid of you myself: if I say something you do not want to hear,
you burst into tears, as if I meant to hurt you.”'®" Suvorin’s family problems affected him

so much that his family correspondence seems to spill over onto the pages of his

9" RGALL F. 1357 (Kollektsiia memuarov i dnevnikov), op. 1, ed. 233. Sakharova Elizaveta
Konstantinovna (Markova). Vospominaniia. L. 38.

%A, Amfiteatrov, ‘A. 1. Suvorina’, in Zhizn' cheloveka, neudobnogo dlia sebia i dlia mnogikh, vol. 2,
p. 18.

? RGALL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 1910. Pis'ma A. A. Kolomninoi k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 500b.

' Ibid., op. 2, ed. 356. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k A. L. Suvorinoi. L. 1, lob. The letter of 17.09.1879 was
written from Biarritz.

" Ibid., ed. 356. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k A. . Suvorinoi. L. 2.
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newspaper. In his column Iz zapisok otryvochnogo cheloveka, and having started in a
somewhat jocular tone, Suvorin breaks out into a misogynistic monologue, with reference
to the theory of ‘vital energy’ and with allusion to Arthur Schopenhauer, whose book of

aphorisms had its place on Suvorin’s bookshelf:

2.42 VY Hac ¥ BO BCEM YEJI0BEUYECTBE Macca MpeIpacCynkoB. <...> BoT emie mpeapaccynok —
eHIIMHBI. CKOJBKO JDKH U JIMIEMEPHs B OTHOIICHUH K HUM IIEYaTH U MYX4YrH. VX SKOOBI BCE 3alHIIAIOT.
O6uzeTh xeHmuHy. Kak MOXKHO, Kakoi ykac — o0uAeTh keHmuAy. JKenmuay? TodHo [eno uuet o
MaJICHBKOM PEOCHKE, O CYIIECTBE OECCHUIIBHOM U JI0 TAKO# CTCIIEHH HUYTOXKHOM, YTO OHO OOOPOHATHCS HE
MOKeT. VICKpEHHOCTH B 3THX HETOJOBaHUSIX M KPUKax — Ha MeAHbIH rpoml. JKeHmuHa 6bu1a paba u paboro
0CTaeTCs, a MY)KYMHA CBOUM CTPEMJICHHEM 3AIUTHTh €€ TOJLKO MPUKPBIBACT JUIIEMEPHE U IM030JaUYNBACT
MUTIONIO. 3aTO KOT/Ia HAYMHAIOT OTKPOBEHHUYATh B MY>KCKOM KPYTe HACUCT KCHIUH — TOJBKO OJTHO TEJIO
U OCTAeTCs, TOJBKO 00 HEM U BCe paccyxacHus. Ho jxeHIInHAM, BEPOSTHO, 3TO HPABUTCS: MHE KaXKETCS
WHOTJIA, YTO ¥ CAMU OHH B cc0€ HMYETO TaK HE LEHSIT, KaK TEJI0, YTO OHH HATPAIIUBAIOTCS HA 0000IICHHS
TaKOTO POJIa: BCE KCHIIMHBI HA OWH canThIK. OHY AT POMAaHbI ¥ MUIIYT POMAHEI, a APYTHE TOJIBKO
nenaroT. [IoToM HaYMHACTCS TPAJAIUs: Y OJHHUX [UIMHHBIC, COCTOSTEIBHBIC POMAHBI, CO CTPAIaHUSIMU H
TPEBOr'aMH, ¢ MyKaMu JIFOOBH, C APYXkKO0F0, C JKEPTBAMH, ¥ IPYTHX — MAJICHBKUE, XOPOIICHbKHUE,
¢dusnogornueckue, 6€3 BCIKUX MYK M CTPaJaHui, HO C BAHHAMH, OaHsIMH, MacKapaaaMH, IaMIIaHCKHM 1
BOJAKOM. VI crm mociieqHue BCEraa cYacTInBee MEPBBIX: CaMOe CKBEPHOE, YTO MX JKAET — ITO
MPECHIICHAUE, HO JUIS KEHIIMH 3TO HE BPEIHO. .. <...> bela TONbKO, eciii HATOJIKHETCS Ha HUX KakKas-
HUOY/b HEIIOXKMHHAS HATYpa, CepJIcUHasi, HEpPBHAs. 3aMy4at U B rpo0 BKOJIOTAT. Cpein TaKUX SKECHIIHH
€CTh Y>)KaCHO 0€3)KaJIOCTHBIC, IEPEBSIHHBIC Kakue-T0. KpoMe moxoTeii CBOEro Tejia y HUX pOBHO HUYETO
HET, ¥ BO UMsI 9THX IIOXOTEH BaJIK BCE, MTOATAYNBAI BCAKYIO )KHU3Hb, OEpH U3 HEE BCE, YTO HY)KHO TeOe, U

Gepu BBOIIIO' .

This vehement harangue evolves into what sounds like an indictment of marriage
as an institution, one portrayed as leading to the mutual destruction of husband and wife.
Suvorin, whose marriage was hanging by a thread, unintentionally sides with the most
radical democrats, who after all demanded the abolition of marriage ‘as a highly immoral

5103

phenomenon’ - (although the radicals made such abolition a conditio sine qua non of the

total liberation of women):

2.43 Jla 1 MyX4uHbI XKe Aypaku. Beskuil skeHaThI YelI0BeK HEMPEMEHHO TIIYIIEeT Ja)Xe C XOpOoIen
KEHOM. ITO 3aKOH MPHUPOIBI U TOCYAAPCTBO 3TO NPUHSIIO, TOKPOBUTEIBCTBYS OpayHOE COKUTEIBCTBO. Y

JKCHATOI'0O TOPU30HTHI ceryac xe CYKUBAIOTCA, ACTAIOTCA MOIJIOBATBIMU, MBICJIb CTAHOBUTCS 60${3HI/IBCG,

192 Novoe vremia. 15.02.1881.
193 See: Politicheskie protsessy 60-kh godov (M.; L., 1923). p. 267.
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KOHCEpBaTHBHEE, MPUHIKCHHEE. XOpOoIIasi, yMHas JKeHIIWHA €CIIH U BIUSAET XOPOIIO Ha MYXXYHHY, TO
Bcerja B ymep0 ero pa3BUTHIO, €CIIM OHA ero skeHa. OHa HaYWHAET 32 Her0 MBICTHUTD M T0JIOBA €T0 OXOTHO
YMEHBIIIACT SHEPTHI0 PabOThL. Y BEIUKUX JIFOJICH He ObLIO BEIMKHX JKCH, Y BEJIHKHUX JKECH — BEITHKHX
Myxkeil. CoBceM HECOBMECTHMBIC BETMYMHBL. OHO U MMOHATHO: €CJIA CaMasi YeCTHAsl TF0O0Bh OTKPHIBACT
Iy CTPACTHIIKaM, TO OpaK OTKPBIBACT €€ CTPACTHUILIKAM BallleH KEHBI, €€ YSCTONIO0UIO, €€ TIIECIABUIO H
npou. Ho My»4uuHa eIrie MOXKET BBIILUIBITh, TUTATA IaHb OpaKy, sKeHIIUHA — HuUKorna. Eciu ymHas u
TaJaHTJINBAs JKEHIIMHA BHIIIIA 3aMYy’K — ITIOCTaBb KPECT Ha CBOEM Pa3BHTHH, HAa CBOEM TaJIaHTE, HA CBOEH
OyaymHocTH. B mydmem ciaydae oHa BO3BMET Ha ce0d 9acTh YMCTBEHHOH paOOTHI My»a W YMEHBIIIUT €T0
SHEPTHIO, B Xy/IIIEM — pa3MEHIETCSl Ha MEIHBIC ICHBIH B TeX IMPOTUBOPEUNAX, KOTOpPEIE AaeT Opak. B

CYIIHOCTH — HU cebe, HU eMy... 104

In terms of the theory of ‘vital energy’ which is threading the text, marriage
appears more destructive for a man than for a woman. Woman as ‘carnality’, who marries
out of vanity, who drains her husband’s energy, who cheats on him without any remorse,
and who will soon drive him to the grave to inherit his money — all this evokes Anna
Ivanovna, a portrait of passing verisimilitude painted by Suvorin’s gynophobic hand.

Suvorin felt drawn to Sofiia Smirnova-Sazonova, which resulted in numerous

long and regretful letters to her. Now that it is too late, he attempts a declaration of love:

2.44 ...5 u xoren Obl Bac yacto BHIETh, HO KaK-TO y>KACHO HEJIOBKO CTAHOBHUTCS. <...> BBl korma-to
TOBOPHJIM, 4TO 5 HaTypa Heriybokas. DTO BechbMa BEpOSTHO, HO BO BCEX HAc INyOMHA BecbMa
OTHOCHTeNbHAst. Sl 3HAI0 TOJBKO, YTO HHUKOTJAa HE MOI OBITh C KaKOK-HUOY[Ab MYCTOTOIO; HPU3PAUHO,
<1 Hp36> 11K, HO s HAMOJHSJI €€ MOCTOSHHO; BO MHE HEPBbl HAYMHAIOT XOIUTh TaK, YTO Sl HE 3HAIO, KyJa
neBatbes. Hemano riryrnocreid COBEpIICHO MHOKO BCIIEICTBHE TOTO M HEMao Bpesa cebe s cienai, HMeHHO
TEM, YTO MPHU3PAYHOCTHIO 3aMa3bIBall ACUCTBUTEIBHYIO MycTOTy. OO0 3TOM s OBI MOT HAIUCaTh LEIYIO
noBecTh. 51 Bac 3Haw Bce-Takm Mayo, axke OYCHb Mayo, HO BBl Bcerjja MHE HAllOMHHAIH HEYTO BeChMa
Mo0e3Hoe, Temioe, Muioe. <...> HecKoNbKO 4YacoB MPONUIO MOCIE TOro, Kak s 3To Bam Hamumcan, u
MOKa3alloch MHE BCE 3TO TJIyno. TOYHO JHOOOBHYIO TMEPENHCKY 3aXOTENl YCIOBEK 3aBECTH, W 3a0miI
(hOHTAaHOM KaKUX-TO OTKPOBEHHBIX (akTOB U (pas... <...> Hajo OpocuTh 3TH MyCTSAKH, HAI0 OPOCUTH ITH
ctpoku. [loTom »ajb crano: 4to, ee yOynmeT, 4To JiM, €Cld OHA BCE ITO HPOYHTACT... <...> XO0YeTcs
CKa3aTh HECKOJIbKO MPOCTBIX, TOPSYMX, HCKPEHHUX CJIOB, 0€3 CMBICAY M 3Ha4eHHUs, HO MPSAMO OT

BCETJyNEHIIero cepaua. .. 105

In her diary, Smirnova-Sazonova keeps a chronicle of Suvorin’s family conflict:

104 .

Novoe vremia. 15.02.1881.
%5 OR IRLI. F. 285, ed. 217. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k S. L. Smirnovoi (Sazonovoi). L. 9, 9ob, 10, 100b.
Letter of 23.02.1881.
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2.45 28.04.1881. Yesxaem u3 [lerepOypra. <...> [IpoBoxatotr Hac CyBopuH 1 KpbutoB. <...> CyBopuH
npuBe3 Jlrobe [mouepu] Ha mopory koHder. ObGemaer mpuexath k HaM B Kpeim. Ero Bce B Ilapmxk
noceuatoT K Illapko, a emy He xoyercs. <...> Crena ¢ Hukomaem. 04.05.1881. ITosnyumna nmucbmMo OT
CyBopuHa Takoro poja, 4o Hukomail MpoOCUT MOJIOKUTH 3TOMY KOHEI[, HHaYe TOBOPHUT, YTO ITO C MOECH
croponsl HemobpocoBecTHo. 14.05.1881. Eme nucemo ot CyBOopHHA, YTO-TO JAMKOE, HECBSI3HOE, HABOJIUT
MeHs 1 Hukonast Ha MbIciH, 4To y Hero He Bce B nopsiake. 25.09.1882. CyBopuHsl xuByT B Slnre; y HUX
Bce He agHo. AHHa BaHOBHA *XHBET B MpoxoaHoi komHate. 25.10.1882. Anna VMiBaHOBHA TOBOPHUT, YTO
ecam Obuta ObI Oorarta, mana Ob1 ToOCTOMY HECKOJIBKO TBICSY, YTOOBI OH MPHJETal HOBBIH KOHEN K AHHE
Kapenunoii, rne ona ocraBanach Obl xuBa. 09.02.1883. Y CyopuHa mo-mpexxHeMy aa B jaome. <...>
CyBOpWH Hamuvcajn 3aBellaHue, MO0 KOTOPOMY OOMBIIYI0 YacTh OTHAeT JOYEpH U €€ ACTAM. JTO BCe
Konomuuu ycrpomn. AHHa lBaHOBHA crana jAenaTh BBIKUABININ, YTOOBI HEe poauTh. Kak oHa, ObIBaJO,
O6epemenHa, Tak KoomuuH HactpauBaer CyBOpHHA Ha TO, 4TO 3TO HE ero aetd. CieHbl peBHOCTH! A Bce
pacueThl: Oonblie neTeil, MeHble HacieacTBa. ChiHOBBs CyBOpUHA OT MEPBOM JKEHBI TOKE MPOTHB AHHBI
WBanoBHel 1 3a01H0 ¢ KonmomuuneiM. 12.03.1883. beun CyBopunbl. OH paccKa3bIBaeT CHOKET CBOCH
HOBOM mbechl ¢ I[loTreMkuHBIM, a oHa kKak B Ilapmwxke nuisankm mokynama. 19.06.1883. Yait mumu y
CyBopHHBIX. <...> AHHa VIBaHOBHA OIIATH CBOE, UTO €cliu O y Hee My ObLT Tako#, kak KoJIoMHUH, TO OH B
OJMH MECSI HaKyNmui Obl el OpMIUIMAaHTOB M OAapXaTHBIX IUIATHEB, YTO OHA Kejiajda Obl XOTh Ha MECSII

CIIeNIaThCs eT0 )KeHOH. A OH eif: «Jla, To ecTh BBI kenanu Ob1 0000paTh Mensi» ',

Suvorin was so preoccupied with his family troubles that in his literary criticism
he could not help using telltale figures of speech drawing parallels to his own bitter

experience:

2.46 [opsmovHyrO JKCHIIWHY HUKOTAAa TaK HE WICATU3UPOBANIM, Kak wuaeanusupoBan Jloma
KOKOTKY. He To oHa, mopsiiouHast eHIMHA, BRIPOJIIACH, HE TO OHA CIHIIKOM IMOPsI0YHa, YTOObI H3-3a
Hee CTpessiTh U crpensthesa? JleficTBUTENbHO, He ecTh JIM Mpo3a mopsjaouHas skeHuuna? [lodsus Beab
TOJIBKO B JIBWKEHHHU, B HEPBHOCTH, B CTPACTH, B MMOPHIBaX, B TOMJICHHUSX. Y NEBYIIKHA €CTh MTO3TUYECKHUI
MepHo/, KOorzaa JIoOOBb MPOCHINACTCS ¥ MAHUT €€ HEM3BECTHBIMH 4YapaMH, cooOlias U ee yapam, U ee
3a[yMYMBOCTH, U €€ BECEIOCTH OTICYATOK 1M033uu. Ho Korjga AeByIIKAa CTAHOBHTCS KCHIIWMHOM, IO33Us
€CIIH U OCTACTCS, TO MPUHUMACT THXHUIA W IPAMO3HBIN OTTCHOK, IEPEXOISAIINIA MOCTEIICHHO B MPO3y. bpak
— Mormia Jr0BUA. DTO JaBHO KTO-TO CKa3al, CTajo ObITh, U MOTMIA 1033uu. Koraa B sxeHIUHE OJICCHET
CHOBa TO93MWs, KOIJIa TJia3a €€ 3aCBETATCS OCOOCHHBIM OJIECKOM, MaHs K cebe W obemas, Korja CHOBa
SIBJISTFOTCSI TIOPBIBBI TO OECTIPUYMHHAS TPYCTh, TO OECIpHYWHHAS BECEIOCTh, OHA XOUYET JIOOUTH Opy2oeo,
€CJIM yXKe He JIIOOUT. A Belb 9TO YK€ HE TOpsA0YHAs KEHIMHA, KOO MOPSIOYHOCTD, IO OOMICTIPHHATOMY

MHEHHIO, COCTaBIIIIOT BEPHOCTh MY)KY, BEPHOCTH JIOJITY, 3a00THI CeMelHbIe, 0053aHHOCTH MaTepH H JKEHBI.

106 OR IRLL F. 285. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. Ed. 3. L. 124, 136, 163; Ed. 4. L. 120, 181; Ed. 5.
L. 173, 175, 228: Ed. 6. L. 21.
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<...> Crano ObITh, TOPAIOYHAS KEHIINHA HEIIPEMEHHO MTPO3anyvHa, a TIOTOMY H3-3a Hee He CTPENIOT U He
CTPEIAIOTCA. A CHaCThE-TO, HACTOSIIEE CYACThE, TUXOE, 3aAyIIIEBHOE, CIIOKOHHOE cYacTbe — HE B IPO3€ JIU

oHO? <...> Ho 3T0 Tak peako, Tak peako. boxe, oTuero 3To Tak pezuco?w7

However, Suvorin did not confine himself to literary speculation. After a
prolonged break, he returned to writing, the first result being Medea: Drama v chetyrekh

deistviiakh v stikhakh i proze written in co-authorship with Viktor Burenin. The authors

3

gave the following reasons for choosing an ancient drama: ‘...in a less complicated

culture, certain issues may be treated in a straightforward and even bold way.”'”® Still, the
main reason must have been the protagonist, an extraordinary and powerful woman, who
was worth exploring with ‘the woman question’ in mind; the authors actually admitted

their feminist intentions:

2.47 Hawm kaxercs, B JiereHae o Mezee cka3aicsi HApOIHBIM pa3yM, BRIPA3IINCh KEJIaHHUS PE3KO
[IOCTaBUTh BOIPOC O JETSIX U O MOJIOKEHUU KEHILIUHBI, <...> HO JJISl HAC BaXKHO TO, yTo Mezes sBiseTcs
311eCh HCOOBIKHOBCHHO CHJIBHOIO HATYpOR0. <...> HecMOTps Ha TO, YTO 3TOT I'CHUANBHBIN ApamMaTypr
[EBpunm] He MIOOUT KEHIIWH U APAaMBbI €T0 MOJIHBI BBIXOIOK MPOTHB HHUX, OH CO3/1aJl TAKOW MOTYUHHA
00pa3 3Toi KEHIIUHBI, 4TO JAPYTOTO MOJOOHOTO MBI HE 3HAEM BO BCell BCEMUPHOM JITEpAType.
HeoOBIKHOBEHHEIH yM, peIIUTeNbHAs JIOTHKA, aficKasi CHIa BOJH, JTIOOOBH, HE 3HAIOMIAs Mpeiena, HO
BMECTE C TeM HCIIOJIHEHHAS HEKHOCTH, CHIIBHBIA TIPOTECT MMPOTHUB IMOPAOOIICHHUS JKEHIINH — BCE 3TO
BBIPA3MWIIOCh B 3TOM oOpa3se. Unraeins 3Ty [paMy, ¥ HaTaJIKUBaclIbes Ha Mbiciau ['amiera, Yankoro, Ha

MMponoBCb 3alIUTHUKOB KCHIIUH B UX 60p1,6e 3a 1paBa ciaboro HOJ'Ialog.

A prominent liberal journalist, Nikolai Mikhailovskii, was suspicious of these
lofty ideas, discerning a diversionary entertainment aspect of the play: ‘...concentrating
on personal morals, the authors divert attention from politics.”''® However, he had to
admit that the authors had succeeded in tackling some topical moral issues of the day:
‘For all that, to protect wedlock and to reject “theories of free love” was not a bad idea

really.’ t

7 Novoe vremia. 10.07.1883.

108 A, Suvorin, V. Burenin, ‘Predislovie’, in Medea: Drama v chetyrekh deistviiakh v stikhakh i proze
(SPb, 1883), p. L.

% Tbid., pp. I, I, V.

"9 N. Mikhailovskii, ‘Pis'ma postoronnego v redaktsiiu “Otechestvennykh zapisok™, in PSS, in 8 vol.
(SPb, 1908), vol. 5, p. 743.

" Ibid., p. 742.
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The authors tried to make their play intelligible to as wide a public as possible;

Suvorin explained their idea in his newspaper:

2.48 Hedero, koHEe4HO, TOBOPUTH O TOM, YTO MBI IIpuAaiy Mexee M COBpeMEHHbIC YePTHI i XOTEIN
puaaTh eif qaxke pycckue uepTel. OTToro Hamra Menest MOHSATHA TOIe, OONBIIMHCTBY IMyOIuku. B aToM

€€ HCAOCTATOK KaK JUTECPATYPHOTO NPOU3BCIACHMS, HO B 3TOM €€ CHICHUYCCKOC NOCTOUHCTBO. A MBI IICAIIN

112
JJIA CHEHBI, MbI XOTCJIX AaThb MaTCpUAl AJId pYyCCKUX TPATrUYCCKUX aKTPUC .

Medea’s part was written with a famous tragic actress, Pelageia Strepetova, in
view. Suvorin praised her to the skies in Novoe vremia. Besides, Strepetova was a family

friend and this fact did not escape the notice of Smirnova-Sazonova:

2.49 5.11.1882. brina y CtperneToBoii, e BcTpetuia AHHY MBaHOBHY... <...> CBOMM NPUXOJIOM S,
JIOJDKHO OBITh, IOMeENIaa uX HHTUMHOU Oecene co CtpeneroBoii HacueT Koomuunsix. [Ipu mae AHHA
HBaHoBHa B OTKpOoBeHHOCTH He myckaercs... 18.11.1882. brina y CtpeneroBoii. Tam AnHa VMiBaHOBHA
<...> mpuexaia 3a IpruKa3aHusIMH, He HyKHO i CTperneToBoil 4ero-mmbo B ra3ere, CTaTbio, MOJI, WIN

KaKyIO-HI/I6y,HI) 3aMCETKY HC MPUKAKETEC J'H/I?1 13

In the course of life, Strepetova had endured many hardships and was a woman of
an equally difficult and tempestuous nature.''* In his theatrical reviews, Suvorin showed
appreciation: ‘Half of her artistic life has passed; a life in which she has battled like no
other actress; surviving mental illness; fighting for the public’s love... <...> I cannot
think of anyone whose situation is more tragic.”''” Strepetova’s life experience showed in
her theatrical character. The playwright Aleksandr Ostrovskii gives his professional
opinion: ‘As a natural born talent, she is unique and phenomenal... Her best parts are
women of the lower and middle classes; her pathos is a simple and strong passion; her
triumph is revelation of the natural instincts in woman.”''® Smirnova-Sazonova confirms

this in her diary:

"2 Novoe vremia. 22.02.1883.

"> OR IRLI. F. 285, ed. 5. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. L. 16, 17, 36.

"% Cf.: ‘By the age of thirty, Strepetova’s nervous irritability was bordering on outright hysteria
(R. Ben'iash, Pelageia Strepetova (L., 1967), p. 196).

5 Novoe vremia. 18.12.1881.

1% A, Ostrovskii, ‘Zapiska po povodu proekta “Pravil o premiiakh imperatorskikh teatrov za
dramaticheskie proizvedeniia™’, in PSS (M., 1949-1953), vol. 12, p. 282.

123

5



2.50 13.02.1883. [[Ipembepa «Menewn»] CO0p OKOJIO MOJOBUHBL. 3aTO TpHUEM Ha TPH ThICsYH! BBI30OBHI,
TOIOT, MaXaHbe IJIATKaMK, CHavana ofgHoil CtpeneToBol, a motom u CyBopuny. CyBOpHH CTPAIIHO
0O0sUICS M HE XOTEJ BBIXOJIUTh, JyMAJI, YTO €r0 OIIUKAIOT. <...> Ha mMens urpa CTpeneToBoil Mpou3BOAUT
BIICYATIICHUE TITYOOKOW MPOBUHIUHU. XJIOMAET ceOsl TI0 JISHKKAM, JICNIAeT MPBDKKK Ha CICHE U

HECCTCCTBCHHBIM I'OJIOCOM KPHUYMT. <...> A ny6m/11<a HCUCTOBCTBYCT, e 9Toro u Hy)KHO»l 17.

‘Protest against the enslavement of women’ in Strepetova’s interpretation, which
was likely to have been encouraged by the authors, resulted in her ‘odd’ behaviour on
stage, and the critics qualified Medea as ‘a sickly woman suffering from hysterical
fits.”!'® Besides, as ‘an extraordinary strong personality’, Medea provoked her husband to
monologues which declared a strictly conservative attitude to women; to which were
added certain obviously misogynistic tirades which cannot be found in the original text

by Euripides:

2.51 Omna teM OOJIBIIIE HEHABUCTHA MHE,
Uem TBepke CO3HAIO, UTO 5 00s3aH
Eit muorum. Het, He nomkeH HUKOT A
MyskurHa TPU3BIBATH )KEHY Ha IIOMOIIb,
W KeHIMHBI ¢ MY>KCKMM YMOM U CHJION
Hawm nyxHO n3berats. [TycTs B Myke BUAHUT
JKena 3amuTHHKa, OTIA JETCH
U He nMmeeT npaBa TOBOPHUTE:
«51 momorna Tebe, criacia TeOs ».
IIpocTu mokoii u cuactbe 115 TOTO,
Kowmy >xena ToBapwuill, paBHbIN B CHJIE:
Torna moOOBb U JTACKH 00pATATCS
B 006s3aHHOCTD, ¥ HEXKHAST TOKOPHOCTD
Hcuesner, ycrymnas HeIOBEPHIO,
Torga conepHUKa B )KEHE BCTpEYACT MK,
A MeX CONEPHUKOB BO3MOXKHO JI cornacee?' "’

The play met the authors’ expectations and was popular with the public: in 1883
there were 11 performances in Petersburg, while in Moscow there were 9,120 Inspired by
his successful theatrical debut, Suvorin would further exploit what had, after all, proved a
rewarding subject, focusing in his creative writing on the strong, passionate, and

domineering woman. The subject would also continue to interest him as a journalist.

""OR IRLL F. 285, ed. 4. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. L. 178; ed. 5, 1. 182, 183.

"8 Sufler. 14.11.1883.

" A. Suvorin, V. Burenin, Medea, p. 25. In the Medea of Euripides as translated into Russian by
Innokentii Annenskii no similar monologue can be found. (See Evripid, ‘Medea’, in Tragedii, in 2 vol. (M.,
1999), vol. 1, pp. 62-122.)

120 Istoriia russkogo dramaticheskogo teatra, in 7 vol. (M., 1980), vol. 6, p. 472.
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Thus, he devoted one of his Pis'ma k drugu to the novel The Revolt of Man by Walter
Besant. The novel is set in the 21% century which is already the era of women’s
domination. Preoccupied with their careers, women get married fairly late, but they have
the right to choose a husband; so they prefer only young and handsome men. Men refuse
to reciprocate women’s affection, so the population on Earth is now receding ‘at a
staggering speed’. This situation leads to a governmental crisis, and men break out in a
revolt which only terminates when everything ‘returns to normal’, i. e. men restore their
supremacy. ‘One can draw any kind of moral, but this fiction is not devoid of zest and is
also appropriate for our times,”'*' Suvorin concludes in his review. Since he took the
effort to read a book written in English, there is evidence that he was indeed considering
the prospect of female social domination. However, his reluctance to accept this idea and

his apprehension are again disguised as irony:

2.52 KoHEYHO, JKCHIIUHBI BOOOPAXKAIOT, YTO €CIIH OBl OHHU CTAJIM YIPABISTH FOCYIAPCTBOM, TO JICia
oty Okl ropaso nydiie. <...> Eciu 0 ynanock cTath Ha MECTO MYXKUYUH U 3a0paTh BECh XOJ1 )KH3HH B
CBOM PYKH, TO YEJIOBEUECTBO BHIPAOOTAIIO, TIISIIUIIE, HEYTO COBCEM HOBOE M CTOJIb )K€ TOHKOE, apOMAaTHOE
1 U3AITHOE, KaK OHU caMH. JKEHIIIMHBI, BEPOSTHO, ¥ 3aMBIIUIIOT 3TO — Jaii bor uMm 310poBhs, nO0 WHAYE
4eM OOBSICHATD WX JKEIaHUE YIUTHCS, X KOHKYPEHIUIO ¢ My>KYMHAMH Ha MyTAX MPaKTHIECKOTO

TIPHIIOXKCHNS HAYKH K Ku3HH? [T0BEpb, UTO TyT TOHKHI PACUET, M €ro HaJ0 HMETh B BUIY .

§6
Concerned about men losing control over women, Suvorin was failing to set his own
personal life aright. Family discord would send him into prolonged spells of depression

and this topic would run throughout his diary:

2.53 08.02.1884. KoHeuHo, nHave JOMaIIHS )KU3Hb YCTPOMIIAch Obl, eciii O KTO-HHOYIb €€ XOTell
ycrpouth. Ho Bce paccTpanBaioT, a He yCTPaUBAaIOT, U sl BEPUYCh, KaK JKEPHOB, MOXKET ObITh, 0€3 MyTH
repeMaltbiBasi )KU3Hb IPYTHX, U ce0s1 camoro ToJIKy B cTyre. 22.02.1884. MHoit pa3 Tombko XodeTcs
KaKoW-HUOYIb OECKOPBICTHOM, aHTEeILCKOH JIF00BH, Ha KaKyI0 ClIOCOOHA Oblia Obl pa3Be MaTh U JI0Yb,
nokanyi. beuta xke AHTHTOHA. DTa JII0O0BH yOarokuBasia Obl, yTelnana, Ipeaynpexana, OTCTpaHsIia Bce
HEMNPUATHOE, yMeTa Obl BOBPEMsI IBUThHCS, BOBPEMs YUTH, yMesa Obl ObITh HEOOXOUMOH, ymena Obl

Pa3roBOpuvTh, YTCIIUTh, PAa3BECCIINTh. <...> Anna VIBaHOBHA COBCEM nepecrajia XoAuTh 06€L[aTL.

2 Novoe vremia. 17.07.1883.
122 Ibid.
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IMocMmoTpuib y Apyrux — coBceM He Tak. CeMbH HET y HAC; y HAC TOCTHHUIIA, M XO3SIMKK HET, a eCTh
skoHOMKa. 28.02.1884. 51 y>xacHO cTapero u CKBEPHO CTApero, TOH ATOMCTHYECKOM CTapOCThIO, KOTOpas
OPIOIKUT U JKeJIAeT HEU3BECTHOTO, B CYIHOCTH, JKeJIaeT TOT0, YeTO U MOJYUUTh HUKAK HEJIb3s1 — CHJIbI,
3mopoBbst 1 0onpoctr. 1.03.1884. MHe ObLIO Kak-TO COBCeM He TI0 ceOe. MenaHXous MoJTHAas.
24.03.1884. B Oymyuiuiit BTOpHHK X04y €XaTh 3a rpaHully. CMepTelIbHO HE XOYETCs, TOYHO €ICIIb HA TOT

CB€T123.

Eventually, Suvorin did not go abroad but he instead took his family to a famous
Russian spa. Once there, he immediately came under the observation of Smirnova-

Sazonova:

2.54 31.05.1885. ITepBoe, Ha 4TO 5 CTONKHYJIACh B JKene3HoBoacke, Oblna ceMbst CyBopuHBIX. OHU
00earoT B BOK3aJie, 3aHMUMasl eIkl TabJIb’ OT; UX 9TO-TO YenoBek 10: TyBepHaHTKH, TETKH, pedsTa. <...>
Cama Anna lBanoBHa ofeta kak CepriojieTTa B IIyHIIOBO# HIENKOBOH KO(PTE U B 1000UYKe /10 KOJIEH. <...>
Cam CysopuH B Eccenrykax ¢ KonmoMuunbMu. Y Anekcanapbl AJICKCEEBHBI caXapHasi O0JIC3Hb.
1.06.1885. Berperunace Ha ynune ¢ CyBopunbsiM. OH TOJNBKO 4TO npuexain u3 EcceHTykoB, BbuIe3an u3
KOJISICKH. XaH/IPUT, X04eT orsiTh noexath B [letepOypr. 13.06.1885. CyBoprH GeCCMEHHO COCTOUT NPH

JKEHe: TIPOBOKAET €€ B BAaHHY M K MapHHHCKOMY HCTOYHHKY .

Suvorin’s holiday reports to Novoe vremia mirrored his family problems and a

growing animosity towards his wife:

2.55 JKenezHoBOICK — MKEHCKOE LIaPCTBO, MOKHO CKa3aTh, LIAPCTBO MCUXOMATOK. <...> Llenb TyT
00I1ast — HacIaXACHUE, TF000BB, 3aMHTEPECOBAHBI 00 CTOPOHBI B JIOCTHKCHUU €€, MY)KUHHA U J)KCHIINHA;
9TO HE TO YTO HA BOWHE, I'/Ie MPOTUBHUKH, HANIA/1asl, HITYT CMEPTHU APYT APYTa; TYT MPOTUBHUKH HIIYT
KHU3HH, PAZOCTH, JIYUIIETO yIOBOIBCTBHUS, KAKOE TOJIBKO IPUPOIa MOXKET BIOXKUTH B YEIIOBEKA;
COTIPOTHUBIIIONIASICS KEHIIIHA COMTPOTHBISATHCS MOXKET TOIBKO BO MIMS JONTa, a KOT/Ia €r0 HeT —
paccTaTbes C HUIM OYCHB JIETKO, 00 ONT — OYeHb TSKeJNas Bellb — BCSAKAS [ENTb COMPOTHBICHUS
ucuesaet. KTo ycBowmi cede 3TH npaBuiia, TOT HE CTECHSIETCS M CPBIBACT I[BETHI YAOBOJIBCTBHS BCIOAY. <...>
Beck peniepryap <...> [>KEHIIKH] 3aKIF0YAETCs MMOYTH B OJHON JTFOOBU U JICTKUX Pa3roBopax,
MOIKPAIICHHBIX JIF000BbI0. HeOo He Haka3hIBaeT WX 3a JIFOOOBH TaK, KAK HAKA3BIBACT MHOTAA MYKYHH.
Bnectsmue Jlon XKyaHbl, HOKOPHUTEIN Cepell, IPUE3KAIOT Crojia 0e3 HOT, C pACCTPOCHHBIM MO3IOM B

MTO3BOHOYHHKE, U MX BO3ST B KPeciax I0 MapKy U B BaHHHL. <...> JloH XyaHsI ke B t00Ke cOBceM HE

12 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, pp. 49, 51, 52, 54, 61.
12 OR IRLL F. 285, ed. 10, Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. L. 28, 31, 32, 55. Serpoletta is a saucy
maidservant, a character in the operetta by Robert Planquette Les cloches de Corneville.
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MTOJIBEPIKEHBI 3TOMY PHCKY U BECEJIO IPOBOAAT BPEMsI, MEHS JIIOOOBHUKOB U TIPHE3Kasi HA BOIBI IS

. 5
YIIOBJICHHS CEPACUHBIX yIOBONBCTBHI, KOTOPBIE YKPEIUIIOT HX HEPBHI 6OJIEE, YeM BCSKHE BOIBI .

Reference to the female Don Juan is not a mere metaphor: Suvorin’s long-time
suspicion of his wife’s infidelity had finally been justified. The betrayed husband tried to
sort it out with his wife in writing; Suvorin spent long hours over draft letters which

survived in the archive:

256 B noCJICAHEC CBUAAHUC C TOOOIO THI MEHS rnopasujia OTKPOBCHHOCTbBIO, Thl HUKOT' A MPCKAC TaK
OTKPOBCHHA HC 6I>IJ'Ia, 1 XOTs 3Ta OTKPOBEHHOCTH HC B MOIO MOJIb3Yy, TEM HE MCHEC, OHA BCC-TaKH JTY4IIC
CKPBITHOCTH U (l)aJ'II)IHI/I. Tor PEHINTEIBHO 3adBUJIA, YTO HMA K KaKHUM KCPTBaM HE CHOCO6Ha, 4yTo TeDE
H€06X0,HI/IMa .]'HO60BI>, YTO ThI MOIJIA OBI €€ MUPUTHCA CO CBOUM INOJIOKCHUCM, €CJIN 0 caciialica TEM XK€,
yeM ObLI roaa Tpu Hasand. DTO 3HAYUT HOTpe6OBaTB HECBO3MOXXHOT'O, 3BHAYUT IMOYTHU BCEC PAaBHO, YTO

YMHUpAKOIMIEMY CKa3aTh: KaKOT'0 Y€PTa ThI JICKUIb, BCTAHb U HJ'IHH.II/I126.

Assuming that a young sensual woman would in any event seek sexual
gratification, Suvorin is primarily concerned about his own reputation. He fears any
public discussion of his private and family affairs, having experienced such discussion

following the murder of his first wife:

2.57 3umoii s moyqmi o Tebe Takoe MUChMO, Pa3yMeeTcsl, aHOHUMHOE, YTO B HETOJOBaHUN Pa30opBall ero
1 OpOCHII B KaMUH. .. <...> S, BpoyeM, MOTY CKa3aTh 0 ce0e COBEPIICHHO TBEPO, U0O 3TO s JOKa3bIBAI
Ha JIeJIe, Y4TO 51 MOT'Y IIOMHPUTHCS C HEBEPHOCTBIO KEHBI. TpyIHEe MOMUPHUTHCS CO CKAHIAIOM C BBICTABKOM
HA MOCMESIHUE, YTO BOT, MOJI, pOraThiii MyK. Ho poratbix Tak MHOTO, 4TO MIPEAIOYTUTEIILHEES CO3HABATh
cebst M, YeM BOOOpaxkaTh ce0s CTOJb MPEIILCTUTEIBHBIM, YTO JKeHA TeOe BEepHA, XOTS OHA JyeT B XBOCT U B
rpuBy. I[10 BUTUMOCTH MOKHO IIOMUPUTHCS IAXKE C TEM, YTO JKEHA IPUHOCUT TeOe YyKUX ACTeH, OT
JF000BHUKOB, HO BHYTpPHU €05l C 3TUM IOMHPHUTHCS HEBO3MOXKHO. DTO MOJJIO BABOIHE — TOAJIO0
OTHOCHTEJILHO MY’Ka M TO/JIO IaK€ OTHOCUTEJIBHO 3aKOHHBIX ACTeH. <...> JII0OOBHHUK TOJIBKO
HACJIAXKIACTCS U TaJell O Mayel] He YAapUT IS TeX JIeTel, KOTOPBIX OH JIENaeT U KOTOPBIX HaBsI3bIBACT Ha
LICK0 UM XK€ 0OMaHyTOMY MYXY. <...> KT0 ke pazbepeT, Korja *HUBeIIb ¢ My>KeM U JIFOOOBHUKOM — BEIb

HC 3aIllMChIBaClIb OTUX yﬂOBOHLCTBHﬁ127.

Fully realizing that there is no way to bring his family life back to normal,

Suvorin insists on divorce:

125 .

Novoe vremia. 16.07.85.
12 RGALL F. 459. op. 2, ed. 356. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k A. I. Suvorinoi. L. 3. Letter of 4.06.1885.
" Ibid., 1. 30b., 4, 5.
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2.58 ...mepcrekTHBa 9y)oro pedeHKa — oHa OpocaeT MeHs B TpeneT U Herojoanue. C 3TUM HH 32 YTO
MIOMHUPUTKLCS HE MOTY, 00 3TOM HEe MOry ayMmath 0e3 yxaca. <...> Beixoa onun — pasoitruce. Y npu sTom
y TeOst BCe BBITO/IBI, IOTOMY YTO Tepe TOOO0 1eliast )KU3Hb, a Y MEHSI POBHO HUYET0, KpoMe cMepTu. 51
npoury Tedst 00 3TOM CEpPbhE3HO MOAYMATh, TaXKe IEPErOBOPUTH C TBOMMHU OJU3KUMHU. <...> YTo s TeOe cran
HEBBIHOCHMBIM — ThI 3TO TIOCJIC CKa3ajia MHE, XOTS B MATKHX BhIpakeHHsX. [Tonuioi u riaymnoii ponu s
UTpaTh HE X0UYY U HE MOTY. <...> 5] He MOTY )KUTh CPEIIU 3TOW BPaXK/bl, (haTbIIHNBBIX OTHOIICHHIHA,
OCKOpOJICHHH, CTUIETEH U KJIEBETHI. <...> B IleTepOypre Tebe Tak xopomro Oynet Ha cBoOOIe U TpH
TaMOIIHEW MOJIHON cBO0O/Ie HPABOB U JIIOOBH, YTO, MOKAIYH, JTy4IIEro MOMEHTA JUISl PACCTABAHBS H

BBIOpaTH MyzpeHo' .

Some peculiar circumstances of Suvorin’s marriage are revealed as well as the

way that his in-laws treated him:

2.59 S ee [mamv Annvr HeanosHwi] Malio 3HaJd IO TEX MOP, IOKAa OHA HE HANKCATa MHE OJHOTO IMUChMa Ha
Kaskas, eme B 1875 1., Kora HalIM OTHOLIEHHS ¢ TOOOHM TOIBKO YTO HAYHHAINCE. <...> OHa MHE IHcaia
MEXIy TIPOYHM, YTOOBI 5 cIenan Tede mpeanokeHue st GopMbl, YTOOBI T€OsI YCIIOKOUTH TOJBKO,
00MaHyTh, YTO OHA CO3HACT, YTO THI MHE HE Mapa, KakK U s Te0e, HO YTO OHA IOCTAPAETCs, TOCIIE ITOTO

IPCIOKCHUA, YCTPOUTD TaK, YTO MBI pasofmeMc;{ 1 9TO 3TUM €€ ITUCBbMOM s MOT'Y BOCITIOJIB30BATHCA KaK

JOKYMCHTOM, 06”I>$IBI/IB, 4TO g caejal OpeaI0KEHUE TOJIbKO I BUAY, IO HDOCL6€ MaTepu. <...> 3aTeM

MHC Monagajn B pyKru HEKOTOPLIC IMMCbMa €€ K Te6e, KaK ¥ TBOHU K Hel. <...> Ilo ee muceMam u TBOUM, B
0COOEHHOCTH B MOCJICAHNEC I'OAbl, 1 BUACH, YTO 1 HAXO0XKYCh B (l)aJlLHII/IBOM MOJIOXKCHHUHU, YTO MCH €/1Ba
TEPIIAT, UTO XIAYT Moei CMEPTH, YTO 3a00TATCS O JYXOBHOM 3aBCIIAHWU. B oxnoM nmucsMe Math TBOS

TroBOpHJa, KakK ClICaAyeCT 3a0paTh MCHS B PYKH, KaK OHA TIIOCTyIrJIa OBl Ha TBOEM MECTE C TAKUM CTapbIM
9

Myxem. '

As further draft letters show, the stumbling block in Suvorin’s marriage was its
sexual side. Fully adhering to the theory of ‘vital energy’, Suvorin tries to convince his
wife that by the age of 50, his energy reserve, particularly as regards sex, has run out and

that Anna Ivanovna is unable to make good any loss:

2.60 TBou YKCTO JKCHCKHE KaueCTBa M TaJaHThI BCErjaa MMEIN IJId MCHA BTOPOCTCIICHHOC 3HAYCHUE, a
TEOCPb OHU MOTCPSATIN A MCHSA BCC 3HAYCHUC, WU MNOHATHO IOYECMY: 3THUMHU KadCCTBAMHU H€06XOL[I/IMO
MOJIb30BATLCA, a g MOJIb30BATbCA MMU HE MOTY YiKe. s cTrap u 60J'I€H, n II0CJIC KU3HH, HCIOJIHCHHOU
CTpallHOI0 M HM3HYPHUTCIIBHOIO TpyJaa, <...> MHE XOTCJIOCh OBl MPpUATHOI'O0 MOKOHA. DTOro IMOKOS S HE

HaXO0Xy 1 HE Hafmy ero. <...> Twl MHE JaBalia B H300MIUU TO, YTO s HC MOI' 6paTL, YTO MHE OBLIO JaXXE B

128 RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 356. L. 5.
' Ibid., 1. 100b, 11.
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TATOCTh — M3BHUHHU 3a OTKPOBCHHOCTH — M Thl MHE MAJIO JiaBajla TOro, 4To B Tebe OBLIO U eCTh I MCHA

3
caMoro 1opororo, caMmoro HE3aMEHMMOTO HUKEM — yMa U T."fl.H.‘%lHT.‘El1 0.

With his energy drained away, Suvorin entangles himself in a myriad of fears.

Suffering from profound depression, he sees in his life only the expectation of death:

2.61 Sl wmm c ymMa CX0Xy, WIIH yKe cotel ¢ yma. Ho Bo BCSIKOM ciTydae BBICITYIIail MeHs. JTO
HE00Xx0auMO. I'0OBOPHTS st He MOTY. ThI He JIFOOMIIL YUTATh IIHCEM, HO 3TO TOCIeaHEe <...> BuepamHee
peOBIBAHUE TBOE 3/ICCh MHE SICHO [TOKA3aJI0, YTO ThI HE XOYECIIb )KUTh CO MHOIO, YTO ThI TATOTHIILCS MOCH
00CTaHOBKOM, 4TO BCE TBOM CHMIIATHH BHE MEHSI. <...> TBI cama 3HaCIllb, YTO C TEX HOP KaK s JIMIIII Ce0s
MOCTEJILHBIX YAOBOJBCTBHIA, Thl 3HAYUTEIIBHO ITO3JJ0POBEIA, Y TEOsl HET TOJIOBHBIX OOJICH, ThI IIepecTaa
KaJIOBAThCs HAa 00JIU B HOTax. ThI, CTaNO OBITH, BRIUTPAJIa; OT OJHOTO JIH ATOTO, WIH OT YEro APYroro eIe
— s IONCKHUBATHCA HE OyAy. S mepBbIil paji 7TOMY, XOTs HEPABHOYIIICH K€ 51 COBCEM K KCHCKHM
MPEeJIeCTsM, MHE JIa)Ke MHOTIa XOUETCS JIACKH, ¥ ThI HE 3HACIIb, YTO MHE CAMOMY CTOMJIA Ta CYPOBOCTh MOS
¢ T00010, Ha KOTOPYIO ThI ’KaJI0BaIach. bblia i OHa HCKPEHHSS MJIM TyT OBLIO HACHIIME HAJl CAMUM CO00¥0,
— THI Be/Ib 3THM BOIIPOCOM HE 3a[1aBaslach, a S 3TO 3HAK0. BOS3Hb UMETh AeTeH OT JIFOOOBHHKOB, AaXKe
00s13Hb IMETBH JIETEH OT ce0s1 camoro, OO 5 3HAIO, UTO 3TO MOTYT OBITh TOJBKO cladble, 00JIC3HECHHBIE
JIETH, BOT 3TO CTABUT BOIPOC MEXKIY TOOOK M MHOKO <1 HP30> M €ro MOKHO PEIIUTh TaK WIIM MHAYE: HE
UMETh OOJBIIE IETeH U TOKUAATHCS MOCH CMEPTH, TOJIb3YsSICh OTHOCUTEILHOK CBOOOIO0 CBOMX

o o 131
NMPUBA3aHHOCTCHU, UJIU PA3OUTUCH ~ .

Feeling that he was trapped, and willing to sever the ties of a sham wedlock,
Suvorin was ready to compromise. With divorce procedures complicated, humiliating,

and requiring a guilty party, Suvorin was even prepared to admit guilt:

2.62 Benp THI ke camMa TOBOpHMIJIA HE pa3, uTo He 5 )KEHUJICS Ha TeOe, a Thl MeHs Ha ce0e JKeHuIa, CTajio
OBITh, HE MOTY K€ 51 CYMTATh 332 YTO-HHUOYAb 0COOEHHOE, UTO THI BBINLIA 32 MEHS 3aMyX. Thl OIuOIach U
TOPBKO IHcajga MaTepH, 9YTO OHa TeOst Mayio cekiaa. Ho Beap 1 s ommbcst, y’K BO BCSIKOM CiTydae HE MCHEE
Te0s1. <...> Ho 3a MHOI1 ecTh BOT KaKo€ IMPEUMYIIECTBO: 5 Ipeiaran Tede He OJJUH pa3 pa3BeCTHCh,
IpejyIaraj caMoe 4YeCTHOE CPE/ICTBO MOKOHYUTH pa3 M HAaBCETJa HAIK cueThl. [loueMy Thl HE MpUHUMAIIA
storo? Jletu. Ho netu ObLin OBl BIIOJTHE 0OCCIIEUCHEI, U sl COXPAHWI OBI 32 COOOO MPABO TOJIBKO BUACTh
ux. He xouems ckangana? Ho pa3se nydine T0, YTO €CTh M YTO XOPOIIO U3BECTHO HE OJJHIM HaM ¢ TOO00?
MHe 60JIbIIe HE JKEHUTHCS, ¥ Ty KOMEINIO, KAK OHA HU YHU3UTEJIbHA U HA CKBEPHA, KOTOpas TpeOyeTcst
IS pa3Boja, s, pa3yMeeTcs, IpHUHsI Obl Ha ce0s. ThI Obliia OBl COBEPIIICHHO CBOOOIHA, Tl H30aBUIIACh OBl

CaMBIM YECTHBIM 00pa3oM OT My4eHHH, Ha KOTOPBIEC TIOCTOSHHO JKaJIyeIIbcs 1 MHE B IPYTUM, OT

B9 RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 356,1. 9, 12.
P! Ibid. L. 6, 7ob.

129



HE0OXOIMMOCTH, BCETIa TOPHKOM M OOMTHOM, BCETIA JITaTh K OOMAHBIBATh, a ST N30aBUJICS ObI OT TBOUX

o 3
YIOPEKOB, OT TBOCH BPAXKbBI, KOTOPasA TaK APKO CKa3aJIaCh B TBOUX MOCICITHUX HI/ICBMaX1 2.

The family, falling apart, saw a number of successive disasters: in 1885, four-year
old Grisha died of diphtheria and Suvorin’s favourite Aleksandra — of diabetes. Shortly
before her death, she greatly distressed her father by eloping from her husband,
Kolomnin, with her lover Nikolai Kholeva. Very close to Suvorin, Kolomnin shared his

sorrows with his father-in-law:

2.63 Auekcannpa AnekceeBHa — HeBMeHseMa. <...> ['. XoreBa, KOTOPBI HE CYNTAET HY>KHBIM BEPHUTH B
Cepbe3HOCTh  TMOJIOXKEHUsT AJleKCaHApbl  AJIeKCeeBHbI, OyJeT BechbMa JIETKO IOJb30BaThCs €€
HEBMCHSIEMOCTBIO, MO0 BOMPOCHI O YECTU OTXOJST HA 3aJHUM IUIaH, KOTJa BHICTYIAIOT HA MEPBBIA IUIaH

JKUBOTHBIC CTPACTH. 133

These tragic events seemed to deepen the family crisis, and there were a lot of

rumours spreading around. Smirnova-Sazonova was making regular entries in her diary:

2.64 06.09.1885. brina B moxxe y CyBOpPHHBIX; IMeJIa OYSHb TITYIIBIA BHI, 3aTOBOpHIIA OBLIO 00 MX
HoTepe, HO OHU Pa3roBOP 3aMsUIH, a 51 cCOO0JIC3HOBAHUS BBIpaXkaTh He yMel0. AHHa VBaHOBHA B Tpaype.
CyBopuH, BUANMO, OOJbIIC KaeeT chiHa, yeM no4b. 11.10.1885. Xonera mocne cmeptu KonomumHo#M
HaJleJ Kpel Ha PYKaB M C IPYCTHIO Ha JIMIE PACCKa3bIBacT 3HAKOMBIM O CBOeH cBsizu ¢ Hell. 02.12.1885. 5
e3auia K CyBoprHY OOBSCHSTHCS 110 IOBOJY IIOCTOSIHHBIX HaIlaJIOK ero rasers Ha Hukonas. <...>
CyBOpHUH Jall MHE «YECTHOE CJIOBO, YTO HUYETO MOJOOHOT0 OOJIbIIE HE TOBTOPHUTCS» M YBEPST MEHS, UTO 5
€IMHCTBEHHAs )KEHIIMHA, O KOTOPOIl OH COXPAaHMII [0 CeH MUHYTBI CaMble YHCTHIC BOCHIOMHUHAHHSA. YiKe
HpOIIAsichk CO MHOW B IEPEAHEH, OH CKazall MHE NO-()PaHIly3CKH, YTO €ro ceMbs pacrazaercs. S cHadana
HE IIOHSIA, HO CIIYXH, KOTOPBIE B 3TOT ke Beuep npuHec MHe Hukomait u3-3a Kynuc, 00bICHUIN MHE BCe.
CyBOpHUH PEBHYET K KOMY-TO JK€HY, [10 HOYaM Yy HUX IIPOMCXOAT CTpaIIHbIe CLIEHBL. B 01HO yTpo OH BCTan
B30eILICHHBIN 1 yBe3 ee Ha 2 Henenn B Mocky. 24.12.1885. CyBopuH HaMeKaeT Ha CBOM CeMEHHbIC
HENpPHUATHOCTH, HA OTHOLICHHS K )KEHE; TOBOPUT, YTO OH Ha 3Ty TeMY OyJeT mucaTh nbecy. <...> AHHa

MBaHOoBHA XOAUT COBCEM MOTEPsIHHASA, C TOCOJIOBCBIINMU FHaSaMI/I134.

When in Moscow, Suvorin went to see a play by Ippolit Shpazhinskii Prostaia

istoriia. The only entry he made in 1885 in his diary is a comment on this play. It was a

3

play about adultery and Suvorin did not like it: °...the author’s sympathy is with a

"2 RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 356. L. 12, 120b.
3 1bid., op. 1, ed. 1904. Pis'ma A. P. Kolomnina k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 131-1320b.
¥ OR IRLL F. 285, ed. 9, Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. L. 293, 359, 464, 465; Ed. 11. L. 33.
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woman.”'*> However, he writes at length analysing the play in detail and focuses on a
character that is ‘a sample of a doormat, a weak-willed person henpecked by a wife who
has lovers and affairs.”'*® Suvorin draws a conclusion which has a definite personal

underpinning:

2.65 Her Huuero xyxe OecxapaKkTepHBIX JIFOJICH, U HUKOTO TaK He OOMaHBIBAIOT U HE POBOJIST, KaK UX.
<...> Bce jxeHbl 0OMaHBIBAIOT MY3KEil, a My BCerja JU00 CMENIOH, TH00 Ka3HECH aBTOPOM KaK HETOJISIH.
<...> J[1o00Bb — Ba)KHOE, BEpXOBHEMIIIEE MPABO, U MPOTUB HEE HUKTO HU cJIoBa. J{ena, cemMbs, 1eTn — Bce

3
3TO B3II0P. HperaCHo1 7,

Adultery was masterfully portrayed in Suvorin’s own short story ‘Tragediia iz-za
pustiakov: Rasskaz starogo kavalerista’. He published this story in the Christmas issue of
Novoe vremia to conclude the difficult year of 1885. The betrayed husband in this story,
Petr I'menev, is perhaps pathetic, but he is merely lurking in the background, while the
focus of the narration is his beautiful wife, Iuliia, manipulating two lovers. One of her
lovers dies of asphyxia in her wardrobe where he is hiding from a husband who has
chosen to return at an inopportune moment. [uliia’s servant helps her to get rid of the
corpse but then, resorting to blackmail, induces her to sex. Suffering humiliation, Iuliia
poisons him, and her second lover helps her to dispose of the servant’s body in a pond.13 8

Suvorin’s story delighted Nikolai Leskov:

2.66 CyBOpHH MCHsI O4YCHb 00paIOBAI: PACCKA3 €0 B POXKICCTBEHCKOM HOMEPE UCIIOIHEH CHIIBI U
MIPEJIECTH U IIPHA TOM — CMEJI YePTOBCKU. DTO HAMIMCAHO TaK )KUBO W COYHO, YTO OPBI3KET HA YUTATEIIS HE
TOJILKO TOPSYEI0 KPOBBIO, HO JIaXke U criepMoit... [1o cMemnoi peaqbHOCTH M BEPHOCTH JKU3HU 51 HE 3HAIO
PaBHOTO 3TOMY MaJICHFKOMY, HO TIPEBOCXOAHOMY pacckaszy. S mymaro, 9To eciu Obl OH HE caM HaImcal

o 3
OTOT MaCTEPCKOU pacCKkas, TO OH OBI OTKAa3aJICs €To HaHC‘-IaT.‘?lTB1 9.

Leskov did not hesitate to congratulate the author on his authorial success

suggesting that Suvorin had finally found his key genre:

3 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina. P. 62. Entry of 6.11.1885.

% Tbid.

"7 Tbid.

"% Suvorin’s story is based on an archetypal plot which is well-known since the 18" century. For
comparative analysis see: ‘Psikhologicheskii rasskaz A. S. Suvorina s siuzhetom: zhenshchina,
zadokhnuvshiisia liubovnik i vymogatel’-kamerger’, in V. Vinogradov, Siuzhet i stil' (M., 1963).
9 N. Leskov, Sobranie sochinenii, in 11 vol. (M., 1956-1958), vol. 11, p. 306. Letter of Leskov to
S. N. Shubinskii of 26.12.1885.
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2.67 Pacckas Bam aeiicTBUTEIHHO MPEBOCXOIEH. BBI 10 HEro HUYETO CTOJIb XOPOIIO HE HAmMcalu. Bu
ITOCMOTPHTE-Ka 3a cOOO00: HE 3TO JIM U eCTh Barr xaHp, 10 KOToporo Bel BOH KOT/Ia TOJIBKO JOKOTAIKCH!...

ITO O4YEeHb I"J'Iy60K0, YMHO U CUJIBHO CL[CHaHOMO.

According to Leskov, Suvorin’s story surpassed even some classic examples of

psychological realism:

2.68 B »TOM pacckaze MaTepuaiia XyJ0KECTBEHHOTO Ha IEJIYIO TTIOBECTh, B KOTOPOU aHaIHM3a MOYKHO
ObUTO 0OHAPYXKUTH CTOJIBKO, CKOJIBKO €ro He oOHapykuBan Hurae Jloctoesckuii. I mputoM — Kaxkoro
aHanm3a? — He «PaCKONKH AYIIEBHBIX HYKHUKOB» (Kak roBopwi [TuceMckuii), a MoTpyKeHHe B CTPACTh H
B Ka3Hb 32 HEE CTPACTBIO XKE (CTPACTHIO JIAKes ). DTO HE «IYCTAKH», & «[IPECTYIUICHUE U HAKA3aHHUE» I10

npenMyIecTBy .

It was only a month since Suvorin had taken the playwright Shpazhinskii to task
for being too tolerant to an unfaithful wife; now he wholeheartedly puts all the blame on
the erring woman alone; his attitude is conspicuously stern and relentless. Leskov seems

to disagree with such treatment of the female character:

2.69 Jlakeii y CyBOpHHA HEIOCTATOYHO YyBCTBYETCS YATATEIICM, — €TI0 THPAHHS HAJl )KEPTBOIO TIOYTHU HE
[IPEICTABIISIETCS, U TOTOMY K 3TOH >KEHIIIMHE HET TOr0 COCTPaAaHus, KOTOPOE aBTOP HEMPEMEHHO JTOJIKEH
OBLT TIOCTapaThCA BBI3BATh, KaK MO TPEOOBAHHIO XyJ0KECTBEHHOH ITOTHOTHI ITOJIOKEHHS, TAK X IOTOMY,
9TOOBI cepaIy UnTaTess ObIJIO Ha YeM C HEeT0 IOMHUPHUTHCS U MTOKAJIETh €€, KaK CYIIeCTBO, OTTepIeBIIee
cBo1o MyKy. [lo KkpaiiHeil Mepe, g Tak 4UyBCTBYIO, @ MOKET, U OH TOXe. MHaue Bce Kak-TO JIETKO COILIO. ..

Ouenb yx 1erko'*.

Leskov attributes Suvorin’s rather unequivocal condemnation to his inexperience
as a writer and to a lack of talent. Indeed, in this respect Suvorin and Dostoevsky are
hardly comparable. However, unlike Leskov, Suvorin must have felt differently: he
thinks he knows from his life experience that woman is a traitor by nature. She is also
destructive: she can easily ruin her family and she thinks nothing of killing a man.
Besides, she can involve a man in her crimes and get away unpunished, feeling no guilt

or remorse at all. As Viktor Vinogradov noted, in Suvorin’s story, we find ‘a trace of

“ON. Leskov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 11, p. 308. Letter of Leskov to A. S. Suvorin of 28.12.1885.
! Ibid., p 306. Letter of Leskov to S. N. Shubinskii of 26.12.1885.
2 1bid., p. 307. Letter of Leskov to S. N. Shubinskii of 26.12.1885.
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deeply personal expression.”'*’ It is also obvious that Suvorin’s sympathy is with the

3

husband, because he, Suvorin, had found himself in a similar situation: ‘...would Petr
Petrovich, her husband, challenge him [his wife’s lover] to a duel? Not likely, since apart
from risking his life, he might risk his reputation, the reputation of his wife, her
happiness, and the happiness of their children.’

At the beginning of 1886, Suvorin published a book by Konstantin Skal'kovskii
(under the penname —?-) entitled O zhenshchinakh: Mysli starye i novye. Thoroughly
misogynistic, the book caused indignation in the press and was rebuked as ‘a
pornographic reader’. In his Novoe vremia, Suvorin published a long review of
Skal'kovskii’s book attempting to pacify public opinion and to divert attention from the

original idea of the book; he even presented the author as a moralist:

2.70 ABTOp OTHECCS OTPHUIATEIHHO K KEHIIMHAM, K UX SMaHCHUTIAINH, K HAPYIICHUIO CEMEHHOTO J0JITa,

K JTI0O0BHBIM IIAITHSAM, KO BCEMY TOMY, YTO TaK MPUATHO HAPYIIUTH U HAPYIIICHNE 3TO 3aHECTH B KOJIEKC

CBOWIX TIpaB 1 oGs3anHoCTeH .

Suvorin made another paradoxical statement explaining the author’s contempt for
women: ‘We would like to add still another reason, although it is fairly obvious: the
author loves women and all that he has said about them results from the fact that he has
loved a great deal.”'* This statement allowed Suvorin to move to the discussion of love
versus marriage considered as a contradiction, a subject which concerned him greatly.
Although Suvorin agrees to differentiate ‘love in its sublime intentions from love in its
most base motives’, he primarily understands love as a sexual instinct. According to
Suvorin, this instinct somehow originates from woman and it is destructive by nature:
‘The struggle of women against men for their freedom started precisely with Eve... <...>
In this struggle, the main, and perhaps exclusive, drive was love.” Evolving his argument
Suvorin seems to anticipate Leo Tolstoy in his treatise “What is Art’ (1897), inasmuch as

he condemns any art which instils the idea that the sexual instinct prevails over morals:

' See: V. Vinogradov, ‘Psikhologicheskii rasskaz A. S. Suvorina s siuzhetom: zhenshchina,
zadokhnuvshiisia liubovnik i vymogatel’-kamerger’, p. 159.

" Novoe vremia. 17.02.1886.

"3 Ibid.
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2.71 Jro00BB pONIOBEIYETCS B pOMaHe, IOBECTH, ApaMe, KOMEIINH, oriepe, OajeTe, MPOIoBeayeTCs B
JKMBOITHCH, CKYJIBIITYPE, BO BCEX MCKYCCTBAX, OHA MPOIIOBEAYETCS IPUPOI0i, OHA HAMOJIHACT COOOM
BCEJICHHY0. [ 7Ie MPONOBEAYIOTCS BO3CpKAHUE, MOPaJIb, ceMeliHbIe 00s3anHoCcTH? Ha otHOTO Takoro
MPONOBEIHHUKA THICSYH MPOTIOBEAHUKOB IPYTOT0 POJia, MPONOBEIHUKOB )KEHCKOW KPAcOTHI, €€ TIACTHKH,
o0asHus ee, 04apoBaHusl, coOnasHa. <...> [IpecTyIieHns, MOTHBaMHU KOTOPBIX ObLJIa JTFOOOBB, TOCTOSIHHO

OIIPAaBABIBAIOTCA U CYIOM, U 06HI€CTBCHHI)IM MHCHHEM... <...> HOHHTHO, YTO HapylIe€HUE BEPHOCTHU,

N3MCHA MY’Ka WJIN XCHBI ABJIAIOTCA IIPE HAITMMU BHYTPEHHUMHU O4aMU COBCPIICHHBIMHA HyCT}IKaMI/I146.

Suvorin draws what appears to be a gynophobic conclusion: ‘This is the reason
why the power of women will only get stronger;” and this outcome is all the more
inevitable since the only means of curtailing this elemental force involved, i. e. marriage,

is no longer efficient in modern society:

2.72 bpak ecTh JUCIUILIAHA JIIOOBH. JleTH HamaraloT cepbe3Hble 00s3aHHOCTH Ha MaTh M oTia. Ho
CTPEMJICHHUE BBINTH U3 3TOW AMCIUILUIMHBI OCTACTCS M YaCTO ONPABABIBACTCS MHOTUMH MPUYHHAMM; KOTIa-
TO TH CTPEMJICHHS CKOBaHBI OBUIN JKEJIC3HBIMH IICIISIMH U LN PBAIKCH OT IPHKOCHOBEHUS JIIOOBH,
TENeph 3TO — HUTKH, IIOPBATh KOTOPHIC HUYETO HE CTOUT, U OHH JICHCTBUTEIHLHO PBYTCS WIIH OTKPBITO, HITH

o 147
TaitHo, ¥ OyAyT pBaThes Oosiee u Gonee .

As if suddenly aware that moralizing of this sort is not quite appropriate in a
reviewing a light-minded book ‘which reads nicely and easily,” Suvorin draws yet
another conclusion, now changing register for a grim irony which, arguably, conceals his

gynophobia:

2.73 Yero xe 6eciokouthcs? Bee HJCT KaK MO Macily, U HHKAKUMU KHUT'AMU O KCHIIWMHAX HUYCTO HE
CICIaTh, IOTOMY YTO HUYEM HEJIB3d YHUYTOXKHUTH TECHBIN COI03 MCXKIY MYXKUWMHAMU 1 KCHIMUHAMH,

3aKJTFOYaEeMbIi MPOTUB MY>KUKH K€, JJIs1 T00e bl HaJl HUMHU, U MYXXYHHBI CIIAIOTCS.

In the same year of 1886, Suvorin published a completely different book by Fedor
Bulgakov (under the penname —!-) entitled Za zhenshchin: Trezvye mysli i veskie fakty.

16 Novoe vremia. 17.02.1886. Cf.: “...it is sensuality, the lowest [feeling] (accessible not only to all men
but also to all animals) which forms the chief subject matter of works of art of recent times. From
Boccaccio to Marcel Prévost, all the novels, poems, verses invariably transmit the feeling of sexual love in
its different forms. Adultery is not only the favourite, but almost the only theme of all the novels. A
performance is not a performance unless, under some pretence, women appear with naked busts and limbs.
Songs and romances — are all expressions of lust, idealised in various degrees. (‘Chto takoe iskusstvo?’, in
L. Tolstoy, Sobranie sochinenii, in 22 vol. (M., 1978-1985), vol. 15, p. 103; translated by A. Maude (see:
L. Tolstoy, ‘What is Art?” (New York, 1904), pp. 77-78.)

" Novoe vremia. 17.02. 1886.
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The Bulgakov volume was conceived as a rejoinder to the book by Skal'kovskii, and as ‘a
speech in defence of women.” However, Bulgakov made a reservation, writing that he
‘yields the “market” palm’ to Skal’kovskii. Which was exactly the case: Skal'kovskii’s
book was reprinted eleven times, while Bulgakov’s book — only twice; Suvorin

benefiting again from his conservative antifeminist stance.

§7
On the first of May 1887, Suvorin’s twenty-two year old son, Volodia, committed
suicide. In his last note, he claimed that no-one was guilty of his death and that the idea
of killing himself had been haunting him for a long while because ‘he found little interest
in the life around him.”'*® Suvorin received many hints that his son had been mentally ill,
but long after Volodia’s death he was still sharing his sorrows with his diary, accusing
solely himself and grieving that there had been no-one there to correct his own fatherly

shortcomings:

2.74 Sl Hukorna He Pa3MBINULLII, HE YMeJ WIM HeKoraa 0buto. HecuacThs OMKHBI OBUTH HAYYIHUTh MEHS U
He Hayuwiau. Ecim Ob1 KTO-HHOYAb OBLI, KTO OBl MHE COBETOBaJ, KTO OBl MEHS TIOJTAJIKHBAN, YKa3bIBaJl Ha

MOH OIIUOKH, OpaHmiI OBl MCHSI, CIIOPHII — HHUKOTO HUKOT/IA HE 6b110 Y.

Suvorin was increasingly preoccupied with his solitude: ‘There is no mistress near
me, no manager of my house, so it is a soulless place and a house without a soul means
disaster, and this disaster is hanging over me, and I dread to say this.’ 130

Within a year (on the 8 of August 1888), Suvorin lost his son, Valerian, who was
of the same age as Volodia, to diphtheria. (A sickly young hunchback, he had damaged
his back in childhood in an accident on a swing.) There were only two survivors out of
Suvorin’s five children by his first marriage.

Fate allowed Suvorin a consolation: already at the end of 1885 he had made the

acquaintance of Anton Chekhov and now cherished his young talent with a fatherly care.

‘Suvorin’s love for Chekhov was utterly exceptional,”"' Vasilii Rozanov noted, speaking

8 Russkie vedomosti. 4.05.1887.

' Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 75, 76. Entry of 3.05.1887.
10 1bid., p. 80. Entry of 29.05.1887.

131y, Rozanov, Mimoletnoe (SPb, 1994), p. 113.
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as an outside observer. Anna Ivanovna also had warm feelings towards this charismatic

Muscovite and regarded her husband’s attitude to Chekhov favourably:

2.75 Mpl ¢ UexOBBIM OBICTPO MOAPYKUIHCH, HUKOTIa HE CCOPHUITUCH, CIIOPUIIH )K€ YacTO W YyTh HE JI0
cie3 — s, 1o KpaifHel Mepe. My Mo psiMo 000Xalt ero, TO9HO AHTOH [1aBIoBHY OKOJIOBAI €T0.
HcnonHuTs Kakoe-HUOY b JKEIaHUE €ro, He TOBOPS O IPOChOe, /I HEro OBUIO MPSIMO OJTHO

YAOBOJILCTBHUEC. 152
When Chekhov died, Suvorin also admitted his love for him:

2.76 51 mo6un ero Kak 4yeyoBeka Oosblie, yeM Kak rnucaresis. OH ObUI MHE POJHBIM MO Jyle, IO
MIPOMUCXOXKACHHIO. <...> 5] eMy 00s13aH, 1 OH MHE 00513aH, MBI 00SI3aHBI IPYT APYTY, IOTOMY YTO MBI OBbUTH
poaHsIe 1o ayiie. S gaBan eMy CBOM 3HAHUS JIUTEpaTypHbIE, 0COOCHHO 110 MHOCTPaHHOH JIUTEpaType, CBOU

153
OIIBIT, UHOT'Z1a COBETHI, @ OH «MOJIOAWUII» MOIO AYIIlY, KaK s BbIpaKaJiCsl .

This mutual affinity, which seems to have energized both parties, was apparently
a key factor in the friendship which developed between Suvorin and Chekhov despite
twenty six years of difference in age. There is an obvious similarity in their backgrounds
(a thorny path from provinces to capital city, the burden of a big family), in their
addictions (foreign travel, walks around cemeteries, theatre) and also in their rhetoric as
regards ideology. At the age of twenty seven, having just found a job with the magazine
Russkaia rech’, Suvorin wrote to his Voronezh acquaintance De-Pule: ‘As regards my
beliefs, I belong neither to constitutionalists, nor to “the reds”, nor to the party of Katkov,
nor to the party of Chernyshevsky, nor to the party of Vremia.’">* And here is the young
Chekhov at twenty eight writing to Pleshcheev (in view of the ideological conflict which
occurred in the journal Severnyi vestnik): ‘I am neither liberal, nor conservative, nor
gradualist, nor monk, nor differentist.’ 135 However, while claiming his political neutrality
Suvorin tried to disguise his confusion and his indecision as a raznochinets: ‘...I am not

sure if I can explain to what party exactly I belong. As you know, there is not too much

12 A. Suvorina, ‘Vospominaniia o Chekhove’, in A. P. Chekhov: Zateriannye Proizvedeniia. Neizdannye
Pis'ma. Novye vospominaniia. Bibliografiia (Petrograd, 1925), p. 185.

133 Op. cit: A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 2, p. 492. Letter of Suvorin to V. Doroshevich (1904).

% A.'S. Suvorin, ‘Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule’, in Ezhegodnik rukopisnogo otdela Pushkinskogo Doma, p. 145.
Letter of 21.09.1861.

133 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 2, p. 327. Letter of 4.10.1888. Translated by Michael Heim, in Anton
Chekhov: Life through Selected Letters and Commentary, (Northwestern University Press, 1973), p. 109.
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logic in my words, and my mind cannot concentrate on one subject only.”'>® Unlike
Suvorin, Chekhov was definite in his goals: ‘I would like to be a free artist, and that’s

Chekhov was shrewd enough to discern Suvorin’s ability ‘to scent the air’:

2.77 B uckyccrBe o n300pakaer u3 ceds TO Ke caMoe, YTO CETTEp B 0XOTE Ha OEKacos, T. €.
paboTaeT YepTOBCKMM YyThEM U BCErJa FOPUT CTPAcThIo. <...> Byayuu GeneH TeopusiMu, OH HOHEBOJIE
JIOJDKEH OBLI pa3BUTh B ceO€ TO, 4eM 00raTo HajeIniIa ero Ipupo/a, IOHEBOJIE OH Pa3BIJI CBOM HHCTUHKT

110 pa3MepoB GOIBIIOro yma' .

For Suvorin, Chekhov appeared an embodiment of the common sense, of all those

life norms that he advanced and propagated in his newspaper:

2.78 OH He 1r00UT HY (pa3, HU HBIThS, HU OTYASHUS, U SIBJISICTCS IPYTOM CaMbIX OOBIKHOBEHHBIX
Jozieit... <...> Y Hero Bce camoe 00BIKHOBEHHOE, 3aypsiIHOE, 00LIedYesioBeuecKoe... <...> OH cam OyaTo
XOUeT CKa3aTb, YTO HAAO XKHUTh MPOCTO, KaK BCE, 1 BHOCUTH CBOM JIyUIIIHE CHJIBI, TydIINe HAMEPEHUS B
pa3BUTHE 3TOH MPOCTOH, OOBIKHOBEHHOM JKU3HHM, a HE TPATUTh UX HA MOABUTH HECOPA3MEpPHBIE U 0€3 IMyTH

HE CTPEMUTHCA 3aXKUT'aTh MOpfllsg.

Chekhov found Suvorin’s invitation to write for Novoe vremia flattering and
hastened to bow and scrape before him: ‘How refreshing and inspiring for me as a writer
has been the kind attention of a person as experienced and talented as yourself.’160 The
two started a correspondence, they visited one another, they enjoyed intimate
conversations and their acquaintance grew eventually into a friendship which lasted
fifteen years. The convincing evidence of their closeness is the great number of letters
written by Chekhov to Suvorin (339 letters survive), as well as the swiftness shown by
Suvorin in retrieving his own letters to Chekhov upon his death (they disappeared
without trace). It is clear that ‘it would be a corruption of truth to disregard the
importance of Chekhov’s letters, particularly to the editor of Novoe vremia. <...> Far

more often than to others, Chekhov talks to Suvorin about serious, necessary, and

1% A.'S. Suvorin, ‘Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule’, p. 145.

7 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 2, p. 327.

"8 Ibid., p. 297. Letter to I. L. Leont'ev-Shcheglov of 18.07.1888.
159 Novoe vremia. 6.02.1889.

1% A, Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 1, p. 202. Letter of 21.02.1886.
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psychologically important issues which are of primary significance for a biographer.”'®'

And there is no doubt that Suvorin’s letters to Chekhov could very well have been
equally important.

Over six years of contributing to Novoe vremia, Chekhov published 37 short
stories in the newspaper as well as the novella ‘Dué¢l”, which also appeared there; and it
is worth noting that his work was not in any way of inferior quality. He was fairly open-

hearted about this in his letter to Suvorin:

2.79 Jlate BaM paccka3, KOTOpbIi KaKeTCs MHE TaJ0CThIO, 1 HE MOTY HU 3a Kakue Oiara B Mupe,
nHave OBl 51 caHAaIuI B Baimel ra3eTe Kaxxayro Hellero 1 uMel Obl neHsru. Kak Bam yromHo, HO 1
Oyayuiue BpeMeHa s CTaHy JepKaThbCs TOH JKe TOJUTHKH, T. €. He OChUTaTh BaM TOTo, 4TO MHE TIPOTHUBHO.
Hano Bens XOTh OHY Ta3eTy MIanTh, 1a 1 CBOI0 HOBOBPEMEHCKYIO penyTanuio 0epedsb. A

«IleTepOypreKas ra3eTa» BCE CheCT .

Among stories which Chekhov considered ‘not wholly disgusting’, of particular
interest here are those with a gynophobic or an antifeminist tendency. On the whole,

3

researchers agree that °...in the 1880s, in Chekhov’s short stories there emerges an
imagery which conveys the fear of woman’s power over man;’'® he also seems to be
concerned about ‘a modern woman with her psychological and sexual aberration.”'® The
fact that Chekhov supplied Novoe vremia with stories of this sort may suggest a certain
solidarity of budding author and popular newspaper editor in their attitude to ‘the woman
question’, or to be more precise, to ‘the sexual question’. As Zolotonosov argues, the
theory of ‘vital energy’ which Chekhov put into practice in his life and his consequent
‘rational’ savings on sex, had engendered his own particular ‘gynophobia’. Apart from
that, “...behind those discussions on gender subjects there were troubles experienced by
Chekhov in working out his matrimonial strategy. His imagination prompted him that an
ideal variant would be a small-sized “baby-wife”. <...> However, Chekhov had not

arrived at any definite conclusion; he channeled his discussion into his prose.’165 Thus,

the result of his broken engagement to Dunia Efros was ‘Tina’, a short story about a

10 A, Izmailov, A. Chekhov: Biografiia (M., 2003), p. 368.

12 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 3, p. 104. Letter of 26.12.1888.

1% M. Zolotonosov, Drugoi Chekhov: Po tu storony printsipa zhenofobii, pp. 30—44; see also E. Tolstaia,
Poétika razdrazheniia: Chekhov v kontse 1880-kh — nachale 1890-kh gg., pp. 17-54.

164 E, Tolstaia, Poétika razdrazheniia, p. 34.

165 M. Zolotonosov, Drugoi Chekhov, p. 39.
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domineering and sexually-minded Jewish woman. In his story ‘Na puti’, Chekhov
summarized his current idea of woman and suggested his own way of solving the

problem of sexual authority: 166

2.80 ... JKEHIIMHA Bceraa Oblia v OyaeT padol My>KIHUHBL. .. <...> OHa HeXHBIN, MATKHA BOCK, U3
KOTOPOTO MY)KYMHA BCETa JIEHI B, UTO eMy yronHo. <...> be33aBeTHas, npenannas paba!l <...>
braropoHoe, BO3BBIIEHHOE paOCTBO! <...> B HEM-TO UMEHHO W 3aKIII0YASTCS BBICOKUN CMBICT )KEHCKOH

167
JKHA3HH!

This text alludes to Suvorin’s dictum in his feuilleton Iz zapisok otryvochnogo
cheloveka of 15.02.1881 which he wrote in the time of his grim family conflicts: “Woman
was always a slave and a slave she remains; and a Man when he aspires to the role of her
defender only covers up his hypocrisy and gilds the pill.” (see p. 119). It is difficult to
confirm definitively that Chekhov was aware of this piece by Suvorin; however, in
Chekhov’s letter to his brother Aleksandr there is a convincing evidence that, as early as
1883, he not only took a keen interest in the problem of the male-female relationship, but

also intended to contribute to the working through of that problem:

2.81 s pazpabartsiBato Tenepb U B OyayiieM paspabareiBaTh Oyay OJMH MalleHEKUH BOIIPOC: KEHCKHUH.
Ho, npexne Bcero, He cMelics. S cTaBiio ero Ha eCTECTBEHHYIO TIOUBY U COOpYKato: «/IcTopuIo moaoBoro
aBTOpUTETa». <...> JKeHuiuna — Be3ze naccuBHa. OHa poauT Msco A mynek. Hurne n Hukorzna oHa He
BBIIIC MY)KYHHBI B CMBICIIE IOJIMTUKH U COLIMOJIOTHH. <...> ...Ha momnpwumie TBopuecTBa oHa rycs. <...>
3amaya, KaK BUAUIIb, CIMIIKOM COJIMIHAS, HE IOX0XKas Ha <...> HAIINX JKeHCKHX YMaHCHIIaTOPOB-

1yOIAIICTOB U M3MepHTeNei deperos'®.

The very last cut in Chekhov’s letter was made by Soviet editors of the complete
academic collection of his works, which suggests that the author had used an obscene
word indicating his actual attitude to the advocates of women’s liberation.

The History of the Sexual Authority has never been written; however, in Suvorin,
Chekhov found a concerned and a congenial sparring partner with an interesting sexual
anamnesis to boot. Suvorin was undoubtedly worried about his sexual problems and this

showed in his voyeuristic diary entries registering cases of outstanding sexual potency:

1% M. Zolotonosov, Drugoi Chekhov, p. 17.
17 A. Chekhov, PSSP, vol. 5, p. 472.
18 Ibid., vol. 1, p. 63—-64. Letter of 17 or 18.04.1883.
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2.82 28.02.1884. Ceromns 6611 I'puropoBud <...> OH caM ce0st Ha3bIBaCT «BETMYANIITIM

OIS yHOM», M KOT/1a TOBOPHUT 00 3TOM, TO TOBOPHUT C KaKOH-TO spocThi0. «Korga MHe KeHIInHa
TIOHPABUTCS, 51 XOTEJl OBl €€ CBEPHYTh B KPEH/IEJIb, U3MSATh, HCTOPMOILNTH, 3aXBaTaTh. OHU 3TO OYEHb
mo0sT. Yem OoJibille MHEIIb U SIPUIILCS, TEM UM NpusiTHee». 3HaTok. 22.11.1886. MacnoB pacckasbiBai
00 oHOW MOJIOJIOH KEHIIMHE, 10YepH I'YOSpPHCKOTO IIPEJBOIMTENS IBOPSIHCTBA, KOTOpas B Sliute B
HIDKHEM dTaxke «Poccumn» sxmia. OHa ocTostHHO Oblia ¢ My>x4nHOH et 40. B 12 yacoB naken cMOTpST B
OKHO (3aHaBeCKa HE JOXOJMJIA 10 MOAOKOHHHKA), B KOMHATY OCBEIIEHHYI0, — a TaM 00a rosle,

TMOO0BHUK ¥ TIOO0BHHIIA, YIPaXHIINCH, IPUIEM OHA BCEMHU CHJIAMH U CPEICTBAMH CTapasiach €ro

BO30YIUTH 169,

Chekhov tried to relieve Suvorin’s inferiority complex by some educational

reasoning:

2.83 JKeHIIUHBI, KOTOPBIC YIOTPEOJISIOTCS, HIIH, BBIPAXKASCh MO-MOCKOBCKH, TAPAKAHATCS HA
Ka&)KIOM JTUBaHEe, HE CyTh OCIICHBIC, 3TO JOXJIbIC KOIIKH, CTpagaromue HuMmpoManuei. <...> PacmyTHbIX
JKCHIIMH 51 BUABIBAI M CaM IPENIMI MHOTOKPATHO, HO 30JIs1 M TOM 1ame, KOTOpasi ToBopuiia Bam «xjom — u
TOTOBO», Sl HE BEPIO. PaciyTHBIE JIFOIU M ITUCATENH JIIO0AT BBIAABATh Ce0s1 raCTPOHOMAaMHU M TOHKHMU
3HAaTOKaMU OJTy/1a; OHU CMEJIbI, PeIIUTENbHbI, HAXOJYHUBHI, YIIOTPEOJISIOT 1Mo 33 crocobaM, 9yTh JIM HE Ha
JIC3BUU HOKa, HO BCE ATO TOJILKO Ha CJIOBAX, Ha JIEJIC KE YIIOTPEOISIOT KYXapoK U XOJAT B pyOJieBbIe JoMa

TEPIOUMOCTH. Bce mucarenu prTnO.

Chekhov also took a sincere interest in Suvorin’s writings and was willing to
discuss these writings in his letters. On December 20" 1888 in Novoe vremia, Suvorin
published his own short story ‘Istoriia odnoi nochi’; again, its heroine is an adulteress
merrily sowing death. However, in this case, which contrasts with ‘Tragediia iz-za
pustiakov’, the plot goes beyond the family circle. Avdot'ia lakovlevna is a married
woman with exceedingly free morals who is driven ‘by passionate impulses’; she arrives
at a spa by way of ‘a pleasant pastime’. There, she quickly seduces a young man, Vasilii
Svobodin, although this young man has a fiancée, a very young and innocent girl,
Katerina. Wishing to break off his rapidly burdensome new liaison with Avdot'ia,
Svobodin provokes Avdot'ia to a bout of fierce jealousy. In revenge, Avdot'ia, taking

advantage of the darkness, shoots Katerina to death and then deftly covers up her tracks.

1 Dnevnik Alekseia Segeevicha Suvorina, p. 56, 65.
' Op. cit.: A. Chudakov, ‘Neprilichnye slova i oblik klassika’, in Literaturnoe obozrenie, 11 (1991),
pp- 55-56. Letter of 24 or 25.11.1888.
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Later, she summons Svobodin to her place and confesses the murder to him, thus binding
him morally hand and foot. Svobodin does not dare to inform against her for fear of
making his affair with the murderess public, but also because he may himself fall under
suspicion, especially if Avdot'ia refuses to confess. The only feeling Svobodin now has
for Avdot'ia is hatred: ‘She is a dreadful woman. And he cursed her, and he burnt with
anger, and his own feeble impotence oppressed him. She should be killed, killed,
killed...’

As with Leskov, Chekhov discerned ‘a personal expression’ that permeated the
story and he gave Suvorin his due: ‘In your “Istoriia odnoi nochi” such a lot of great stuff
is heaped up. Although one stumbles over it occasionally, one reads it with interest and

with a great sympathy towards the author.’ e

In this letter, Chekhov seems to follow up a
conversation on touchy issues started by Suvorin; and being at one here with his patron,

he also finds women guilty:

2.84 Bu TOBOPUTE, YTO KCHIINHBI U3 COCTPpAdaHUA J'IIO6${T, 13 COCTpadaHUus BbIXOOAT 3aMYiK... A
My)K‘{I/IHI)I? 51 He J'IIO6.]'HO, Korja peajquCTbl-pOMAHUCTDI KJICBCIYT HA )KCHIIUHY, HO U HC JIF00JIE0 TaKXC,
KOrza XCHIIMHY IIOJHUMAIOT Ha IUICYH <...> U CTApPAKTCA J0Ka3aTh, YTO €CJIM OHA U XYXKE MY>KXYHHBI, TO
BCC-TaKU MYKYWHA MCP3aBCLl, a JKCHIIINHA aHI'CJI. u JKCHIIMHA, U MY’KUYHHA [IATAaK 1apa, TOJIbKO MYXKXYWHA

yMHee 1 cripaBemBee’ .

Although the context is discussion of Chekhov’s play Ivanov, his reference to
Suvorin’s words evokes Suvorin’s letter to his fiancée Anna Ivanovna Orfanova of
24.06.1875: “...1 believe that your love for me grew partially from pity — you could not
have missed the anguish of my loneliness’ (see p. 98). One can assume that literary
conversations with Chekhov led Suvorin to provide some personal examples; Chekhov
must have accepted them with a delicate consideration and added them to his writer’s
treasury. Having being invited to Suvorin’s house, Chekhov was able to keep his family
under sharp observation, registering both comic and tragic sides of their life. Chekhov’s
relations and friends received regular reports about his stays with the Suvorins;

particularly colourful was his portrait of Anna Ivanovna:

"1 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 3, pp. 104-105. Letter of 26.12.1888.
172 .
Ibid.
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2.85 Tlocenstocs y CyBoprHA — 3TO CTECHUT MEHS Hemaio. <...> Jlo obena — JUTMHHBIN pa3roBop ¢ m-
me CyBOpPHHOI 0 TOM, Kak OHa HEHaBHIHUT PO YEIIOBEUECCKHIA, 1 O TOM, YTO CETOAHS OHA KyNMiIa KaKylo-
10 Ko(TouKy 32 120 p. <...> Ot 00eza 10 yask XOXKACHUE U3 YIJIa B yroJ B CYBOPHHCKOM KaOWHETE U
¢mtocodus; B pa3roBop BMCIIMBACTCS, HEBIIOMAJ, CYIIPyTra U TOBOPUT 0ACOM MK H300pakaeT JIAIOIIEro
Tca;

VY nac ¢ CyBOpUHBIM pa3roBopsl OeckoHeuHble. CYBOpHXa €)KEYaCHO OJICBACTCS B HOBBIC ILIATHS,
ITOET C YYBCTBOM POMAHCHI, OpaHUTCS 1 OeckoHeuHOo OontaeT. baba HeyroMmoHHas, BepTisaBas, paHTazepka
1 OPUTHMHAJIKA JI0 MO3ra KOCTEH;

[[Tucemo u3 deonocuu] CyBopuHa <...> 001a1aeT HEOOBIKHOBEHHBIM TaJTaHTOM 0€3 YMOJIKY
6onTaTh B3/10p, OONTATH TAMAHTIIMBO M HHTEPECHO, TaK YTO €€ MOXHO CITYIIaTh BECh JEHb 03 CKYKH, KaK
KaHapewky. <...> [lo Beuepam CHAUT HA IECKE Y MOPS U IIAYET, IO yTPAM XOXOYET H MOET IBITAHCKUE
POMAaHCHI;

JBe Henenu, npoxuthie y CyBOpHHA, MIPOILIH KaK SUHBIA MUT. <...> BCE, 4T0 roBOpMII OH MHE,
ObLTO OYeHb HHTepecHO. OIBIT y HEro rpoMaHbIi. AHHAa VIBaHOBHA yroliana MEHs MOIICYHHAMH,

3
HPABOYUYCHHMSMH H ITAPTPE30M.

Being in close contact with his patron and apparently knowing the story of
Suvorin’s marriage, Chekhov seems to have amended his matrimonial strategy, have
convinced himself that ‘a baby-wife’, if overly sensual and moreover unbalanced, might
prove positively dangerous. But still, he remained attracted by the femme fatale:
according to Zolotonosov, ‘they both lure and scare Chekhov; in his life, he cautiously
plays with them choosing them as sexual partners <...> but he avoids any long and
serious commitment.’’* In one of his letters to Suvorin, Chekhov made what seemed a

provocative claim:

2.86 Ha MeHs OT CKyKH Hanuta 0JIaXkp: Haioena 30J10Tast CepeIuHa, s BCIOIY CIOHSIOCH M JKaTyIOCh, YTO
HET OPUTHHAJIBHBIX, OSIICHBIX KEHIIHH... OTHUM CIIOBOM, a OH, MATEXHBIH, Oypu umier! 1 Bce MHE B 0MH
rojoc ropopst: «Bot Kamgmuna, 6atromika, Bam Ol moHpaBmiack!» U s Mano-nomany usydaro Kaamuny u,

MpUCIYyHIUBAACh K pa3roBopaM, HaxX0xy, 4TO OHa B CaMOM JI€JI€ ObLiIa HeﬂlO)KPIHHOfI HaTypOﬁl75.

On the 4" of November, 1881, the actress Evlaliia Kadmina, passionate but

neurotic and pathologically narcissistic, had tried to kill herself directly on stage. Taking

'3 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 2, p. 213-214 (Letter to M. P. Chekhov of 14, 15 or 16.03.1888); p. 296
(Letter to M. P. Chekhova 0f14.07.1888); p. 299 (Letter to the Chekhovs of 22-23.07.1888); vol. 3, p. 95
(Letter to I. L. Leont’ev (Shcheglov) of 20.12.1888).

174 ML Zolotonosov, Drugoi Chekhov, p. 27.

173 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 3, p. 74. Letter of 18.11.1888.
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poison while acting, she failed to finish the play and died a few days later. Her tragedy
was seen by many as a ‘gratuitous outburst of hysterical temperament.”'’® Turgenev

responded to this event with a novella Klara Milich, while Suvorin, having dubbed

: ¢ 177
Turgenev’s piece ‘a sheer pearl,’

178

then followed his example and wrote ‘a comedy in

four acts’, Tat'iana Repina.

§8
The original title of Turgenev’s novella was Posle smerti; this was changed to Klara
Milich by the editor for purposes of publication. Pavel Annenkov in his letter to Turgenev
was highly critical of this tampering with the author’s intentions: ‘I am so angry with
Stasiulevich'” for changing the title of your novella. He does not realize, the stupid ass,
that a nominal title indicates the author’s intention to present a certain fype; while your
idea is not in any way a fype, but rather a rare and remarkable mental case.”'*

Suvorin had similar problems with his title: ‘My play was written in 1886 and was
sent to the censors under the title Okhota na zhenshchin. In my opinion, this title
conveyed the main idea of the play, but it was not approved by the censor, so I changed it
first to Muzhchiny i zhenshchiny and finally to Tat'iana Repina.’'®' However, the new
title, now standing for ‘a type’ and not for ‘a case’, must have influenced the future of the
play. It took the play two years to get to the stage, and in the meantime, Suvorin had

[3

considerably recast it: ‘...I have written several scenes anew, and have added new

characters; in a word, hardly a page has been left as it was published in 1886.” (I)
Actually, there is no ‘hunt for women’ as such in this play. This phrase occurs

overtly only once, in depicting the main character, Petr Sabinin, a broken landlord,

featherbrain and womanizer: ‘Chasse aux femmes, the hunt for women — it’s a famous

176 See for example: K. Skal'kovskii, V teatral’nom mire (SPb, 1889), p. X VIIL.

" Novoe vremia. 3.01.1883.

178 See: J. Buckler, ‘Her Final Debut’: The Kadmina Legend in Russian Theatre, in Intersections and
Transpositions: Russian Music, Literature, and Society (Northwestern University Press, 1998), pp. 225—
252; ‘Tat'iana Repina’: Two Translated Texts: The 1888 Four-Act ‘Tat'iana Repina’ by Aleksei Suvorin
and Anton Chekhov’s 1889 One-Act Continuation; With an Introduction and Appendices, translated and
edited by J. Racin (Jefferson, North Carolina, and London, 1999).

7% Mikhail Stasiulevich, the editor of the journal Vesmik Evropy. Turgenev’s novella was published in the
first issue of 1883.

%0 Op. cit.: I. Turgenev, PSSP, vol. 13. (M., L., 1967), p. 578.

181 A, Suvorin, Tat'iana Repina: Komediia v 4 deistviiakh, 4-e izdanie, ispravlennoe (SPb, 1911). p. I
[Predislovie avtora]. Further page references are given in the text.
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sport and a very nice one...” (72) And there is another ‘expert in the woman department’,
impresario Matveev, who on one occasion refers to the phrase and plays with it; to his
mind, ‘a woman is just like a playful doe; she hides from the hunter in the woods, but in
such a way that the hunter tracks her down without fail. Now she sticks out her foot, now
she moves her shoulder, now she tilts back her head so as to expose her bosom: shoot me,
I am not looking...” (33) This phrase had no follow-up, so both fragments are perhaps
leftovers from the previous version of the play.

But the real hunter’s chase in the play is the useless Sabinin. He is pursued by two
remarkable women: by a wealthy young widow, Vera Olenina, and also by an actress,
Tatiana Repina. Their rivalry leads to an actual skirmish, and the story ends with
Repina’s suicide during a performance. This tragic event is both the climax of the play
and its final scene. Thus, while Kadmina’s death inspired Turgenev to write a subtle and
mystical filigree piece which portrays the posthumous obsession of Aratov with the
actress Milich, Suvorin preferred to show the actual death on stage.'™ One of the
reviewers made a caustic but reasonable remark on Suvorin’s play: ‘In the provinces, one
can easily play the last scene only and with one sole character, Tat'iana Repina. <...>
Along with the death scene, her monologue would be enough to last for nearly an
hour...”'®
The play was staged by Aleksandrinskii Theatre in Petersburg on the 11" of
December 1888 and received a great deal of press. The play caused strong interest
partially due to the fact that its author was a journalist and also the publisher of a popular
newspaper, a man who had made many enemies; so the reviewers seized the opportunity
to square personal accounts with Suvorin. On the whole, reviews were rancorous and

charged Suvorin with putting on a ‘drama feuilleton’, or un feuilleton parlé:

2.87 [IlpexncraBbre cebe ra3eTHbIN (GEIHETOH B JIMIAX, HOAYAC OCTPOYMHBIH, OJYac CKYYHBIH, B KOTOPOM
JIETKUM, >KUBBIM A3BIKOM Pa3roBOp HIET O JKEHIIMHAX, 00 HcKyccTBe, 0 Jlekamepone, o IletepOypre,

MockBe, IPOBUHITUH, O KHUIaX, OaHKUPaX, IEHbIaX, O )KU3HU H CMEPTH, O JIIOOBU M HEHABHCTH, O TIpecce, O

'82 Kadmina’s death was also portrayed in a sketch la zhdu, eshche est’ vremia (1881) by Petr Sokal’skii, in
a poem Pevitsa (Pamiati Kadminoi) (1881) by Sergei Andreevskii, in a short story Muzh pevitsy (1883) by
Vladimir Kunitskii, in an essay Tetral'nyi kharakter (1884) by Nikolai Leskov, in a play Evialiia Ramina
(1884) by Nikolai Solovtsov, in a short story Poslednii debiut (1889) by Aleksandr Kuprin, and in an opera
Klara Milich (1907) by Aleksandr Kastal'skii.

' Moskovskie vedomosti. 23.01.1889.
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Bucmapke, ¥ THITHOTH3ME M O Y€M TaM eIlle — 1 BBI IOJIYINTE MOHATHE O CYBOPUHCKOH «TaThsiHe

o184
Penmnoii» .

Suvorin’s journalistic manner showed up in the play so vividly that in one
provincial theatre the actor who played the part of the journalist Adashev, made himself
up as Suvorin himself. It helped that Suvorin had filled his play with personal traces;
thus, Adashev arrives to the town where Repina lives on his way to Crimea: he is heading
there ‘to repair his nerves’; he no longer gets involved in love affairs: ‘I am afraid I have
gotten old: I’ve hit forty’; his journalistic creed is familiar: ‘we pry into everything and
we also set up our sail to every wind.” Behind his words, one can clearly see the eclectic

ideology of Novoe vremia:

2.88 Hu nepen uem He oTCTynaTh, 32 BCe OpaThCsl, BCE peliaTh — BOT Haul JeBu3. Ham Hunouem
rOCY/IapCTBEHHBII I'€HUH, MBI JaéM COBETHI MHHUCTpaM, pa3pybaem ['opanes y3ei, kak Ayekcanap

MakenoHCKHI, pa3KUraeM CTpacTH, IIaueM o HyXaax Hapoaa... (39)
Suvorin’s technique of manipulating public opinion is presented in plain text:

2.89 A MblI Bce-Taku co3aarciiu 06III€CTBCHHOFO MHeHust! Mbr MOJAHOCHM CBOC KyIIaHbE, CBOIO ra3cTy
,HO6pI)IM JIIOAAM 3a 4acM HJIN KO(l)CeM, YTpOM, KOrJa rojioBa ux OTA0XHYyJia MOCJIC CHA, KOrla MO3I' UX CBEK
1 0COOCHHO BOCIIPUUMYMB. Mzl TYT-TO €0 U HAUMHACM CBOUMMU CTATBAMHU, U YUTATECIIb 3TOW HAUYMHKOM

JKUBET JI0 CIEAYIomero yrpa... Jla-c, Mbl — BemKas cuiia, HoBas mopona! (41)

Finally, Adashev, while posing as a ‘progressivist’, nevertheless addresses
Tat'iana Repina in a didactic monologue, a speech which reveals Suvorin’s conservative
dimension in his attitude to women’s liberation, and in his concern, arguably women-

invalidating, with women’s mental health:

2.90 Hepsusrii Bex! Ha sxxenmmn ocobas nojoca Hamia. bpocwimch B HayKy, B COIIMATBHBIC BOMPOCHI, Ha
cueHy. BoH U3 ceMbH, Ha BBICTAaBKY, Ha [I0Ka3, B KOHKYPEHIIMIO C MYXXYHHAMH. .. beraroT 3a KU3HbI0, PBYT
ee, XOTAT Bce OOJBIIETO U OOJBIIEro, M HEPBhI CTAHOBATCS, KaK JIOXMOThS HUILETO. .. [IeHb na moit! Kakas-

HI/I6yL[I> HU3BCCTHOCTDH, XOTb U3BECTHOCTb KOKOTKH — BCC-TaKU JIYUIIC CKPOMHOT'O np03516aH1/1;1. .. (46)

184 Volzhskii vestnik. 28.01.1889.
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According to critics, Adashev as well as other characters were fairly close to

3

parody or even caricature, while ‘...the heroine, the actress Tat'iana Repina, was
portrayed by the author very skilfully. Tat'iana Repina is a passionate, nervous woman,
who is longing for a tempestuous life but who does not find a space in which to apply her
remarkable energy.”'®® This is a positive view of Suvorin’s heroine, but it is rather an
exception. The majority of reviews saw Tat'iana Repina as ‘a deranged woman’, a

typically morbid by-product of the emancipation process:

291 Tarpsaa PenmHa <...> COBEpIIIEHHO BHIOMIIACH, YTO HA3BIBAETCS, M3 BCAKON HPABCTBEHHOM Y376l U
CTaJia BIIOJTHE 3aKOHYEHHBIM THUIIOM OYEHB B IIOCIICIHEE BPEMS paCIpOCTPAaHEHHOTO B HAIIeM 00IIecTBe
COpTa YeIOBEYECKUX CYOBEKTOB 000€T0 MojI1a, UMEHYEMbIX IICHXOMaTaMH. <...> DTO JIUIIO CO BCEMH Jaxe
MeJIbYalIIuMU ITPUXaMH TUITA BCECOBEPIICHHEHMIIIEH MMCUXOMAaTKH BOCTIPOU3BEICHO <...> C

M3yMUTENbHEHIIEH TOUHOCTBIO .

Indeed, throughout the play, Repina time and again shows her ‘highly-strung
nerves’, her behaviour offering a clinical picture of hysteria: she slaps Sabinin in his face
and next throws her arms around his neck; she splashes a rich banker, Zonnenshtein, with
champagne from her glass; she turns up at the place of her rival Olenina to make a public
claim on her lover. She is a provocative person: ‘I can’t help quarrelling with people. I do
not know whether I bother people, or people bother me.” (35) Her inability to fully realize
herself on stage makes her miserable: “There are no plays where I can let myself go, love,
be jealous, curse, through myself all over the stage in a rage, growl and bite... (43)
Repina is also looking for strong passions in her real life: ‘Oh, what a life I've lived!
Love, hatred, anger, fame, debauch... <...> I want to lose my mind! (37, 45)

The news that Sabinin is about to abandon her pushes Repina towards suicide.
This happens at the end of Act Two, although in Act One it is already clear that their
relationship is doomed. Repina knows that Sabinin is courting Olenina: ‘I am in your
way... Why stand on ceremony with an actress... Olenina will give you money, she will
support you! (17) In Act Three Repina’s behaviour is that of a person who wants to put
an end to it all: she is overwrought, drinks too much, smashes glasses, laughs through

tears, and finally, in theatrical and exhibitionistic manner, gives away her intention:

5 Volzhskii vesmik. 28.01.1889.
186 Moskovskie vedomosti. 23.01.1889.
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2.92 3Haete, YTO MHE B TOJIOBY IPUXOIHT... Eciu Obl kakas-HUOYAb aKTpHCa TPUHSIIA HACTOSIIETO STy
Ha CIIeHE U cTayia Obl yMHPaTh... <...> CyIqoporu My4dwin Obl ee, oHa ObI Kprdaa, Ouiach B OTYASTHUH,
3aJpIXaNiachk OBl OT CTPaJlaHMiA, M CTOH pa3aBaiics ObI IO Tearpy... <...> [locMoTperna OBl s, 4TO OBI BBI

3amenu... (112, 113)

Critics thought this peculiar character created by Suvorin so convincing they
apparently forgot about the real-life prototype: ‘Tat'iana Repina is not just a figment of
Suvorin’s imagination. More like a real woman that he knows very well.”'®” And indeed,
examples are not far to seek. There is no doubt that Suvorin had at least partly in mind
Nastasia Kairova, ‘a woman of passion’ with suicidal propensity to boot.'® Then again,
at home, his extravagant wife Anna Ivanova made many a scene, and Suvorin was
unlikely to forget her premarital threats to commit suicide if he failed to marry her. We
remember here that Anna Ivanovna was a failed singer still trying to appease her theatric
ambition: ‘She dreams to be on the stage. She asks Nikolai [Sazonov, an actor] to
rehearse parts with her in secret.”'® Yet again there was the vehement Pelageia
Strepetova who went too far in her familiarity with Suvorin and was overly eager to get
the part of Repina: as a result she left empty-handed. Smirnova-Sazonova documented

the story of their particular estrangement:

2.93 9.04.1883. I'oBopuiu o CrpeneroBoii. CyBOpHH FOBOPHT, YTO OHA OECHUT €ro cBOeH
¢damunbsprocThio. 26.11.1884. brita CtpeneroBa. Ee HenaBucts k CaBuHO# Bee pactert. [locneanee
BpeMsi oHa He ObiBaeT y CyBOpHHBIX, ToToMy 4To TaM XBaiar CaBuHy. 19.11.1886. ITvechr [«Tatbsina
Permmua»] HeT, a ecTh TOIBKO poiib. [CyBopuH] Xouet otnath ee CaBUHOM, a skeHa U CTpereToBa IearoT
eMy ciieHbl. 6.12.1886. CtpeneToBa roja 1Ba uiu Tpu He ObLIa Y HAC, BAPYT npuexana. Hukonmak campiM
HaMBHBIM TOHOM CIIPAIIMBACT, OTYETO OHA HEe HrpacT TaTeaHy PenmHy. OHa paccka3bIBacT, KaK JKMIa
netoM y CyBOpPHHBIX, Kak OHU ¢ AHHOW MIBaHOBHOM 9yTh HE KaXKIIBIH JIeHb CCOPHIINCH. Termepn, Koraa
CyBopuH otaaet ponb CaBuHOMN, oHa cka3ana AHHe VBaHoBHe: «Bam myx moen!» Ta Bckouuna: «Hy,

yk 910 ciaumkoMm!» 13.12.1886. Tpetbero qus CyBopuH 00BSBHII, YTO OTJAET POJIb TaThsHBI B O4Epeb

"7 Moskovskii listok. 23.01.1889.

188 Kairova not only tried to kill the wife of her lover, but also attempted to kill herself: ‘Depression and the
futility of my life often made me think and say that it would be best to put an end to it all. There were
moments when I seriously and persistently tried to poison myself...” See: OR IRLI. F. 268 (Arkhiv
Suvorinykh A. S., A. A, M. A.), op. 1, ed. 28. Pis'ma N. A. Kairovoi k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 15. Letter of
6.06.1876.

'8 OR IRLI. F. 285. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi, ed. 2. L. 29. Entry 16.03.1878.
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Casunoii u CTperneToBoii, a HIHYE Ipyras HOBOCTh: OH coBceM He aaet mbechl. 1.01.1888. Ctpemerona

rosoput Hikonaro, 4To6bI OH GOIbIIIE He 3aHCKUBAI ¢ Heil, 4To oHa ¢ CyBOPHHBIMH Pa3oILIach .

Eventually the part of Repina went to Suvorin’s new favourite, Mariia Savina, the

star of Aleksandrinskii Theatre. She did her best to comply with the author’s ideas:

2.94 Tarpsnaa PenmHa, mo-MoeMy, ONsATh-TaKU HE Tparndeckas Gurypa, a xapakrep, TUI. ITO — B
MOJIHOM CMBICJIE AUTSI aKTePCKOM Oorembl. TaTbsiHa — OJIHA U3 TE€X PYCCKUX NPOBUHIIMAIBHBIX aKTPHC,

PO KOTOPBIX TOBOPAT: «ITO (peliepBepK, a He keHIuHa!» Bes ee )KU3Hb — MOKa3Hasl, YTO U COCTABIISIET

IIABHOE OCHOBAHME 9TOi poitd... OHA ¥ YMHpAET, TAK CKA3aTh, HATIOKA3... |

Savina made Repina’s injured pride a keynote of her part, although she treated her
character with some irony and condescension. However, she was tempted by the
melodramatic finale of the play: ‘Reality oozing from the stage is really impressive. Her
death is awe-inspiring. In the last scene, her dead body in an armchair staring stonily
ahead looks exactly like a corpse,” wrote Vladimir Nemirovich-Danchenko to Aleksandr
Sumbatov-Tuzhin.'*?

In Moscow the first night performance of Suvorin’s play took place on the 16" of
January, 1889; Repina’s part was played by Mariia Ermolova. The play caused an even
greater sensation than in Petersburg; although its success was due partly to the injured
pride of an actress. Ermolova, enjoined at rehearsal to appear more convincingly dead in
her armchair, was overly compliant, no doubt from pique, and remained ‘dead’ when the
curtain having fallen was raised during applause. The author, finding his earlier
exhortations taken too far in this way, had to perform a symbolic resurrection of the
‘dead’ actress on stage. This became a talking point, it seems, and promoted the
production. History has preserved documentary evidence in an inscription Suvorin left on

the copy of the play he gave to Mariia Ermolova:

2.95 HOMHI/ITC, Korja Ha peueTuuuu s Bam CKasall, UTo Brr MOCJICJHIOI0 CIECHY UT'PACTC CJIMIIKOM
HEXKHO, YTO 3TO ONPOTHUBOPCYUT CJIOBAM PeHHHOfI, Korja oHa roBoput o ﬂeﬁCTBHTeHLHOﬁ CMCPTHU aKTPUCHI

Ha CIICHC, BEI MHE ckazanu ¢ JAOBOJIbHO 3JIbIM BBIPpAKCHUEM B JIMIIC: <<A, Brr XOTHUTEC, YTOOHI S I10-

% OR IRLL F. 285. Dnevnik S. 1. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi, ed. 5. L. 276, 294; ed. 12. L. 28, 55, 67; ed. 13.
L. 144.
191 Op. cit.: Istoriia russkogo dramaticheskogo teatra, in 7 vol. (M., 1980), vol. 6, p. 211.
192 11
Ibid.
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HaCTOSIIEMY yYMUpalia, H3BoJbTe!» B mepBoe mpencrasieHne s ciuenui 3a Bamrel urpoit B 9TOM akTe, CTOst
B TITyOHMHE J10XH. BBI cTaHOBIITNCH HEpBHEE U HEpBHEE. VICKPEeHHO-CTpagaibuecKre HOTHI BBIPBHIBAINCH U3
Bameii rpyu. <...> Bo Bcell purype, B HOJHITHIX KBEPXY PYKaX, B HAJPHIBAMONIUX AYIIY 3BYKax rojoca
CTOJBKO OOPBOBI CO CMEPTHIO, CTOJBKO 3aXBATHIBAIOIICTO TPAru3Ma, 4To 3pUTeIIbHAs 3ajia 3aMepJia OT
yKaca u )KajJocTH. HecKoIbKo 4eI0BEeK OPOCHIIHCH K BaM, CTapasich yAepKaTh, — BBl OWINCH B MX pyKax B
KOHBYJIbCHSIX, U CTOHYIIIYIO, OJHATYIO Ha pykKax, Bac mepeHocsT B kpecna. [TyOnuka He Bbiaepkana!
[Ipon3onuro mouTH EMHCTBEHHOE B TEATPAIBHBIX JICTOIHCAX: 3pUTEIBHBIHN 3aJ1 00OpaTHIICS B CLIEHY, a
CIICHA B 3pHUTENbHBIN 3ai1. Paznamuce ncrepuueckue pelaHns M KPUKHU B JIOKaX U MapTepe; maprep
00epHYyJICS TUIIOM Ha3all, BRIXOAIN MY>KYAHBI U )KEHITUHBI U3 ITapTepa 1 JIOK. AKTePH OCTAHOBWIIHCEH. S1
BHET TOJIBKO MCITyTaHHBIX aKTEPOB M HEOYMEBAIOIINX Ha CIIEHe, BUAET, Kak BBl MOAHSINCE ¢ Kpecia i
yIajau Cpey HEeBOOOPA3UMOro IIyMa, Clie3 U PhIIaHui MyOIuKu. 51 OpOCHIICS Ha CLIEHY U IIeJI0BaJ Balllu
XOJIOJHBIC, KaK Jiel, pyku. Ele co cie3amu B ropiie, B CHIIBHOM eliie Bo30yxacHuu Bel MHe ckazanu: «Hy,

JOBOJBHBI?» — «ITO YHKACHO, TAK HEJIB3s, HO 9TO 6ECTON0OHO, COBEPIICHHO!» '
Critics also appreciated the shock effect the final scene produced on the public:

2.96 I'-xa EpmoioBa B 3ariaaBHOM pOJTM KOMEIUU — MPSIMO-TAKK TaKasi apTUCTKA, KAKOH HUKOTa 1
HUKTO ellle He BUbIBAI Ha pPyccKoi cuieHe. Ee urpa B mociieJHeM akTe B IMOJIHOM CMBICIIE CJIOBa —
reHHajibHelIIee TBOPUECTBO, 10 KOJIOCCAIBHOCTH KOTOPOTO HE TOXOAUIIH J1aXKe TaKhe 3BE3/Ib
JpaMaTHYeCKOTO UCKycCTBa, kak Pamens, Pucropu, Capa beprap. Hemapom B mepBoe npeacTaBieHne
«TatepsiHbl PentmHO» BO BpeMsI 3aKITIOUUTEIILHOM CIIEHBI MOCIIEAHETO NEHCTBHUS IeCTh JaM ObUTH

BBIHCCCHBI M3 JIOXK U ITapTepa B CHITbHEHIITHX IIpUAmnagKkax I/ICTCpI/IKI/I194.

The play proved to be a strong stimulant even outside the theatre hall. Chekhov

reported this in his letter to Suvorin:

2.97 Kakas-To rcuxornaTka-MpoBHHIIMATKA CO CIe3aMH Ha TJia3ax Oerana mo TpeThsIKOBCKOH rajepee u ¢
JIPOXKBIO B TOJIOCE YMOJIsUIa TIoKa3aTh eil TaTksny Penmaa*, [*poaurensHbIN nagex — npumey. Yexosa]

PO KOTOPYIO OHA MHOTO CJIBIIIAJIA, M OT KOTOPOH €i XOTeJI0Ch ObI pa3pa3suThCs HCTepHKOﬁlgs.

Chekhov came to Petersburg to see Suvorin’s play on stage, but he also assisted in
staging Tat'iana Repina in Moscow: he conducted talks with actors about the casting, he

was present at rehearsals and he sent detailed accounts to Suvorin. He also amended the

13 Op. cit.: R. Ostrovskaia, M. Varlamova, O. Veize, Mariia Ermolova (M., 2001), p. 119, 120.
1% Moskovskii listok. 23.01.1889.
15 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 3, p. 147. Letter of 8.02.1889.
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text of the play trying to suppress Suvorin’s by now notorious dramatic ‘journalism’; his

criticism was mild and diplomatic:

2.98 Henocrarku Bamieii mbechl HEMONPAaBUMBI, TOTOMY YTO OHU OPTaHWYECKHE. Y TEIIaiTech Ha TOM,
YTO OHH SIBJISIFOTCS Yy Bac MPOJIyKToM Bammx monoxxurteabHbIX KauecTB; S nmpoden cHoBa Bamy neecy. B
HEl 0YeHb MHOTO XOPOIIET0 ¥ OPUTHHAIBHOTO, YeTO PAHBIIIC HE OBLIO B IPAMaTUYCCKOM JIUTEPATYypE, U
MHOTO HEXOpOILIero, HanpuMep s3bIK; Y Bac ectb To, 4ero y apyrux HeT. [loka MbI HE pa3olLINCh UK HE
yMepJIH, s ObI C yIOBOJIBCTBHAEM 3KCIDIOATHPOBaN Bamry cuiy; st 061 ykpan y Bac To, yem Ber

196
MOJIL3YCTCCh .

The promised ‘theft’ did indeed take place. Having borrowed the title of his play
from Suvorin as well as some characters, Chekhov wrote a burlesque epilogue to
Suvorin’s play entitled Tat'iana Repina: Drama v odnom deistvii."”’ Chekhov’s piece
alludes to Turgenev’s Klara Milich, and he actually realizes Tat'iana’s words on her
posthumous existence: ‘I would rise from my grave to curse you all... <...> I would walk
among you like a ghost...”'”® The setting of Chekhov’s play is a church where Sabinin is
marrying Olenina; during the wedding ceremony there appears ‘a woman in black’, and
Sabinin, horrified, takes her for Tatiana’s spectre. The finale is a counterpoint of the
wedding ceremony and the talk in the crowd, and their admixture, in effect a cacophony,
creates a vivid comical effect. However, if the talk in the crowd is singled out, it is there
that Chekhov’s ironical commentary on Suvorin’s entire play emerges. Apparently
influenced by the actual performance of Suvorin’s play with its excessively histrionic
ending, Chekhov, who was eschewing gaudy dramatic effects in his own plays, could not
resist this cryptic, but poignant antiphon:

2.99 (Cnviwumcs cmon)

— He monunmaro, 3a4eM 3T0 CI0J]a HCTEPUYHBIX ITyCKAOT!
— C keM 310 1ypHO?

1% A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 2, p. 281. Letter of 30.05.1888; vol. 3, p. 98, 91. Letters of 23.12.1888,
15.11.1888.

"7 See detailed analysis in: A. Dolinin, ‘Parodiia li “Tat'iana Repina” Chekhova?” in A. P. Chekhov:
Zateriannye proizvedeniia. Neizdannye pis'ma. Vospominaniia. Bibliografiia (L., 1925), p. 59-84;

E. Smirnova-Chikina, ‘Tat'iana Repina Antona Chekhova’, in V tvorcheskoii laboratorii Chekhova
M., 1974), p. 108-117; V. Gottlieb, Chekhov and Vaudeville: A Study of Chekhov’s One-Act Plays
(Cambridge, 1982), p. 113-146; ‘Tatyana Repina’: Two Translated Texts: The 1888 Four-Act ‘Tatyana
Repina’ by Alexei Suvorin and Anton Chekhov’s 1889 One-Act Continuation; With an Introduction and
Appendices, translated and edited by J. Racin (Jefferson, North Carolina, and London, 1999).

198 A, Suvorin, Tat'iana Repina, p. 115.
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— Ee Benyr, a ona He xoueT... Kto ona? Tcec!

— A Buepa B EBporielickoii TOCTHHHIIE OTISITh OTPABHIIACH KaKasi-TO JKEHIIMHA.

— Jla. ToBopsT, 5)KeHa JOKTOpa KaKOTro-To.

— Oruero, He 3HaeTe?

— C nerkoii pyku PeninHO# 310 yX ueTBepTas oTpasisiercsi. BoT 00bscHUTE-Ka MHE, OaTeHbKa,
9TH OTpaBJICHUs !

— Ilcuxo3. He unaue.

— TlogpaxatensHocTb, AymMaere?

— CamoyOuiicTBa 3apa3UTEIIbHBL. .

— CKOJIBKO TICHUXOMATOK 3TUX Pa3BeNIOCh, yxac!

— Penmaa cBOCIO CMEPTHIO OTpaBMIIa BO3AYX. Bee GaphIHM 3apa3wiich U MOMEMIATNCH HA TOM,
YTO OHH OCKOPOJICHEI.

— Jlaxxe B IEpKBH OTpaBIIeH Bo3ayX. UyBCTByeTe, KaKoe HaIpsHKeHHE?

— JloxToprry BCckpbiBasn?

— Her eme. I'oBopsit, My Opocwmit. A Benp CabunuH Toxe Penmmay 6pocwi! [IpaBma 3to?

— Ja-a...

— 1 noMHI0, KaKk PenuHy BCKpBIBAJIH. ..

Furthermore, if one puts together all the lines of ‘the woman in black’, the result

is a comical apotheosis of female hysteria:

2100 Tama B 4epHOM (8b1Xx00uUm U3-3a KOJIOHHbL, noutamvléasics). KTo 31eck? YBenuTe MeHs...
yBenure... (Cmonem.) 51 cectpa ounepa lBanosa... cectpa. 5 oTpaBuiacs... U3 HeHaBUCTH... OH
ockopOmIL... 3a4eM jxe oH cuacTuB? boxe moil... (Kpuuum.) Crniacure mens, criacute! (Onyckaemcs na
noz.) Bce nommkHBI oTpaBUThCS... Bee! Het cipaBeaymBocTH... I3 HeHaBUCTH... Bce MOKHBI OTPaBHTHCA. ..
(Cmonem u éansemcs no nony.) OHa B MOTHIIE, a OH... OH... B skeHmuHe ockop6Oen bor... [Torn6na
JKEHINUHA... (Pgem na cebe 6cé u kpuuum). Cnacure Mensi! Cracute! Criacure!.. (3anasec)

Dispatching his impromptu piece to Suvorin, Chekhov called it ‘a cheap and
useless gift’; he also recommended that Suvorin throw the proffered epilogue into the
fireplace without reading it. But Suvorin’s Tat'iana Repina brought in some profit: in
Petersburg, there were four performances over two weeks, while in the next year of 1889
there were 13 performances; in 1889 in Moscow, there were 15 performances. Later, the
play was staged in the provinces and was a great success thanks to its spectacular finale.
The part of Tat'iana Repina was in the repertoire of all the major provincial actresses.'”’
Again, the intuition of a journalist had served Suvorin well. He shared his triumph with

the star of the Moscow stage Mariia Ermolova:

2.101 Moxer ObITh, HM Bam He npuzaeTcs yxe 0oJiblle JaTh TAKOW CHIIbHBINA 00pa3, HU MHE ChIrpaTh TaK,
HO 3TOT0 Beuepa J0CTaTOUHO Ha BCIO XKU3Hb. DTO ObLIM MUHYTHI IIOJHOIO YIOBJIETBOPEHUS. A pa3Be 3TOro
maio? Ilycts roBopuiu mpo Bac, 4To BO3MyTUTENIBHO MHCATh TaKKe CLIEHBI, — a PO MEHS, YTO
BO3MYTHUTEJIBHO TaK MIpaTh, HO Mbl C Bamu 1japcTBOBany TOTAa HaJ| TOJIIION U CAETaIN U3 HEe, YTO

200
xorenn!

199 Gee: S. Danilov, Russkii teatr v khudozhestvennoi literature (L., 1939), p. 154.
200 Op.cit.: R. Ostrovskaia, M. Varlamova, O. Veize, Mariia Ermolova, p. 120.
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The segment of Suvorin’s life which I have examined in this chapter, from 1874 to 1889,
was very dramatic. Losing his job and compromised by the scandalous murder of his first
wife, Suvorin had to start his life from scratch. He had considerable professional success:
in a mere three years a jobless journalist turned into the editor of the most popular
Russian daily newspaper, Novoe vremia. With his newspaper, Suvorin very appropriately
filled a niche in the press market, targeting the incipient Russian middle class as
readership; this readership base of course included the raznochinets substratum, which
had produced Suvorin himself. Suvorin qualified his newspaper as ‘a parliament of
opinions’ and in the very same issue he could publish articles of conflicting ideological
bent, thus provoking polemics on a wide range of social issues. By general consent,
Suvorin’s newspaper not only reflected the public consciousness, but also proved to be a
powerful instrument in the active shaping of public opinion. Suvorin thus figures in a
development which shows most clearly in the following century, the active manufacture
of consent on a mass scale. As for its printing technique, sales network, and advertising,
Novoe vremia already matched the standards of the 20" century press. This applied also
to the working conditions for journalists.

Although in the mid 1870s the debate on ‘the woman question’ was slowing
down, Suvorin tended to return to this subject in his publications, where he skilfully
applied his tried and trusted technique of alternation: switching between liberal and
conservative positions, as we have seen. Reluctant to discuss the participation of women
in politics, Suvorin channelled his discussion of ‘the woman question’ into his fiction and
concentrated on new female types which originated in the emancipation process. Thus, he
outlines a portrait of the °‘superfluous woman’ in his unfinished piece ‘Strannaia
zhenshchina’; he also attempts to show the evolution of a nihilist into a female
homosexual (‘Strannoe proisshestvie’); he updates Medea by Euripides and interprets the
heroine as a woman who can commit a cruel crime while protesting against her
dependence on a man. With the success of his Medea, Suvorin discovered a new kind of
public, namely the theatre audience, which proved to be responsive to his trade-mark
journalistic methods, which here means material easily understood by laymen together

with spectacular, even provocative effects.
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Suvorin’s prose fed upon his personal problems and primarily upon his disastrous
marriage to Anna Ivanovna Orfanova. Having married a young and sensual girl, Suvorin
failed both as a husband and as a sexual partner, although he anticipated the likeliness of
this failure well before his marriage. The infidelity of Suvorin’s wife brought his second
marriage to the verge of divorce, at the time an exceptional event accompanied by
complicated and humiliating legal procedures; and it projected into his journalism,
imparting a clear misogynistic streak to his newspaper publications. In 1885, which
proved to be the most critical year for his marriage, Suvorin, according to Leskov,
seemed to find his ‘key’ genre: he wrote a vivid and powerful short story ‘Tragediia iz-za
pustiakov’ featuring a young adulteress who manipulates two lovers and thinks nothing
of killing a man. Female infidelity which involves murder is further examined in
Suvorin’s short story ‘Istoriia odnoi nochi’ (1888), and this clear trend may arguably be
read as a sublimation of Suvorin’s real-life gynophobia, which is to say his fear of the
powerful, domineering, sensual, and often unbalanced female.

In the time-span examined in this chapter, female influence yet again seemed to
govern Suvorin’s life: the newspaper Novoe vremia was acquired due to the insistence of
Elena Likhacheva, while the fatal conflict between Suvorin and the Likhachevs
(Suvorin’s business partners) was provoked by the journalist Nastasia Kairova; and
numerous problems in Suvorin’s life were caused by the actress Pelageia Strepetova.
Gynophobia proved to be a point of commonality, even bonding, in Suvorin’s friendship
with Anton Chekhov; their discussion of ‘the woman question’ (including ‘the sexual
question’) can be followed and traced in their correspondence, in short fiction that
Chekhov contributed to Novoe vremia and also in Suvorin’s showy play Tat'iana Repina
which caused a sensation thanks to a skilful and realistic presentation of a ‘new’ female
type, the talented hysterical woman who is unable to control herself and who in this case

commits suicide on stage.
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CHAPTER 111

This chapter spans the period from the end of 1889 to 1912. By 1889 Suvorin had
become a most notable and influential public figure. He already was the owner of the first
publishing concern in Russia at the level of holding company. Apart from the newspaper
Novoe vremia, he published a supplement Vechernee vremia, as well as newspapers
Zemledel'cheskaia gazeta and Telefon ‘Novogo vremeni’, magazines Istoricheskii vestnik,
Literaturnyi zhurnal, Zhurnal Teatra Literaturno-khudozhestvennogo obshchestva,
Shakhmaty, and also annual reference books Vsia Rossia, Ves' Peterburg, and Vsia
Moskva. His individual publishing house was also flourishing, featuring a series
Deshevaia biblioteka; books issued reaching millions in print run. Book and newspaper
sales in railway kiosks throughout most of Russia brought Suvorin a handsome profit.
Apart from publishing, Suvorin was the owner of the first private theatre in Russia. His
name was widely associated with success and wealth, although in fact the financial aspect
of his gigantic ménage was very poorly malnalged.1

However, this wealth did not make Suvorin happy. His family was shaken by
conflicts and there were fights for access to money; his sons tried to pursue their own
publishing projects at their father’s expense; his wife had grown used to a comfortable
life and did not confine herself to family duties. Suvorin was suffering from depression
which was noticeable to people around him and which he tried to dispel by travelling
abroad, by writing, and by his theatre. With the arrival of the 20" century, Suvorin was of
course getting older, his health was failing him and his empire increasingly escaped his
control, bringing him less income; and with the onset of the Russian revolutions his
newspaper started to lose its popularity and became unprofitable. In 1912 Suvorin died of
throat cancer, and the revolution of 1917 put an end to his newspaper as well as to his
entire publishing business.

The decline of Suvorin’s empire kept pace with the steady growth of the women’s
movement. By that time, the social base of the women’s movement had attracted and

involved tens of thousands of educated women of the new generation; a collective

! See: E. Dinershtein, 4. S. Suvorin: Chelovek, sdelavshii kar'eru (M., 1998), p. 277-300.
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women’s identity of a new sort was taking shape.” Having survived the crisis at the end
of the 1890s, a crisis caused by the absence of ideology, the women’s movement by 1905
had completed the third phase of its development. This resulted in something like a
settled social structure of the movement, for example in established leaders, a front rank
of active members as well as recognized clients. From 1905, there opened a new, clearly
feministic stage of the movement which set itself the goal of attaining political equality
and which advocated equal suffrage and the right of women to participate in
governmental bodies. The feminist movement reached this goal in 1917.

In the period concerned and at the level of discourse, ‘the woman question” was
marked by an important event, the publication of the provocative novella Kreitserova
sonata by Leo Tolstoy. The novella gave rise to an intense discussion of morals, both
public and personal, with respect to the so-called ‘sexual question’ (polovoi vopros). At
the turn of the century, the philosophers of the Silver Age took up the debate and
extended ‘the sexual question’ into the realm of metaphysics. After the first Russian
revolution of 1905, which caused political reaction and a general mood of social apathy,
‘the sexual question’ became associated with erotic practices of a decadent sort, while
professional medicine launched a campaign for sexual continence. It is important to add
that the growing political activity of women provoked or incited a distinct misogynistic
drift in most official discourse associated with ‘the woman question’.

In this chapter, I intend to trace Suvorin’s participation in the discussion of
Kreitserova sonata and in the debate on ‘the sexual question’ as a whole. I also involve
Suvorin’s fictional work (both published work and unpublished texts kept in the
archives), and I shall pay particular attention to his short story ‘V kontse veka’, which
was subsequently turned into a novel V kontse veka: Liubov' and finally into a play
Vopros. Within the context of ‘the sexual question’, I examine Suvorin’s collaboration
with the philosopher Vasilii Rozanov. Additionally, the topic of Suvorin’s theatre and its
repertoire is briefly touched upon. Drawing from a private correspondence and also from
the diaries of Sofiia Smirnova-Sazonova, I recreate certain telling episodes in Suvorin’s

life which were influenced and affected by domineering women; these episodes also help

2 See: I Tukina, Russkii feminizm kak vyzov sovremennosti (SPb, 2007), pp. 220-225.
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to delineate a picture of Suvorin’s depression. This depression took a morbid turn and

seriously complicated his life.

§1
In the summer of 1889, while Suvorin was touring Europe and was sending his Malen'kie
pis'ma on the French parliamentary elections to Novoe Vremia, Leo Tolstoy was
completing his novella Kreitserova sonata. This piece had undergone nine revisions, but
well before reaching its final version, it became a sensation and was illegally circulated
(in manuscripts and in lithographed reproduction) with an added subtitle: ‘The Story of a
Husband Who Killed His Wife’. Upon his return to Russia, Suvorin caught the Kreutzer

fever and turned for help to the author himself:

3.1  MsHe o4eHb X0UETCsI MPOUYECTh Banty moBecTh, KOTOPYIO YUTAIH 311eCh Y Ky3bMUHCKUX U 0 KOTOPOit
st MHOTO ciblmait. Bel 3HaeTe, kax s mo6iio Bamm Beny, a 3Ta Benrs ocoO0eHHO nHTepecyeT MeHs. Korma-
T0 BrI ee HamewaraeTe, moXamyl, H He TOKACUIbCSA. BaM OB TOJIBKO HAIHCATh, YTO ST MOTY €€ B3STh Ha

OJIVH JICHb Y Ky3LMI/IHCKHx3.
Suvorin read the text immediately upon receipt and responded enthusiastically:

3.2  Bce MBI H3raliiuch, H30BPAIHUCh, HC(hHapUCEHCTBOBAIUCH, HO, KOT/A S YyBCTBYIO, UTO B KaXKIOM
CJIOBE MIIyOOKast MpaBja, KOTOpask MCHs TIOTPSICACT, U MOTPSICACT TAK, UTO s KAJCKO O TOM, YTO HE OBLIO
TaKO¥ KHHUTH, KOTJA 51 ObLIT MOJIO, YTO TaKasi KHHUra Cracia Obl MEHS OT MHOTHX T'aJI0CTCH, KOTOPBIC 5
Hajiesaji, TO KakK sl MOTY TOBOPHUTb, YTO TYT KaKOKH-TO IUHU3M U JIaXKe MOCATaTeIbCTBO Ha YUCTOTY HPaBOB?
51 Bam roBopto, 4TO HUYETO MOJ00OHOTO BHI €Il HE MMUCANU, HU B OJJHOM BallieM COUMHEHUU HET TaKoi

HY)KHO# JUT BCEX TIPAB/IBI, TAK H3YMUTEIBHO POCTO BHIPAKECHHOM .

Censors banned the novella from publication. It was only on the 3" of May 1891
that Tolstoy’s wife, after an audience with the Tsar Aleksandr III, managed to obtain
permission to include the novella in the 13™ volume of Tolstoy’s collected works to come
out in June 1891. In the meantime, this novella, which undermined all conventional views

on marriage, family, and love, gave rise to a wide discussion, although it could not be

? OR Gosudarstvennogo muzeia L. N. Tolstogo. C-189. 46. Letter of 21.11.1889.
*Ibid. Letter of 12.12.1889.
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mentioned and quoted openly for censorship reasons.” According to the writer’s aunt,
Aleksandra Tolstaia, ‘...even the most important political events could not have had a
more powerful impact on the public.’® As a number of researchers (for example,
Engelstein, Mgller, Kon, Stites) maintain, this discussion highlighted ‘the sexual
question’ and not only became ‘a self-consciously defined cultural issue’, but also spilled
over into professional medicine, turning into a campaign for sexual continence.’

Suvorin’s reaction to the novella is very interesting: the work immediately evoked
his own first marriage, which had ended with the murder of his unfaithful wife. Although
Anna Ivanovna Baranova died by the hand of her lover, and not by any act of the
cuckolded spouse, Suvorin seems never to have recovered from this tragedy. Even after
15 years, he made some vague reference to ‘nasty things’ and seems to confess that in
one way or another (by act or omission) that he was bound up with the death of his first
wife. On the other hand, for Suvorin, the novella also evoked his second marriage. Anna
Ivanovna Orfanova, who stopped having children after 5 years of marriage and who
tormented her husband with her infidelity, made an empty shell of their wedlock and
made Suvorin a miserable and depressive person.

Being thoroughly impressed by the novella and finding it congenial to his beliefs,
Suvorin joined the public discussion without hesitation. On dispatching his letter to
Tolstoy, he published his Malen'koe pis'mo in Novoe vremia, arguing that a woman who
evades childbirth inevitably succumbs to sexual indulgence, which in its turn leads to

psychopathic personality disorders:®

3.3  HasnayeHue eHIIMHBI — OBITh XO3SHKOIO B JIOME M MAaTEPbI0. DTO MPEK/IE BCErO M JIyUIlle BCETO.
<...> “Zwei Kindersystem” u npod. TOJIbKO U3BPALIAIOT XKEHCKUI OPraHU3M U BBIPOXKAAIOT €ro; Ta

HEPBHOCTD, Ta MICUXONATHUA, TC UBHYPUTCIILHBIC 00J1e3HH U KpaﬁHﬂH Pa3aAPa)KUTCIIbHOCTD, KOTOPLIC

5 For a detailed account of the discussion see: P. Mgller, Postlude to the Kreutzer Sonata: Tolstoy and the
Debate on Sexual Morality in Russian Literature in the 1890s (E. J. Brill, 1987), pp. 128-163.

% See: L. Tolstoy, PSS, in 90 vol. (M., L., 1928-1958), vol. 27, p. 588.

7 See, for example: L. Engelstein, The Keys to Happiness: Sex and the Search for Modernity in Fin-de-
Siecle Russia (Ithaca and London, 1996), pp. 218-225.

¥ Just like Tolstoy, Suvorin holds what might be considered a dilettante view on the causes of female
hysteria and ignores contemporary scientific opinion, which tends to attribute this problem to sexual
unfulfilment. These aspects of Kreitserova sonata are thoroughly analyzed in: D. Rancour-Laferriere,
Tolstoy on the Couch: Mysogyny, Masochism and the Absent Mother (Macmillan, 1998), pp. 58-93.
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OTIIMYAIOT COBPEMEHHYIO JKEHIIMHY He Y HAaC OIHHX, a BCIOAY B 00pa30BaHHBIX CJIOSX, JIEKAT B

3HAYNUTEJIFHOM CTEIIEH! B 3TOM ,I[O6pOBOHBHOM H3BPAIICHUHN )KXCHCKOT'O OpraHu3Ma 1 €ro HaBHa‘IeHI/Iﬂg.

Having published twenty issues of his Malen'koe pis'mo on various topics from
January to April in the new year of 1890, Suvorin announced that he was going to stand
in for Viktor Burenin (who was making a trip abroad), to preserve the continuity of his
Friday Kriticheskie ocherki. Returning to the proven genre of the feuilleton — allowing
more scope for discussion — Suvorin took the opportunity to interpret the paradoxical
Tolstoyan preaching of chastity for both men and women outside and even inside
marriage.lo Suvorin’s reflection upon this issue lasted for six weeks and resulted in eight
full length feuilletons, thus presenting what is the longest piece in his journalism apropos
‘the woman/sexual question’.

In his first two feuilletons entitled Mnogozhenstvo ili edinozhenstvo?'' Suvorin
insists on premarital chastity for young people of both sexes and also argues in favour of
a ‘proper and hygienic marital life’. According to Suvorin, chastity has its grounds in
Darwin’s theory: ‘Knowledge and science advocate continence and a rational compliance
with nature’s laws; if these laws are broken, mankind degrades, gets neurotic, feeble-
minded, and invertebrate.” Suvorin continues with what seems to be a bold propaganda
move — by linking science and religion, he enhances his argument for an audience which
is religious en masse: ‘The Gospel preaching of marriage, of bodily purity and purity of
heart, are now confirmed in the light of science.” However, Suvorin’s next logical move
takes a gynophobic turn: within evolutionism he discovers the theory of ‘vital energy’
which he had adopted as early as the 1870s: ‘Herbert Spencer qualifies the energy spent
on vice as a useless discharge.” Suvorin makes his argument more accurate: ‘Affected by
sexual excess, man’s energy expires exactly when he needs it most.” Then he breaks into

a passionate misogynistic tirade showing who is to blame for the man’s wasted energy:

® Novoe vremia. 29.12.1889.

19 Apart from the book by P. Mgller, see the discussion of Tolstoy’s idea of ‘the radical chastity’ in:

A. Mandelker, Framing Anna Karenina: Tolstoy, the Woman Question, and the Victorian Novel
(Columbus, 1993), pp. 30-33; O. Matich, Erotic Utopia: The Decadent Imagination in Russia’s Fin de
Siecle (Wisconsin University Press, 2005), pp. 46-56.

" Novoe vremia. 13.04.1890; 20.04.1890. His title Suvorin borrowed from a Norwegian writer Bjgrnstjerne
Bjgrnson; see: P. Mgller, Postlude to the Kreutzer Sonata, p. 140.
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3.4  CrpaHHas Bellh: TOYHO KEHIIWHA U B CAMOM JIeJie MeIIaeT My)KIMHE, TOYHO OHA cTajla eMy Ha
MOpOTe U HE IAeT MOTHATHCS TYXOM, TOYHO MY)KYHHA, TOPABI CBOUM YMOM, CBOMMH JapOBaHUsIMH,
CBOVIMH CTPEMIICHHUSIMU, YyBCTBYET ceOsl IPUBA3aHHBIM K 3¢MJIC, K HU3MEHHOH MOIIIOCTH KCHIIHOIO.
<...> MHe BciomuHaeTcs BoipakeHre bajb3aka, KOTOPBIA CKa3all: «0JHa HOUHASI OPTUSl C >KEHIIMHON
OepeT CTONBKO CHJI, YTO MX XBATHIIO OBl HA LENbIH TOM». <...> MyXYnHa HE MOXKET HE CO3HABATH, YTO
BBICOKHUE IOJIBUTH U TIOMBICIIBI Pa30MBAIOTCS OT CONPUKOCHOBEHHS XKEHIIMH. <...> UTo paccmadnser

YeJI0OBEeKa, JeNIaeT ero MPa3aHbIM, BSJIbIM, HUUTOXXHBIM, 0€3BOJIBHBIM, CBSA3aHO C JKEHIMHOMN .

Suvorin enlists the support of a rather reputable authority: ‘...and one of the
greatest minds of our time, Schopenhauer, analysed woman with the cruelty of a
misogynist.” This same cruelty Suvorin finds in Tolstoy, as he writes about Tolstoy’s

development as a writer and compares him with Turgenev:

3.5 Typrenes pucyet J000Bb MATKAMH, TOITHYECKAMH KPAaCKaMH M 3aHIMAETCS MIPEUMYIICCTBEHHO
TEM BpEMEHEM, KOT/Ia OHA pa3BUBAETCA U pacTeT. <...> Y ToJcToro, HAaMPOTUB, BOIIPOC O CEMEWMHON KU3HU
Ha TIepeTHeM TUIaHe. <...> ToJcToi 6epeT ux [repoeB] IMEHHO B TO BpeMmsi, koraa TypreHes Opocaer <...>
Y HAYMHACT CBOM OCECTIOIIAIHBIN aHAIN3 UX KHU3HH, TOBOJS UX HHOTAA J0 Tpoda 3TOM Mpo3andecKoit
Tpomorw. Eciii BHUMaTEhbHO MPOCICIUTh COYMHEHUS TOJICTOr0, TO €0 UACH O JIFOOBU U Opake MOXKHO
1300pa3uTh JCHTO, I[BET KOTOPOM M3 PO30BOTO CTAHOBUTCS YEPHBIM [0 MEPE TOTO, KaK HAKOIUISIETCS Psi
rOJIOB JKU3HU aBTOPA, 3pEET €ro aHaIN3, U UCYe3aloT WUTo3uu. OH MaJlo IEP>KUT YUTATEIeH B 033U
TMOOBH, B €€ PagoCTaX <...> M Kak OyITO TOPOIUTCS OTPABHUTH €€ CTPATAHUSIMHE U TPOSIBICHISIMA

o 3
KNBOTHOH CTpaCTI/I] .

The entire history of civilisation was assessed in misogynistic terms in the next of
Suvorin’s feuilletons. Entitled Chto takoe romanticheskaia liubov'? it contained a critical
analysis of the book Romantic Love and Personal Beauty: Their Development, Causal
Relations, Historic and National Peculiarities by the American musician and critic,
Henry Finck. Following the author’s scheme, Suvorin traces the history of romantic love
from antiquity to modernity. He agrees with Finck’s argument that romantic love was
impossible in those societies when women were paternalized, as in Ancient Greece or in
Europe of the Middle Ages. However, Suvorin finds no other fault with paternalism and

even speaks of its benefits:

12 Novoe vremia. 20.04.1890.
P bid., 13.04.1890.
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3.6 A Bcs oTa [TpeKo-puMCKasi] KyJIbTypa, BCE 3TO BBICOKOE HAIPSKEHUE TBOPUECKOHN NeATEIHbHOCTH
<...> HapOJAWJIACh U BBIPOCIIA COBCEM 0€3 pOMAHTUIECKOW JTIOOBH, IIOYTH MTPH pabCTBE KEHINH, 0e3
BCSIKOTO MX Y4acTHs B 00IIeCTBEHHOM )u3Hu. JKeHIuHa pokaia, KOpMUIIa ICTEH, Besa JoMalllHee
XO3SHCTBO, <...> a BCE FOCYIapCTBEHHOE U OOIIIECTBEHHOE JIENI0, BCE TO, TIe TPEOOBAIACH BHICOKAS MBICIIb,

pa3ym, TaJIaHT, I‘eHHfI, HWHUIIMATHUBA, BLICOKOC UCKYCCTBO — BCC 3TO UCIIOJHWI OAUH MYXKYHHA...

In conclusion, he asks himself a question which enables him to return to the
painful subject of woman’s independence: ‘Has humankind advanced more since woman

14 For Suvorin, the answer is self-

liberated herself than it did while she was still a slave?
obvious: ‘Aspiring humankind is still too far from its ideal, and woman is still too far
from man. Women’s civilisation has not yet started.’

The book by Finck must have prompted Suvorin to consider this topic in the
Russian historical context. His next feuilleton was entitled Ocherk istorii russkoi
zhenshchiny,15 now after a book by the Russian historian, Serafim Shashkov. Having
mildly reproached the author — ‘“When you read historians of Russian womankind, you
notice that their goal is not history at all, but the promotion of liberal ideas’ — Suvorin
arrives at an optimistic conclusion: ‘On the whole, our history is not stained by any
particular hatred of women or by their enslavement.” Suvorin believes that Russians do
not shun romantic love, which originates with Zhukovskii and Pushkin and is primarily
rooted in countryside: ‘Pushkin’s Tat'iana, Turgenev’s Liza, and Tolstoy’s Natasha —
they are all product of the country life. <...> Even Moscow has figured as country rather
than city. The real city was Petersburg only.” However, the influence of the city on the

history of Russian womenfolk, in Suvorin’s opinion, had been a pernicious influence:

3.7 HeTep6ypr Havall B MICCTUACCATHIX Irogax U KJICBETbI HA UCTOPUIO PYCCKUX KCHIIWH, U TOAHAI TaK
Ha3bIBACMEBIN JKCHCKHI BOIPOC. On MMPOBO3IJIaCUJII, YTO pyCCKas KCHIIINHA — pa6a, YTO OHA MPUHUKCHA,
OHa KyKJia, OHa JOJIKHA CO3HATh CBOM IIpaBa. (0] CEMBE, 0 KCHINMMHEC KaK MaTEpH, KaK xo3;n711<e, TOBOPHUIIOCH

C MPE3peHUEM U HETOI0BAaHHEM.

At a distance of three decades the liberation of women is seen by Suvorin as a

false step of History:

4 Novoe vremia. 4.05.1890.
5 1bid., 18.05.1890.
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3.8 TlosBuiack HEOOBIKHOBEHHAS ITyTaHMIIA B IOHATHAX U paBax. Hauanuck GuKTHBHBIE Opakw,
JIEBYILKH TOOEXKAIN OT POAUTENICH, HKEHBI OT MYKEH, MY»kKbsI OT XKeH... <...> CKOJIbKO TYT ObLIO Ipam u
cie3, CKOJIBKO pa3oyapoBanuii! <...> JlJisi 3TOro BpEeMEHHU €Ilie He HAacTalla HCTOPUS, HO KOT[a OHa

HaCTaHCT, €€ HCJIb34 6y;[eT yuTaTh 0€3 HCroaoBaHU4. ..

Now Suvorin changes his mind about women’s education, a cause which he
sincerely supported in the 60s; and his changed attitude is outwardly negative: °...the
other side of the coin [i. e. women’s education] was so ugly and the number of victims so
great that, on the whole, the effort was not worth these miniscule results; results which
might have been gained anyway and in a healthier form...” Suvorin’s inevitable corollary
is a claim regarding one supposedly disastrous outcome of women’s emancipation,
namely, the new sexual freedom allegedly enjoyed by women. Nearly a year prior to the
publication of Kreitserova sonata he comments on the female right to birth-control and
his argument comes very close to the text of Tolstoy’s novella. Tolstoy’s ideas are
congenial to Suvorin because he had found himself in a similar situation in his own

marriage:

3.9 TIlpaBo HacnaxaeHus 6e3 00s3aHHOCTEH 1 O3 JeTeid — BOT Ta MPOIOBEIb, KOTOpas TIoKa3aiach
YBJICKATEIbHOM TS JKEHIIKH, KOO OCYIIECTBICHHE 3TOTO Hcaa, T. €. HBMMCHHE JCTCH, IPUPaBHUBAIIO
KCHIIMHY K MY)KYHHE, 1a)Ke CTABHJIO €€ BBIIIC MYXXUYUHBI, T. €. CBOOOHEE €ro, OO MY)KUYHHA BCC-TAKH HE
MOT cCOpPOCHTE ¢ ce0st OpeMeHH padOoThI IS OAEPKAHKS CeOsI U CBOCH MOJIOBHHBI, a MMOJIOBHHA MOTJIA

16
TOJIBKO JIIOOUTH, JIIOOUTH U U3MEHSTH .

Suvorin does not openly confront Tolstoy’s idea of total asceticism; however, his
forecast for civilisation (seen through the lens of Darwin’s theory) is even more dreadful
and doom-laden than Tolstoy’s, and he finds it important to share this forecast with his

reader:

3.10 Ortcrona yxe HeajeKo 0 JaIbHEHIIero mara, Korjaa Opak MOKHO COBCEM HOOOKY, U HAYHETCS
HACTOSIIAs BPaX/a, ITOCIEIHAS BPaXK/ia 3a CYIIECTBOBAHUE MEXTy MYKYHHON M )KEHIIWHOW — W OHU
moenaT apyr apyra. [loatomy koraa ToscTOl TOBOPHT, YTO MHP MOYKET MIPEKPATUTHCS OT BO3ACPIKAHUS U
LEJIOMYAPHS, TO 3TO HE 0COOEHHO CTPAITHO: OH MPEKPATUTCS MUPHO H THXO. <...> Ho mpekpatutscs Bo

Bpaxkze, B 00ppOe 3a CyIIeCTBOBaHWE — JTO HEYTO BPOAE MPHUIIECTBUS AHTUXPHCTA.

' See Suvorin’s letters to his wife in 1885 (chapter. 2, p. 127).
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In 1872, while writing for Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti, Suvorin jocularly
predicted that women’s liberation would result in the fall of male civilisation and the
enslavement of men. But the current forecast seems to frighten him and, rather
unexpectedly, he suggests a way out, giving a last chance to women. Suvorin’s final
conclusion echoes Tolstoy’s treatise Tak chto zhe nam delat'? (1886) and like Tolstoy in
his closing passage, Suvorin addresses women, beseeching them to restrict their mission

to child bearing and rearing:

3.11 Mup crnacercs TOIO KSHITMHOIO, KOTOpast OyJeT UCIIOHATh O0KECKHE 3aKOHBI, a HE TOI0, KOTOpast
CTaHeT Npe3uparh UX 1 3a00TUTHCSI UCKIFOYUTENBHO 0 caMoii cebe. .. <...> Eciu Obl )KEHIUHBI MOHUMANN
BCE, UTO 3aKII0YaeTCs B JOMAIIHEH cdepe, HUKOTa Obl He MOTPeOOBaIM OHU TS ce0sl HUKaKOH pyron
cheprl nesaTenbHOCTH. <...> UTO OBI )KEHITMHA HU BBIIyMaa, 9To Obl OHa HU Mpowu3Bena B chepe

YMCTBCHHOT'O U apTUCTUYCCKOI'O TpyAa, BCC-TAKU JIyUIle ,ueTei/i OHa HHUYECTO HC BI)I,HyMaeT17.

Again, in his last feuilleton, Suvorin takes stock of women’s struggle for their
rights and does them an injustice, closing his eyes to the obvious achievements of
women’s emancipation. Implicitly, his only concern seems to be yet again, the ‘vital

energy’ which was wasted by women in their useless pursuits:

3.12 )KGHHH/IHLI " ACBYLIKU 60-x Toa0B, TAK MHOT'O KEPTBOBABLINEC coboro Ha aJITapb MOJUTUKHU U
AMypa, HC IMPOU3BEJIU PCHIUTCIBHO HUYCTO BBIAAOIICTOCA HU B JIMTCPATYPEC, HU B UCKYCCTBC, HU B HAYKC,
HHU B CBOCM BCPXOBHOM IIPU3BAHUM, T. €. HC POJAUIN HA OTHOI'O 3aMEYATCIIbHOTO Y€JI0OBCKA, HO, BEPOATHO,

MHOTO CJIa0BIX, HIYTOXHBIX ¥ OOJLHBIX JIFOICH, HUIMAJIO HE [yMasi O TOM, YTO OHHU B KaxJI0M peOeHKe

ITYCKaroT B MHUP LECIIbIC HOKOJ’ICHI/Iﬂlg.

Participating in a wide public discussion on public and personal morals, Suvorin
must have been aware of his role as the editor of a newspaper with the biggest print-run
in Russia. Assuming a serious moral responsibility for his ideas, he directly addresses his
readers, encouraging them to independent thinking but also offering them some discreet

and judicious guidelines:

"7 Cf.: ‘Such women who fulfil their mission [of child bearing and rearing] reign over men, and serve as a
guiding star to mankind; such women form the public opinion and prepare the coming generation; and
therefore in their hands lies the highest power, the power to save men from the existing and threatening
evils of our time. Yes, women, mothers, in your hands more than in those of anyone else lies the salvation
of the world.” (L. Tolstoy, Sobranie sochinenii, in 22 vol. (M., 1978-1985), vol. 16, pp. 392-393.)
Translated by A. Maude, in L. Tolstoy, What Then Must We Do? (OUP, 1950), p. 173.

'8 Novoe vremia. 25.05.1890.
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3.13 HecoMHeHHO, OJTHAKO, YTO CPEAHHN PYCCKHUH YEITOBEK PACIIPOCTPAHUIICS MO PYCCKOM 3eMIle,
pacnpocTpaHuics: pabOTHHK OJIC3HBIN, 3HAIOIINI LIEHY U CHITy HHTEJUTMICHTHOTO Tpyaa. <...> OH cTan
HEIOBEPYHBO OTHOCUTHCS K Pa3HBIM SIKOOBI OCCCTIOPHBIM MOJIOKCHUSM M YBICYCHUSAM HCTOPUICCKUM H
9KOHOMHYECKUM. <...> Pycckas MBICIIb OECCIOPHO HAYMHAST pab0TaTh CaMOCTOSTENBHO. <...> Ho B 3T0#

CpeﬂHeﬁ IIOJIOCE PYCCKOT0 CaMOCO3HAHUS <...> €IBa JIM CTAPbIC 3aBEThl TAPMOHHUYHO CJIIMJIUCH C HOBBIMH.

On the whole the debate around Kreitserova sonata had a conservative drift and
the tendency was to defend marriage as an institution, family values, and childbirth. In
his newspaper Suvorin also entreated the public to observe ‘old canons’ (starye zavety)
and what is more, he displayed his conservative views openly, without resorting to any
stylistic devices like irony. However, he is trying now to merge ‘old canons’ with new
ones, in effect he is attempting to modernize conservatism. It is obvious that Suvorin was
spurred by Tolstoy’s novella, but he must also have been influenced, if through a glass
darkly, by evolutionary theory of the time, and in particular by popularizations suggesting
‘degeneration’ of the human race; the latter interpreting sexual dissipation as a sign of
‘degeneration’."” Accordingly, if tortuously, women’s emancipation which seems to
ensure sexual freedom for woman, is presented by Suvorin as an abnormal phenomenon.

Pursuing his conservative line, Suvorin welcomed to Novoe vremia one of the
most odious of Russian journalists, Aleksandr D'iakov (pen-name Zhitel’), and allowed
full newspaper space for his misogynistic attacks. As Aleksandr Amfiteatrov commented,
‘he [D'iakov] was an extremely difficult person, morbidly suspicious, bitterly
quarrelsome, ridden you might almost say by some kind of psychosis and sometimes
insufferable.’®® In 1891, D'iakov published a collection of his feuilletons from Novoe
vremia as a book entitled Nashi damy, and even in his obituary critics could not find a

good word for him:

3.14 Eme Gonbiie 03100J€HUS M CTPACTHOCTH <...> JIBSIKOB BBICKAa3aJl, KacasCh BOIIPOCA O PA3IOKCHUH
ceMbu. <...> JKutenpb 00JIM4aeT COBPEMEHHYIO PYCCKYIO JKEHILMHY, OOBHHSIS €€ B POJAKHOCTH, B HKaK/IE

HU3MCHHBIX HaCHa)K,HeHPIfI, B HCBECPHOCTU MYXKY U B OCCUYUCIIEHHOM MHOKECTBE IIOPOKOB. <...> Tpe6ys{

" Besides Darwin and Spencer, whom Suvorin quotes in his feuilletons, he also kept in his private library
the books by B. A. Morel (Traité des dégénérescences physiques, intellectuelles et morales de l'espece
humaine et des causes qui produisent ces variétés maladives, 1857), as well as by H. Maudsley whose book
Organic to Human: Psychological and Sociological was published in Russian in 1886 under the title
Nasledstvennost' v zdorov'e i v bolezni.

LN Amfiteatrov, ‘Anton Chekhov i A. S. Suvorin: Otvetnye mysli’, in Zhizn' cheloveka, neudobnogo dlia
sebia i dlia mnogikh (M., 2004), p. 471.
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0€3yCIIOBHOI BEpHOCTH W TIOKOPHOCTH OT JKEHBI, OH HE IPEIBABIIUT HUKAKUX TpeOOBaHUH K MyXKY, a Ha

BCSIKOE TIPOSIBJIICHUE )KEHCKON CaMOCTOSITENHHOCTH [[pIKOB CMOTpEI KpaiiHe HO,Z[OBpI/ITCHBHOZI.

Suvorin also discussed Kreitserova sonata with Chekhov. He even wrote
Chekhov’s immediate reaction to the novella down in his notebook: ‘This is so good that

I shall definitely marry — to kill my wife. >

However, having visited Sakhalin, Chekhov
changed his view on Tolstoy’s piece: ‘Before my trip Kreitserova sonata was a great
event to me, but now I find it ridiculous and incoherent. Either I have grown up after the
trip, or have gone mad — God knows which!"?

In the meantime, Tolstoy received countless responses to his novella, as well as
requests to clarify his position. For this purpose, he wrote Posleslovie k Kreitserovoi
Sonate, which was published together with his novella in the 13" volume of his collected
works. Suvorin, now able to discuss the novella openly, dedicated his Malen'koe pis'mo
No LIV to it. Tolstoy’s new piece, in which the writer identifies Pozdnyshev’s ethics with
his own views, gave rise to bewilderment on the part of Suvorin and to a rejection of the
work: ‘To begin with, why did he write it at all? <...> To clarify Kreitserova sonata and
to make it more influential? But I really think that Count Tolstoy has achieved the
opposite effect.”

Providing his readers with a summary of Posleslovie, Suvorin openly repudiates

Tolstoy’s idea of radical chastity, now considering sexual love as a saving grace for

humankind. Like Tolstoy, he draws his counter-arguments in the religious doctrine:

3.15 Ecnu B OCHOBE XpUCTHAHCTBA JIGKHUT JIFOOOBB K OJIMIKHEMY, JTFOOOBB K JIFOJSIM, TO HE MOXKET JISKATh
B HEM OTYasHHE 34 POJI YEJI0BEYCCKHUN. A JOIMyCKasi, 4TO M0JI0Bas JIF0OOBb €CTh MaJCHHUE, IPEX,
OTCTYIUICHHUE OT XPUCTHAHCKOTO YUCHHUS, HAIO MOMYCTUTh, YTO XPUCTOC COBEPIICHHO OTYANBAJICS 32
YeIIOBEYECTBO M HE BHICI JJIsl HErO APYrOro MyTH, KpOME CaMOYHHUTOXKeHHs. S He Mory cebe
MPEJCTaBUTh HA YYBCTBOM, HU PACCYIKOM, YTO XPHUCTOC SIBUJICS HA 3EMJIFO JUIS TOT'O, YTOOBI CKa3aTh

JIIO5M, yTOOBI OHHM KaK MOKHO CKOpEC MOMOIJik ApYyT APpYTry YHUUYTOXKUTHCA. ..

2L P1. Krasnov, ‘Satirik nravov (A. D'iakov)’, in Trud: Vestnik literatury i nauki, 28 (1895), pp. 213-214.
** L. Gitovich (author and complier), Kratkaia letopis’ zhizni i tvorchestva A. P. Chekhova, in
www.chekhoved.com/biblio?chapter=2625247

* A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 4, p. 147. Letter of 17.12.1890.

* Novoe vremia. 5.02.1891.
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On the whole, Suvorin is greatly disappointed in the Posleslovie, because like
many others, he tends to distinguish between Tolstoy as a writer and Tolstoy as a

thinker:>>

3.16 ...Bcs moBecTbh Ka3anach MHE HIEIEBPOM IO GOpME | 1O COACPKaAHMIO. S IyBCTBOBAN BCIO TY
mpaBay, KoTopyro [103AHBIIIEB TOBOPHUT O BOCTIMTAHWH, O JKEHIIMHAX, 0 Opake. <...> Ho, 9yBcTBYs 3Ty
(hakTHUYECKYIO TIpaBIy, Nake MOPAKEHHBIN €10, 51 OTMETAIl Bce KpaitHue BeIBOABI [1o3aHbImIeBa... 1 BOT
BIpyr Toncroit noarBepxkaaet ceouM «IlocnecnoBuemM» MHeHHe apxuenuckona Hukanopa, 4To aBTop
«KpeiinepoBoit conatsl» «Biaraet emy ([103HBIIICBY) B yCTa HE YTO HHOE, KAK CBOM BO3JIIOOJICHHBIC,

HU3BCCTHBIC TOJICTOBCKUEC UJCH. . .»

Suvorin reproaches Tolstoy for associating himself with his protagonist, but he

refuses to concede that his novella could have biographical features:

3.17 Astop «KpelitiepoBoii cOHaThI» — CYACTIIMBEUITHI YEJIOBEK HE MIOTOMY TOJBKO, YTO BHICOKO CTOUT
cpeau MUPOBBIX MTUCATENIEH, HO U IOTOMY, YTO CeMEeiHas HU3Hb €ro OJIHa U3 cuacTiauBermux. JKenats
OOJIBIIIEC CYACThS, YEM OH BCETa €ro UMel, ObUIO ObI OECCOBECTHO, IO KpaHEl Mepe, ¢ TOUKU 3PCHUS
cpenunero yenoBeka. M ecnu Toctoi TOBOPHT, 4TO Opak ecTh MaJicHUE YEIOBEKa, 4To Oe30pauune u
YHUUTOXKEHUE POJa YEIOBEUECKOTO SIBJISIETCS BBICILIUM HIE€AJIOM YEJIOBEKa, TO EMY PEIIMTEIbHO HUKTO HE

MOBEPHUT. ..

In fact, Suvorin was well received in Tolstoy’s house and was likely to know what
was going on in Tolstoy’s family behind the facade. Still it is not quite clear why he
chose to widely advertise Tolstoy’s family happiness.”® Perhaps Suvorin was, after all,
insufficiently informed about Tolstoy’s family situation, but what seems to be more
probable it that it was more important for Suvorin to cultivate Tolstoy’s image as the
head of a quintessentially patriarchal landed family, which is happy by definition and

which he had so ardently defended in his recent feuilletons.

* Suvorin insisted on this distinction more than once: *...for me as for the Russian people en masse, he
[Tolstoy] seems to be admirable and pleasing not as a religious preacher but as a great artist’ (Novoe
vremia. 8.03.1895).

*% On biographical features of the novella see D. Rancour-Laferriere, Tolstoy on the Couch, pp. 190-191;
V. Zhdanov, Liubov'v zhizni L'va Tolstogo (M., 1993), p. 206; W. Shirer, Love and Hatred: The Troubled
Marriage of Leo and Sonya Tolstoy (London, 1994), p. 129; L. Smoluchowski, Lev and Sonya: The Story
of the Tolstoy Marriage (New York, 1988), p. 155. In 1892, insulted by her husband’s piece, Sofiia Tolstaia
wrote a novella Ch'ia vina? Po povodu ‘Kreitserovoi sonaty’.
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Chekhov rejected Posleslovie too, but unlike Suvorin, he had no doubts that

Tolstoy drew his material from his family life:

3.18 ToncToit 0TKa3bIBAET YEIOBEUECTBY B OecCMEpPTHH, HO, 00kKe MO, CKOJIBKO TYT JimaHOTro! S
TPEThEro IHS uuTal ero «IlociecioBue». YOeHTe MeHs, HO 9TO TUIyIlee U AyIIHee, YeM «IIuchma K

ryGepHaropie» [mucsMa [orons k A. O. CMupHOBO#-Poccet], KOTOpbIE 5 IPe3Uparo” .

As it can be seen from their correspondence, no further discussion of Kreitserova
sonata followed. However, Suvorin must have agreed with Chekhov and intended to take
his disagreement with Tolstoy even further: some newspaper proofs survive, in which
Suvorin dubs Kreitserova sonata as ‘a cry from Tolstoy’s own heart and from his own
weakened body.” He no longer considers Kreitserova sonata as an original and novel
piece, because ‘one can find similar ideas in certain sects without so much as leaving
Moscow.’ 2 Still, Kreitserova sonata did Suvorin a good turn, since it allowed him to
enlighten the mass reader on a number of important moral issues as well as to observe
what are, arguably, certain extremes in Tolstoy’s philosophy. However, Suvorin refused
to disseminate his ideas any further and turned down the offer, made to him by Vladimir

Chertkov, to publish his feuilletons as a book:

3.19 Br1 m006e3H0 NPeaToKUIN H3AaTh HECKOJIBKO MOMX CTaTeEK, B KOTOPHIX Sl TOBOPIO O IIEIOMYIPHUH.
51 He cYMTAal0 UX CTOSLIMMHE OT/ICIBHOTO M3aHus. Kpome Toro, mo mMepe mo3aHero, K COXaaeHHIo,
3HAKOMCTBa C UCTOPUEH XPUCTUAHCTBA, 51 HAXOXKY, YTO BOIPOC LIETOMYAPHS TAKOH e CIOKHBIN U

HEepa3peImnMBbIii BOIPOC, KaK BOIPOC O HapcTBUH HeOecHOM. KTO MOXKeT mpon3BOIUTH 3I0POBHIX AETEH,

TOT Aa OPOU3BOJAUT UX, HUMAJIO HE CMYIIAACh, U J1a BOCIIUTACT U3 HUX XOPOIIUX rpamaHzg.

§2
There is reason to assume that Kreitserova sonata affected Suvorin deeply and that, under
the influence of that dark novella, he found similarities in his own family life. His
depression was noticeable to people around him, particularly to Sofiia Smirnova-

Sazonova. Their friendly relations resumed after a short break:

*’A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 4, p. 277. Letter of 8.09.1891.

28 Op cit.: E. Dinershtein, A. S. Suvorin: Chelovek, sdelavshii kar'eru (M., 1998), p. 200.

¥ RGALI F. 552, op. 1, ed. 2657. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k V. G. Chertkovu. L. 16-160b. Letter of
5.07.1892.
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3.20 Bcerpernina va HeBckom CyBoprHa, ¢ KOTOPBIM MBI HE BUIETHCH HECKOJIBKO JIeT. OH TOJIBKO 4TO
BepHyJcs u3 Peopocuu, )Kanyercsi Ha CKyKY, Ha OJIBIIIKY, Ha TO, YTO KO BCEMY PaBHOAYIIEH. <...>

HpOIIIaf[CI), MOBTOPUJI MHE OIIAATH, YTO COXPAHACT 000 MHE caMble JIyqiaue BOCHOMI/IHaHI/IﬂSO.

Suvorin tried to dispel the gloom by writing. As always, he shared his ideas with

Chekhov, who was ever willing to comment and encouraged Suvorin to continue:

3.21 Hanpacuo Bsl Opocuin Mapuny MHuAIIEK; U3 BCeX HCTOPUIECKUX OJISIMINEK OHA €1Ba JI HE camast
KOJIOPHTHAS. A 4TO KacaeTcs ee OTHOIICHHS KO BCEMY PYCCKOMY, TO Belb Ha 9TO Ha4XaTh MOXKHO. Pycckue
caMmu 1o cebe, a OHa cama 110 cebe, Ja U CIIMITKOM OoHa 0aba 1 Mellka, 9TOOBl IPHIaBaTh 3HAUCHHE €€

BO33pEHUAM" .

This idea of casting an exceptional woman as a protagonist, discussed between the
two, evolved into the play Tsar' Dmitri Samozvanets i tsarevna Kseniia. It was
documented by Smirnova-Sazonova in her diary: ‘[Suvorin] was talking to [Mariia]
Ermolova about his newly conceived play, Samozvanets.’”> However, the play was put
aside for a few years, since it required a thorough study of the relevant historical period.
Another Suvorin’s project proved to be more urgent. An idea of this project can be
glimpsed from his long feuilleton Nasha poeziia i belletristika, in which he critically

analyzes the entire Russian literature of the day:

3.22 Yro 3a repou U TepOUHH Y HAIIMX mucareiei? <...> Huuero HOBOro He BCTPETHINb, BCE TOTYIKH Ha
cTapbli J1aj. <...> bemeTpucTsl NpocTo HE 3HaAIOT MHOTO TAKOTO, YTO 3HATh UM cienyert... Hayka
(U3NOTIOTHH, TATOJIOTHH, ICUXOJIOTHH OCTACTCS MM HEM3BECTHA. .. <...> Mup 60JIe3HEHHO-HPaBCTBEHHBIX
SIBJICHUH, CTPAHHBINA, Pa3HOOOPA3HBII MHUp HAIIUM OeJIIETpUCTaM <...> MaJIO U3BECTeH <...>. To, uTo
HayKa IpH3HAJIA yKe He IPeApacCyAKOM HAPOTHBIM, HE IIYCTHIM CYEBEpPHEM, a NEHCTBUTEIHFHO
KI3HCHHBIM SIBJICHHEM, 00JI€3HEHHBIM WIIN BBI3BIBAEMBIM OCOOCHHBIM CBOWCTBOM YEJIOBEYECKOM MIPHPOIBI
(TUITHOTH3M, BHYIIICHHE U MPOY.), <...> Y OCIUIETPUCTOB MPOAOIDKACT OBITh MPEIPACCYIKOM, U OHH

33
YIIPAXHAIOTCA B HACMCILKAaX HaJd HUM .

This feuilleton was seen as a literary manifesto of sorts. According to certain

modern researchers, ‘it was a benchmark for naturalistic literature, just as Merezhkovskii

% OR IRLI. F. 285. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. Ed. 18. L. 382. Entry of 20.10.1890.
1 A. Chekhov, PSSP. P, vol. 3, p. 291. Letter of 25.11.1889.

3 OR IRLI. F. 285. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. Ed. 18. L. 96. Entry of 9.02.1891.

3 Novoe vremia. 11.05.1890.
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will soon have defined the objectives for modernistic literature (italics are the author’s —
0. M.).** Suvorin suggested some ideas for renovating literature, one of them being his
advice to authors ‘to choose a certain corner as a speciality and to try to become if not a
master, then at least a good worker in it.’

It appears that Suvorin himself had chosen one of those corners and had decided
to contribute to literature by plunging into ‘the world of morbid moral phenomena.’
Picking up the fashionable literary ideas of the closing 19" century, Suvorin sat down to
write a short story with a relevant title: ‘V kontse veka (Fin de Siéecle)’. This formula was
in the air and, indeed, had already served as a title for Dmitrii Merezhkovskii’s poem
Konets veka; by that very time his collection of poems was at Suvorin’s printing house.
(Suvorin took a keen interest in Merezhkovskii and regarded him with favour, while in
Novoe vremia, Viktor Burenin, Aleksandr D'iakov and Fedor Bulgakov methodically and
ruthlessly attacked both Decadence and Symbolism with their scathing satire.>)

Suvorin’s story, while still a manuscript, was read by Chekhov. In his letters to
the author, he analysed the story very thoroughly and suggested improvements. Initially,
co-authorship was considered: “You said that we would write the story together. If this is
the arrangement, then do not finish it and leave a little bit for me.”*® Assessing the story,

Chekhov did not stint on praise and even advised the author to build on his success:

3.23 Teneps s noHumaro, nouemy Brl roxo criure mo Hodam. Ecim Obl 51 Hamucasm Tako# pacckas, To He
cnai Obl IecsITh HOYCH oAps. <...> M cTpamiHo, i CO CHUPUTH3MOM COTJIacHO. <...> Mnues pacckasza
XOpoIIIa, copepkanue (PaHTACTUYHO U MHTEPECHO. BBl HAMMIIKTE NECATOK TAKUX CTPAIIHBIX PACCKA30B,

o 37
BBIMJCT KHUXKKA, KOTOpas HC 3aJICKUTCA .

The story was published in the Christmas issue of Novoe vremia on December

25™ 1891 as ‘a Christmas tale’ aiming not only to attract as many readers as possible but

¥ See: Russkaia literatura rubezha vekov (1890-e — nachalo 1920-kh godov), ed. by V. Keldysh at al.
(M., 2000), book 1, p. 229. The authors mean a lecture by D. Merezhkovskii ‘O prichinakh upadka russkoi
literatury’ (26.10.1892, 8.12.1892), which was later published as a book O prichinakh upadka i o novykh
techeniiakh russkoi literatury (January 1893).

35 On relations between Suvorin and Merezhkovskii see, for example, E. Dinershtein, A. S. Suvorin:
Chelovek, sdelavshii kar'eru, pp. 367-371.

% A. Chekhov, PSSP. P., vol. 4, p. 308. Letter of 30.11.1891. The end of the story written by Chekhov and
offered to Suvorin in his letter of 13.12.1891 is missing.

A, Chekhov, PSSP. P., vol. 4, p. 323. Letter of 13.12.1891; P. 329. Letter of 15.12.1891.
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also to shock them. And indeed, Suvorin obtained the desired effect. A day after, the

famous artist I1'ia Repin hastened to share his opinion with the author:

3.24 Buepaurnss noBecTs ® Ballla MPOM3BOUT CHIIbHOE BrieuaTneHue. TyT MHOTO XyI0KECTBEHHOCTH,
ITyOWHBI MBICTH U 1yBCTBa. [1o G0raTcTBYy CHTyaIHid, 10 N3SIIECTBY 3Ta BEIb BBIJIACTCS U3 COBPEMEHHOM
JIUTEPaTypHl. <...> TOJIBKO 51 HE BHIHOIIY TOW IepeMecH (haHTaCTHYECKOTO C peajbHbIM. .. <...> W, MHe
KaxkeTcst, Bl yMbllIeHHO, 0 KakoMy-To npuHuuny (fin de siecle) neperuieraere To cepbe3Hoe, rirybokoe
YyBCTBO MPaB/bl ’KU3HU, KOTOPEIM BbI mosHbI, Bbl 3aBepThIBaeTE €r0 B U3HOIIEHHBIE IOXMOThS
poMaHTHU3Ma. DTH KOT1a-TO MPEKPaCHbIE MATEPUU HUKOI'0 YXKe Telepb He MpenblIatoT. Pazse TONbKO UTO
MEpEKpaIICHHBIC B MOJHbIC [[BETA HEOOBIKHOBECHHBIX OTTEHKOB, B [laprke, OHM HOSBIIINCE Ha IIeYax

3
JACKaJICHTOB 9.

In principle, the Christmas tale genre suggests a mixture of fantasy and reality,
although Suvorin’s story, which has no happy ending, exceeds the conventional limits of
the genre and delivers what has been termed ‘its antagonistic variety’*’: the tale is dark
and ends tragically. Repin, however, a profound realist himself, was quick to spot
artificiality in all those fantastical, mystical and even gothic twists of plot which pervade
the story. The rich decadent setting employed was needed to construct the protagonist,
Varvara Sergeevna Murina, and Suvorin now continued to examine his favourite type, the
so-called ‘odd woman’, under the cover of mysticism.

Indeed, Varia is a visionary with strong spiritual talents, expelled from a convent
‘on suspicion of being possessed’ and believed by peasant women to be a witch. She
communicates with her guardian angel, eavesdrops on conversations of the dead at a
cemetery and is able to separate from her astral body; she also has a suicidal propensity
and mood swings amounting to hysterical fits. When she first meets the other protagonist,

Andrei Mikhailovich Vitalin, he is greatly attracted:

3.25 Bapenbka eMy upe3BbIYaiiHO OHPaBHUJIACH M NIOKA3aJ1ach AEBYIIKOW U3 psiJia BOH 110 MY,
00pa30BaHUIO0, OPUTMHAIBHOCTH, HE3aBUCUMOCTH B3IJIAJ0B M yBIEKAaTEIbHOMY KpacHOpeunro. OHa 3Hana
00TaHHKY, OTJIIMYajIa Te0JOTNIECKUE IUIACThI, MHOTOE 3HA/Ia U3 aCTPOHOMHH, XMMHUH, TIHCaJIa CTHXH, B

KOTOPBIX He OBLIO HU CJI0BA O JIIOOBU, HO MHOTO O TIPUPOJIE, O Hebe, O TF0OBHU K YETIOBEUECTRY.

* The story makes up 13 full newspaper columns (or nearly two pages), comprises 8 chapters and can be
regarded as a novella.

* 1. Repin, Pis'ma k pisateliam i literaturnym deiateliam: 1880—1920 (M., 1950), pp. 84-85. Letter of
26.12.1891.

40 See: E. Dushechkina, Russkii sviatochnyi rasskaz: Stanovlenie zhanra (SPb, 1995), pp. 142-149.
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Vitalin, a tall and handsome blond of high administrative rank, is 35 years of age,
but already, despite his surname suggesting ‘vitality’, is depicted as a man ‘with a tired
face and an absentminded look’. He is exhausted by life and by women: ‘he had lost
count of his loves, and the longer he lived, the easier it was for him to start an affair.’
However, having fallen ‘madly’ in love with Varia and seeking reciprocity, Vitalin meets

resistance:

3.26 O Opaxe oHa TOBOpHJIA C HEHABUCTHIO U KJISTACh, YTO HUKOTAa HA OJIMH MY>KYUHA HE OyJIeT UMETh
YECTH Ha3bIBATHCS HU €€ MYXKeM, HU ee JII0OOBHUKOM. Bosiblie ApyK0bl OHa HUYEro HE MOXKET JaTh, Aa
4TOOBI U B IpYk0€ TJ1aBEHCTBOBAJIA OHA, TIOTOMY YTO OHA CYMTACT ce0sl yMHEE BCEX MY)KUUH W IPU3BaHA

COBCPULIUTH YTO-TO HEOOBIKHOBEHHOE U BEJIHKOE.

Varia fails to explain what her mission amounts to, but she has no doubts: ‘A
woman ought to rule the world.” However, in a short while and with a full measure of

banality, she falls into a trap set by Vitalin:

3.27 VYBuues, 4TO HUKakue cOOIa3HBI HE ICHCTBYIOT Ha BapeHbKy, 4TO 0 Opake oHa M TyMaTh HE XO4eT,
OH B OJIHY U3 T€X MHHYT, O KOTOPBIX TOBOPHUTCSI, YTO YEJIOBEK HE BiafieeT COO0M, BOCMOIB30BAIICS PaBaAMU

OJIM3KOTO YeNioBeKa U Apyra, M BapeHbka crajna ero Jr000BHUIICH.

For Varia, the aftermath of this love affair proves catastrophic, since her virginity
had figured, in her own mind heretofore, as a token of her great mission. Vitalin notes the
change in Varia: ‘She could no longer sing, her ability to mesmerize was gone, she was
no longer the restless person of old, she had lost interest in everything that excited her
earlier.’

Varia’s condescension as regards men turned into hatred: ‘I am pure bitch. If I
could, I'd just wipe men out. I'd use a gun on the lot of you!..” Varia parts with Vitalin
without regret and leaves for Nancy and then for Paris, to study hypnotism at Jean-Martin
Charcot’s clinic. She returns to Saint Petersburg as ‘half actress, half cocotte’ and enjoys
success in high society. Vitalin fails to restore his relationship with her, because she
attempts to fulfill her great mission in a radically new way: she evolves ‘a brave plan to
become the wife or lover of a powerful and tremendously rich man and to direct his
activities for the benefit of the people and enlightenment.” At the same time, Varia suffers

from her sinful life, and when she sees Vitalin, she shares her indignation with him:
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3.28 Mprl aukue u momibie... ECTh ceMbsi, MBI €10 HE 3aHUMAaeMCsl, HET CEMbH — MBI yCTpanBaeM ceode
CEMBIO 13 JIIOOOBHUKOB M BCSIKOW HUYETO HE JCJIAoNIeH M CKyJaromen apsiau. <...> S He xouy atoro. nun

000 MHE CTaHyT KpHYaTh 110 BCEMY MUY, WIIH 5 YMpY...

Having finished her passionate speech, Varia leaves Vitalin’s flat ‘without
shaking his hand.” In a few hours, he gets the message that she ‘is dying.” Rushing to her
flat, Vitalin finds her wounded; to his question: ‘Who shot you?’ she replies: ‘It was
you’. Investigators cannot determine whether they are dealing with an attempted murder
or with an attempted suicide, because Varia refuses to answer questions, and Vitalin
becomes a suspect. Vitalin’s boss, a minister, has to interfere to hush up the affair. A year
having passed, Vitalin finds out that Varia, since decamped, has died abroad, allegedly of
consumption. He tries to distract himself by taking up Spiritism and involves himself in
numerous love affairs. Eventually he chooses his boss’s daughter, Natasha, and decides
to marry her. Natasha, who knows about his affair with Varia, feels sorry for Vitalin:
‘That strange and wild woman, who died under suspicious circumstances, couldn’t
understand and appreciate him, she did nothing but exhaust him.’

Equally suspicious things begin to happen to Vitalin. He is visited by a ghost, ‘a
small lady in black,” who roundly accuses him: ‘You loved too much, too much... You
will pay for that. <...> I shall take your life, like you took mine.” Vitalin is having
auditory hallucinations; then a book he is reading is mysteriously replaced with a
different book; finally Varia comes to him in a dream as a spectre and tells him the story
of her murder. She was shot, it now appears, by her cousin Murin, ‘a pure and loving
person’ (studying to become a priest), who had lost hope of saving her from her wanton
life. The wound was not in fact life-threatening, but Varia, unable to overcome her ‘sinful
and mean intentions,” aggravates her wound and dies from complications. Varia tells him
that her death ought to lie heavy on his conscience, as he was guilty of her fall and had

delivered her to ultimate perdition:

3.29 Twol B3s1 MeHS OOMaHOM U CHJIOIO, KOTJa 51 He JyMaJja o JIIOOBH... <...> Bo MHe nexxanu npyrue
BEJINKUE CHUJIbI, U OHHM POCIH AJist Oyiara jtosieit. .. 51 Obiia Obl TAKOIO KEHIIMHOMN, KaKHUe POXKIAI0TCS

BEeKaMU, U THI YOI BO MHE TH BEJIHKHE CIJIBI, pa30yIiB, pa3BUB BO MHE CTPACTh, KOTOPas TOTIIOTHIIA UX.
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Finally, Varia attempts to strangle Vitalin and he wakes up in horror. A little later,
he receives a parcel with ‘a beautifully crafted’ female skeleton and beneath it finds a
letter from Varia. Having repeated her accusations — ‘I was born to make the world
happy, but you took everything from me and you took everything from yourself” — and
having called him a coward, she suggests that he put her skeleton in his bedroom. Vitalin
follows her request in order to test his courage. The skeleton watches Vitalin and Natasha
making love and comes to life, gaining flesh everywhere except on its hands which
remain ‘bony limbs, ugly pendants.” Having given Vitalin a good whack on his head with
the bony pendant, Varia takes him to the frozen Neva River. Suddenly, she grows ‘long
white wings’*' and crying “You are a nothing, a nothing!” she flies away, ‘quicker than
the wind.” Chasing her, Vitalin disappears without trace.

In the abstract then, the public was again presented, now in colourful gift
wrapping, with a ‘conservative’ set of views on woman’s place in a man’s world. An
extraordinary woman, who thought that she was destined to make the world happy,
succumbs, predictably, to carnal desire and turns into an ‘ordinary wench’. She rejects
marriage (the only path to salvation, according to Suvorin), whilst the alternative,
existence as ‘an educated cocotte’, drives her to suicide. Suvorin clearly indicates that a
woman’s ambition to surpass a man is entirely fatal. For all the heroine’s talents, any
sympathy for her on the author’s part is difficult to detect, although he allows her revenge
upon Vitalin for the ‘taking of her virtue’ and she drowns him in the Neva. The decadent
setting of the story seems to overshadow its moral, although a new topic, that is of female
chastity, begins to show, obviously prompted by the debate around Kreitserova sonata.

Suvorin followed Chekhov’s advice to continue his writings on unusual subject-
matter of this kind and recycled this particular short story of 8 chapters into a novel of
21 chapters. Entitled V kontse veka, it was published in installments in the Saturday
supplement to Novoe vremia appearing over three months, from December 12" 1892 to
March 20™ 1893. As a result, a mystical short story was converted into a novel of ideas.

Suvorin’s cherished thoughts about the virtues of chastity and Christian marriage were

I Apart from ‘the lady in black’ and posthumous phantoms, clearly evoked by Turgenev’s novella Klara
Milich, Suvorin exploits another Turgenev image, namely, the mythical winged woman Ellis, from the
novella Prizraki (1864), and what is more, does so for the second time: initially, he had used it in his
feuilleton Neobyknovennoe puteshestvie (1875), borrowing Ellis to travel around Europe and to visit
historical spots and famous personalities.
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put into the mouth of a priest to be, Aleksei Vladimirovich Murin, and fortified with
extended quotes from Plato, Tertullian, St John the Theologian, Blessed Jerome,
Friedrich Schleiermacher, David Friedrich Straus, Ernest Renan and others.

Chekhov, who was reading the novel as it appeared, encouraged the author with

great enthusiasm:

3.30 Bama noBecTh MHE ‘IpeSBLI‘lafIHO IMOoHpaBUJIACh. s mpodvei €€ B ABa MpUucecTa ¢ TEM BHUMAHNUEM U
HUHTEPECOM, C KAKUM YHUTAKOTCA OJAHU TOJIBKO 3aXBaThIBAIOIINEC BCIIIH. B Heli oueHb MHOTO CBCXKCI'0, HOBOI'o

1 4epTOBa NpOonacTb yMeHI/Iﬂ42.

However, moving from compliments to delicate criticism, Chekhov found some
faults in the novel composition: ‘It is obvious that you approached your novella at least
twenty times; it is like an even and picturesque road which is broken off by twenty
tunnels.”* Chekhov found the novel interesting exactly because in his mind, its purpose
was ‘to frighten the reader and to wreck the nerves.” For that very reason, he protested

against Suvorin’s attempts to weight his novel with moralizing:

3.31 [TIlepBas 9acTh 110 MOSBICHUS MOJ00T0 MyprHA TIOKa3anach MHE 3aMeUaTeNIbHOU 110

OpPUTHHAIBLHOCTH, U 51 4yTh HE 3apEBEII OT yXKaca, KOTia sIBUJICS IIEPKOBHUK MYPHH U CBOUM LIEIOMYIPUEM
HUKOMY HEHYKHBIM M HCUHTCPECHBIM, 3aCIIOHMJ U 3aTYMaHII 00pa3 TPEIIHOM, HO eJMHCTBEHHON B HaIICH
muteparype Bapu. <...> ...I{enomyapennsiit MypuH He KOJOPHUTEH, J1a U HE BEPUT €MY YUTATENb, TAK KaK
OH HHMYETO elle He UCIIBITANl U HE UMEET UCTUHHOTO MPEJICTABICHUS O IPeXe, a CTalo ObITh, U O CTPAIAHHH.

JIerko TOMy paccysKaaTh O HETOMYIPHH, KTO eIle HH Pasy He CIIai ¢ KeHmuHoH !

Chekhov suggested a radical amendment to the novel, namely an excision of the

character Murin, the preacher of chastity:

3.32 Tax BOT — Heub3s Jid BMecTo MypuHa BeinycTuTh Burtanuua? [Tycts Butanus B koHIe
3aCTPEIUTCS, HO 3TO BCe-Taku Jyuiie, ueM MypuH. [la Bel u camu uyBcTByeTe B MypuHe 4TO-TO HE TO, TaK
Kak pa3roBop ero ¢ Bapeii camoe HEMHTEpEeCHOE MECTO BO BCEH MOBECTH. .. <...> EMy He moBepAT, u Bcé

TO, 4TO OH FOBOPHT, OTHECYT K Baemy jKelaHmIO BHICKA3aThCs W puumyT Bam™.

2 A. Chekhov, PSSP., P., vol. 5, p. 89. Letter of 6.07.1892.
* Ibid., p. 90.
* Ibid., p. 89.
* Ibid., p. 91.
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Following Chekhov’s advice, Suvorin did excise ‘a tirade about Tolstoy’, but kept
intact Murin’s discourse on German theologians, which spanned two chapters. Suvorin
had thoroughly read up for his novel, and Smirnova-Sazonova documented this fact in
her diary: ‘Now he only reads philosophy and theology, Schleiermacher and someone
else. We talked about hypnotism, about miracles and mysteries. Suvorin does not believe
in God, but he believes in three candles.’*®

Suvorin’s contemporary, critic Akim Volynskii, treated Suvorin’s theological
studies and their reflection in the novel with irony: ‘This novel is not a novel, but some
learned treatise on a religious subject.”*’ On the whole, Volynskii concentrated on the

anti-Semitism in Suvorin’s novel and skipped the analysis of its artistic merits:

3.33 O camoM pomaHe MBI ckaxkeM HeMHOTO. ['. CyBopuH He 00J1a7jaeT TATaHTOM XyI0KHHKA B IIOTOMY
HEYAWBUTENBHO, YTO MPOU3BEICHHE €r0 HE OTIUYACTCS HUKAKMMHU CKOJIbKO-HUOY/Ib 3aMETHBIMH
OCIUICTPUCTHYCCKIMHU JOCTOMHCTBAMHU. <...> Bes CyTh poMaHa — B €r0 MHOTOYHUCIICHHBIX ITUTATaX U3
OTIIOB LIEPKBY, B TOW BEPEHUIIC UyAEC, KOTOPBIC MPOXOIAT MEPE] I1a3aMu YuTareis. [ MTHOTU3M,
JTyXOBHJICHHE, BO3BBIIICHHBIC PACCYKICHHS HA CEPhE3HBIC TEMBI — BOT YTO IPUIACT MUKAHTHOCTH HOBOMY

48
npousBeaenuto r. CyBopuHa .

However, researchers of subsequent centuries have managed to read some serious
religious ideas into the novel. For instance, Gennadii Shaliugin found an idealistic
interpretation of fin de siecle and its problems based on the ‘Tolstoyan-cum-evangelical
idea of “active love” as a road to world salvation,”* while Natalia Starygina discovered

‘a fictional implementation of the biblical motif “to fall in order to ascend.””*"

“ OR IRLL F. 285. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. Ed. 20. L. 477. Entry of 26.03.1892. See also a
later Suvorin’s confession in his Malen'koe pis'mo: ‘I am a poor Christian and perhaps not a Christian at all
(Novoe vremia. 26.02.1901.); Dmitrii Merezhkovskii recalled a somewhat heretical saying of Suvorin’s:
‘The Devil only knows whether God exists.” (Op. cit.: E. Dinershtein, 4. S. Suvorin: Chelovek, sdelavshii
kar'eru, p. 320.) In Russian folk belief, three candles lit together are endued with magical power. It seems
likely that the diarist is observing a contradiction of belief on Suvorin’s part in religious matters; moreover,
a contradiction which bears structural comparison to contradictions elsewhere in his system of beliefs.
<A, Volynskii>, ‘V kontse veka, liubov'. Roman A. S. Suvorina’, in Severnyi vestnik, 8 (1893), p. 74.

* Ibid., p. 75.

* See: G. Shaliugin, ‘A. P. Chekhov i “bol’shaia” gazetno-zhurnal'naia pressa 80-90-kh gg. 19 v.’: Dis. ...
kand. filol. nauk (M., 1979), pp. 179-184.

% See: N. Starygina, Russkii roman v situatsii filosofsko-religioznoi polemiki 1860—1870-kh gg (M., 2003),
pp- 328-331.
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Suvorin’s novel was also seen as a debate with the ideology of Turgenev’s novel
Nakanune, and specifically with its concept of female behaviour.”® According to Elena
Nymm, Suvorin contrasts Varia, who came to hate Vitalin after sex with him, with
Turgenev’s Elena Stakhova, who in the same sort of situation, only grew more confident
in her love for Insarov and followed him to Bulgaria. However, in this case the researcher
does not seem to consider the asymmetry of male characters: while Elena Stakhova says
‘Take all of me’ to her highly moral revolutionary hero, Varia almost by accident
becomes the victim of a worthless womanizer. It is also important that Varia’s high
mission does not suggest any male participation in whatever high project is attempted.

It is crucial to note, however, that none of the mentioned modern researchers has
read the novel to the end. They all deal with a version of the novel which was published
in 1893 as a book entitled V kontse veka, liubov' immediately after the newspaper
publication and fully duplicating it. In the newspaper version the novel ends as Varia,
recovering from a wound inflicted by a fanatic nun,”> goes abroad with her father.
Suvorin had not finished any of his plotlines, but yet again had simply interrupted or
relinquished his narration, although in this present case, he offered an explanation:
‘Editor’s note. Due to A. Suvorin’s departure abroad, a continuation of the novel V kontse
veka, which will form an independent section, is postponed until further notice.”>

Being the owner of the relevant publishing house and also of a print-shop, Suvorin
could apparently afford to issue his unfinished novel as a separate book. In 1893, the
novel came out in two identical editions, the second having a slightly modified title: V
kontse veka. Liubov'. On the whole, the novel saw six reprints, with the third, revised and

enlarged version appearing only in 1898; this subject will be further examined below.

§3
Patronizing Suvorin the writer, Chekhov also gave him a piece of medical advice: ‘I

would not recommend any remedy for boredom and a bad mood other than the writing of

> See: E. Nymm, ‘O literaturnoi pozitsii Suvorina’, in Russkaia filologiia (Tartu, 1999), vol. 10, pp. 79-85.
>* This scene is depicted by Suvorin with great vividness: the nun Serafima, sneaking into Varia’s room at
dawn, seems sexually attracted to her; in the event, she has a hysterical fit and, as if trying to exorcise some
devil which possesses Varia, attacks the unfortunate woman with a knife.

3 Novoe vremia. 20.03.1893. Cf. the entry in Suvorin’s diary of 19.03.1893: “Tomorrow, I am setting off
for Venice. My fellow traveller is Dmitrii Grigorovich’ (Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 109).
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plays and novellas.’”” However, depression was haunting Suvorin, and this was
documented by Smirnova-Sazonova: ‘Tonight at Suvorin’s. <...> Suvorin is in a state of
melancholy. <...> Suvorin says that I bear a strong resemblance to his first wife.””
Smirnova, whose marriage to Nikolai Sazonov was far from blissful, was willing to share

with Suvorin:

3.34 Ecnu Bei Oyznete He B nyxe u Oynere somars Mebelnb n Opocath Beliy Ha 11071, s Bam nomory. Takoe
HACTPOCHUE MHE TOXKE 3HAKOMO, HO OJIHOM KaK-TO COBECTHO IIPHUBOJUTH €0 B UCIIOJIHEHHE, a BABOEM
MOXHO. BooO11ie, Mex1y HaMH yIUBHTEIbHAs rapMOHUsL. S Tymaro, 4To HUKTO Bac Tak He moHUMaeT, Kak
s. Hegapom nama npy»x0a Beiiepkana 17-neTHee UCIIBITaHKE, | 51 UMEI0 OT Bac )KeTOH 3a J0JIT0JICTHIO

BEpHOCTB "
Suvorin’s diary also reveals his feelings:

3.35 Yro 370 32 KM3HB, KOTOPYIO 5 TpoBes? Best B mucanuu. biiectku cyacths, Aa 1 TO OOJIbLIE TOTO
CUaCThsl, KOTOPOE AAETCS YCIEXOM YIa4HON CTaTbH, yIAYHOM MbECHI, a IPOCTOTO HCTUHHOTO CYACThs,

CYaCTbS JTIOOBH, ITOUYTH HE OBLIO" .

As usual, Suvorin tried to dispel his gloom in foreign travel and most of the year
1893 he spent in Europe. But there he was also feeling unsettled and his diary notes are
punctuated with complaints about physical distress and loneliness. When in Milan,
Suvorin went to see a play by Henrik Ibsen The Master Builder. Leaving a note in his
diary, Suvorin clearly views Ibsen’s play through the prism of his own ideas regarding a
woman’s place in a man’s life and also, presumably, with his own personal experience

very much in mind:

3.36 Twunbpna — HEOOBIKHOBCHHAs JEBYIIKa. MHE KaxeTcsi, HOOOBIKHOBCHHBIC JICBYIIKH U JKCHIIUHBI
CYILECTBYIOT TOJBKO B pOMaHax U ApaMax. My»unHa-aBTOp UIIET BEYHO UACANIOB, XOUET “MOCTPOUTH”
JKCHIIMHY Ha CBOIO CTaTh, aTh €i yM, ()aHTA3HI0, KPBLIbS, HO B ICHCTBUTCILHON JKU3HU — CAMKH H
HHUYEro OOJbIle, TOJYNHEHHBIE CYIIeCTBA, KOTOPBIE CaMH MO cebe HMYTO FIIM OYeHb MaJlo, HO KOTOpBIE
HYXHBI JIJISl TOTO, YTOOBI BOOAYIIEBUTH MY)KUHHY, 1aTh €My OOIPOCTb, SJHEPTHIO U CIITY. DTO OHH JIENAIOT

TM000BBIO, CTPACTHIO; OHU YMEIOT BO30YKIaTh, HO HE YMEIOT JAEP)KaTh MYKIHUHY Ha BBICOTE, M TE

>* A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 5, p. 90. Letter of 6.07.1892.

> OR IRLI. F. 285. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. Ed. 22. L. 41, 42. Entry of 30.01.1893.
**RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 3754. Pis'ma S. I. Sazonovoi k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 69.

7 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 98. Entry of 8.02.1893.
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o 5
CPBIBAIOTCA C OTOU BBICOTHI, KAK COPBAJICA COHBHCC, Y TTOTHOAIOT 8.

As regards the heroine of his own novel, Suvorin experienced some difficulties
‘constructing’ her: ‘I do not know how to start the second part of my novel. All sorts of
ideas come up, but I don’t like any of them.”” Gathering material for his novel and being
seriously interested in ‘the world of morbid moral phenomena’, Suvorin, while in France,
visited Charcot’s neurology clinic at la Salpétriere: his diary contains a meticulous
description of a public demonstration of hypnosis and the treatment of hysteria. He was
also catching up with book news and took an interest in the novel L’Animal by a decadent
woman writer, Marguerite Eymery, who explored morbid sexuality under the pen name
Rachilde. In his diary, Suvorin copied out some quotes from the novel which he found

exceedingly bold:

3.37 ...Nulle luxure n’est ‘amorale’. Le contact de la peau désirante a un sens éthique: il n’y a pas de non
valeur intellectuelle dans la possession, mais elle touche a plusieurs joies de I’esprit. C’est pourquoi la

perversité m’est chere...”

On the whole, Suvorin did not like the novel because it encouraged carnal
pleasures; however, his concern is solely for men and, specifically, with the vexatious

business of conserving ‘vital energy’ which affects them:

338 B IMOPOKE MHOT'O MPEJICCTHU U YAOBOJILCTBUS, HO MOCICACTBUA OYCHb U3BECTHBI, U UX HUKTO HC
OTPHHECT. My)K‘lI/IH 9TO UCTOIIACT — CYyMAacCLICCTBHUEC, [[I/Ia6€TI/IKa, yaaphl. HpI/ISI)IBI)I K CJIa10CTPaCTUIO —
b0 YBJICYCHUS MOJIOAOCTH, 100 CIIACTOJIFOOUBEII HUHU3M CTApOCTH. Poman r-xu Pamnm,,u — IUIOXOH
pomaH, 1I10X0 HaHHC&HHHﬁ, HO y HEC camoi IIPOCTO BJICUCHHUEC NaBaTh CKOJBKO BJIC3CT, NJIU IPUATHBIC

BOCITOMHHAHHUS O TOM BPEMEHH, KOT/Ia XOTEJH, YTOOBI OHA nama.®!

%% Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 134. Entry of 27.04.1893. In 1895, Chekhov will catch up the
same idea in his short story ‘Ariadna’ putting his words in the mouth of his alter ego Shamokhin:

‘.. KEHIIMHA MaJIO-IIOMaJTy NCYE3aeT, Ha € MECTO CaIMUTCs IEpPBOOBITHAS caMKa. DTa OTCTaJIOCTh
MHTEJUIMTEHTHOH JKEHIIUHBI YTPOXKAET KYJIBTYPE CEpbe3HON OMAaCHOCTBIO; B CBOEM PErpeCCUBHOM
JIBIDKCHUH OHA CTapaeTcs yBIIeUb 3a COO0HM MYXUHMHY U 3aJIep>KUBaeT ero asrxenue suepen.’” A. Chekhov,
PSSP, S., vol. 9, p. 130. See English translation in Appendix, 3-36*. On reception of Ibsen in Russia see for
example: Ibsen, Strindberg, Chekhov, ed. by M. Odesskaia (M., 2007).

> Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 136. Entry of 29.04.1893.

% Ibid., p. 138. Entry of 5.05.1893.

%! Ibid., p. 139. Entry of 6.05.1893.
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In the meantime, just as Suvorin was going to reach the age of 60, what seems to
be a romantic episode occurred, but only some muted references remain in his diary. In
his notes related to his foreign travel initials ‘M. M.” are entered. Suvorin writes that he is
thinking about ‘M. M.’, that he is writing to ‘M. M.’; in the entry of 7.05.1893 the initials
are quoted next to the pecuniary sum of three thousand. One can assume that their
relationship, whatever it was in detail, was not developing smoothly, since at the same

time in his diary Suvorin kept insisting:

3.39 KenmmHy Hamo IepkaTh Ha U3BECTHOW HPABCTBEHHOH BBICOTE, MHAUE OHA IO CBOESH MpUpOIe
OBICTPO COCOOHA IPUHU3UTHCS U OpaTh YePT 3HACT YeM. BIIUSITh Ha )KEHIIHMHY, TOTAaKasi €€ MHCTUHKTaM,
HHYEro He CTOUT: OHA 3TO OBICTPO yCBaMBAET U IMOTOM TaK YAMBUT, YTO aXTu MajuHa. OHa IPUHUMAET
CHayvajia C HeroJloBaHMeM, [IOTOM C YAHMBJICHHEM, IOTOM HAYMHAET CMESIThCSl U HaMaThIBaTh ceOe Ha yc,

IIOTOM BacC K€ MPOBCACT CaMbIM HC3aMCTHLIM 06pa30M62.

One may also assume that this relationship was not simply platonic, since Suvorin
found himself in need of consultation on sexual matters. And he was promptly provided

with a piece of advice:

3.40 Otuero He MOACTUTHCS OMBITHOCTHIO. <...> MyKYMHA HAYMHACT YyBCTBOBATH JTFOOOBHBIN UMITYJIbC
WHOTIa YK€ Ha TIOBOPOTE YIHIEI K JJI0OnMoii ocobe. JKeHmuHa ke — 0fHa BOJIIHYETCS] 04€Hb, OYCHb
penko. B pe3ynpraTe TO, 9TO My>XK9YHHA YXKE OXJIaJeeT, KOT/Ia OHA TOJIBKO HAYMHAET TOPSIUTHCS.
[Tonnmaete? I1oaTOMyY Tak Ha3bIBacMbIE CTPACTHBIC KECHITIMHEI, TPEOYIOIHE MPOJIOJDKEHNUS, B CYIITHOCTH
MHOT'JIa BOBCE HE CTPACTHEI... <...> Bech CEKpeT U3BECTHBIX JIOBEIACOB B 3TOM (okyce. Camomy He
FOPSYUTHCA, IOKA 1aMa cepIla He TOMIEeT 10 TOUKU KumeHusl. [[puduHbl CpaBHUTEIHHON MEIJIEHHOCTH
KCHCKOH YyBCTBEHHOCTH B €€ aHATOMUYCCKOM YCTPOHCTBE — COOOPA3HTh JIeTKO. <...> Haznerock, Bel He
OCYIUTE MEHSA 32 TEOPETUUECKYIO OTKPOBEHHOCTb. S nymaro, ona BaM Hy>kHa, nHaye Brl He cnpamuBanu

63
Oml...

No evidence survived to tell us clearly whether Suvorin found the consultation
useful; but whether he did or not, there is also no evidence that this relationship
continued. Moreover, Suvorin’s complaints about his failing health become more

persistent; he finds similar cases of exhausted ‘vital energy’ in other people. Having

%2 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 173. Entry of 4.07.1893.

% RGALI F. 459, op. 1, ed. 4670. Pis'ma E. A. Shabel’skoi k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 35, 350b. The letter was
dated by 1893 and contains reference to towns (Venice, Berlin etc) Suvorin visited while travelling. On
Shabel’skaia see below.
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visited Alphonse Daudet, Suvorin leaves a note in his diary: ‘Daudet is suffering from
ataxy; his hands and his head are shaking. “C’est [’ceuvre de sa femme.” They say that his
wife is a nymphomaniac and that it is she who has ruined him.’® Suvorin’s depression
worsened and he shared his grievances about his failed family life with his diary; but

there is also what appears to be regret about his failed affair of the heart:

3.41 BuyTpeHHee OECIIOKONCTBO MPOCTO IPHI3ET MCHSI, U S HE 3HAKO, UTO JIENIaTh, KaK ObITh. 3aueM MEHs
moHecyo crofa? Sl mpekpacHo BHIKY, YTO 51 MELIOK C ICHbraMU M HUYEro Ooublie it AHHBI VIBAHOBHEI.
<...> Bes )ku3HB IOTpadeHa Ha TPy, ¥ K CTAPOCTH, KOT/Ia CMOTPHIIIB B MOTHITY, HET HUKOTO, KTO IIPUHUMAT
OBl ceplieuHOe yyacTue, KTo Oeper Obl. <...> CeMbH HET, XO3IUKH HET, HeT HUKAKoro IeHTpa. EcTh oTens ¢
HECKOJIbKMMH X035I€BaMH, KOTOPBIC OEPYT M3 OOIIEH KaCcChl Ta3eThl U TPATAT, CKOJIBKO XOTST, CKOJIBKO
YTOIHO. .. <...> BOpOThCS TEMeph ¢ ITOM CBOJIOYBIO CHII HE XBATHT, a TOJBKO Pa303JIHIIb U Pa3Oyauis B
cep/ie CKBepHbIe YyBCTBa K cebe. <...> Tocka uenoBeka, BRBIOPOIIEHHOTO U3 )KU3HH, OOIUTIaHHOTO,
KYIIETO KaKOT0-TO, IIEPECTABIICTO KHUTh HACTOAIICIO KU3HBIO, HO JKEJIAFOIICTO KHUTh H YyBCTBYIOIIETO
Oeccuiue XKuTh. <...> Yacto nmymaro, 9yto ecnu 6 M. M. o4yTHIIaCh Y MEHS JIET IECATh TOMY, COBCEM OBLIO

OBl Apyroe. A TEHEPb 3TO — TOJIbKO HEAOPA3YMCHUC C MaJICHBKUMU COMHCHUAMU U 0OJIBLINM 3FOI/13MOM65.

A reference to Suvorin’s romance emerges two years later in the diary of

Smirnova-Sazonova; she seems to have felt a spasm of jealousy:

3.42 14.01.1895. Eprenus BacwibeBna [KpuBeHko] nepenana MHE MOYTH Bee, yTo OH [CyBOpHH] UM
pacckasbiBall U3 CBOSH JKU3HHM, KaK OH ObLII B MEHSI BIIOOJICH U KaK U3 3TOT0, OH J0JDKEH CO3HATHCS, HUUETO
HE BBILIO, KaK B IPOLLJIOM roJy y Hero 0but B bepiune poman c 111aGenbckoid, 1 9TOT poMaH CTOMII eMy
HeckoubKo Thicsd. 15.01.1895. CyBopuH cTai kajaoBaThCsl, YTO CKYYHO XHTh, 51 EMy OCOBETOBAIA
cbe3auth B bepnuH, nponomkats poman ¢ llabenbckoit. OH oYeHb yanuBUMIICS, CKa3all, 4To EBrenus
BacunseBHa Bce 3T0 BhIyMaia, oopyran [1labenbckyto HEleH3ypHBIM 00pa3oM 1, HAKOHEII, IPU3HAJICS,

YTO y Hero OB poMaH, HO He ¢ Hell, u He B bepnune, a B banene, u He B iporuioMm rouy“.

It was Elizaveta Aleksandrovna Shabel'skaia, actress and journalist, who was
honoured by Suvorin with an unquotable word but who also gave him a consultation
about female orgasm. She was indeed an unbalanced and domineering woman who

interfered with Suvorin’s life and caused him a great deal of aggravation.®” Aleksandr

% Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 180. Entry of 5.09.1893.

% Ibid., p. 183-184. Entry of 17.09.1893.

% OR IRLI. F. 285. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. Ed. 25. L. 253, 260.

7 See: O. Makarova, ““Uzh esli Suvorin, izobretshii ee, otvernulsia...”: “Delo Shabel’skoi” i uchastie v
nem izdatelia Novogo vremeni’, in NLO, 85 (2007), pp. 100-120.
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Amfiteatrov who knew Shabel’skaia fairly closely has left a vivid but unflattering

memoir:

3.43 Ucrepus, MOpduil ¥ MOPTBEHH CACNATH €€ OJTHOI0 U3 CaMBIX JIUKHUX KCHIUH, KAKUX KOTAa-TH00
POXKIAIO PYCCKOE HHTEIUTUTEHTHOE OOIIECTBO, MPH BCEM IIAYEBHOM H300MIIMU B HEM HEYPABHOBEIICHHBIX
HATyp. <...> B Tocke 1o sitaM OHa JieNiaiach HeBO3MOXKHa. <...> B 3TOM cocTosiHMU OHa ObLiia Ha BCE
crocoOHa: BEICTPENIUTH B YEJIOBEKA, BEIOPOCHUTHLCS M3 OKHA, BEIOEKATH HATOO HA YIIHUILY, IUTIOHYTh B JIUIO

HE3HAKOMOMY MPOXOKEMY, IMOKECUYDb CO6CTBCHHyIO IOCTCJIb... BCCI'O 6I>IBaJ'I0!68

Suvorin played a decisive role in Shabel’skaia’s career as a journalist; he
appointed her as a representative of Novoe vremia in Berlin and kept her in this post for
seven years, from 1890 to 1896. There is little doubt that Suvorin fell for Shabel'skaia’s
assertive and flamboyant personality and was drawn into friendly relations with her. A
voluminous correspondence® between the two lasted for nineteen years and at the very

beginning showed signs of a mutual affinity:

3.44 Hy ckaxuTe, Ha KOETO YepTa MoHaaoomIacs BaM Most MOJI010CTh, UTO BBI Bee cokaneere, 4To 5
cocrapwiack! Beutr 661 MBI 002 MOJIOJIBI, HABEPHO, BIFOOMIIMCH OBI IPYT B IPYTa, U BHIILIA OB

o 70
TparcauuHasi KaHUTECJIb .

On her return to Russia in 1896, Shabel’skaia lost her job with Novoe vremia and
in 1900 she started her own theatrical enterprise. The latter proved a failure, and trying to
rescue her business and to pay off her bills, Shabel’skaia resorted to fraud: she forged the
signature of her lover, Vladimir Kovalevskii, who was at the time a Deputy Minister of
Finance. In 1902, Kovalevskii sued Shabel’skaia and Suvorin got involved in the trial: he
was summoned as a witness for the plaintiff. Suvorin did his best to help Kovalevskii
backstage: he tried to persuade Shabel’skaia to admit her guilt. But Shabel'skaia, kept in

detention, responded with blackmail and pestered Suvorin with dramatic letters:

3.45 BbI e OTBEpHYJIHCH OT MCHS, TIOBPEIWIN MHE OOJIBIIE Beero. <...> U 6e3 Joka3arenseTB Boi

CMeIIalid MeHS C TPsI3bio, BBl OOy MK ra3eThl He 1aBaTh MHE paboThI, Bl 3acTaBUIN MEHSI TOJIOIATh.

8 A Amfiteatrov, ‘Tiazhkaia nasledstvennost”, in Zhizn' cheloveka, neudobnogo dlia sebia i dlia mnogikh,
vol. 2, pp. 68, 70.

% RGALIL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 4669, 4670. Pis'ma E. A. Shabel’skoi k A. S. Suvorinu. 4.01.1890-6.04.1909,
349 letters, 704 pp.

" 1bid., 1. 149. Letter of 22.09.1893.

180



<...> YUTOoOBI 3HAIH, YTO €CJIH 51, HE JIOTAHYB JI0 CyJa — MOKOHYY B CyMacIIe/IIIeM JIU IOMe, B IpopyOun
WJIM MHa4Ye — MPOCTO MIOTOMY, YTO O0OPBYTCS HEPBBI, — HE 10 CBOEMY >KEJIaHUIO, TO YTOOBI BhI 3HaIH,

uT0 Bbi TyT Ha 10OPYIO MOIOBHHY BHHOBATHI .

Suvorin was compromised by his relationship with Shabel’skaia and severed his
ties with her only in 1907 and not without difficulty; his diary commentary on
Shabel’skaia sounds more than annoyed: ‘Many a talented and good man has been
destroyed by evil-minded sluts.”’*

On his return from his foreign pilgrimages at the end of October 1893, Suvorin
retrieved from the back drawer a one-act sketch Ne poiman — ne vor” which he had
written in 1889 and arranged its quick production at Aleksandrinskii Theatre, featuring
Mariia Savina and Nikolai Sazonov. The play is about adultery, an alleged betrayal on the
wife’s side and a real one on the husband’s side. On the whole, the play gives us a
travestied version of Suvorin’s family situation, but on the other hand, he may in this case
have made use of his own recent experience of active adultery. Still, it is the unfaithful

wife who is reprimanded by her husband:

3.46 KeHmmHBI BOOOPA3UIIHU, YTO UM BCE MPOCTUTENBEHO. OHM U3MEHSIIOT CTO Pa3 MYXKY, H KOT/ia MYX,
HaKoHell, yoeauTcs B o0OMaHe, OHM TPEOYyIOT OT Hero, HA B YeM He IOBUHHOTO, YTOO OH B3sUI rpex Ha ceOs,
U MY COTJIAIIACTCS HA TOM OCHOBaHMH, YTO )KEHIIMHA — CJIA0BIH 11011, 8 IIOTOMY MY>KYMHA 00s13aH OBITh

xypakom’ .

The sketch was followed by a longer and less funny play On v otstavke’ also
featuring Nikolai Sazonov. Being involved in production and rehearsals, Suvorin could
see more of Sazonov’s wife, Sofiia Ivanovna. She contributed to her diary with regular

observations:

""RGALL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 4669. L. 2530b — 254. The letter was written between 22.11.1903 and
13.03.1904.

2 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 528. Entry of 23.07.1907.

7 Originally the play was entitled Muzhskoe gore and on its completion was approved by Chekhov, who
qualified it is ‘a funny tragedy’ and offered co-authorship: ‘A most original beginning. <...> In one-act
plays one should talk all sorts of nonsense — that’s their strong point. Go ahead and let the wife want to
seriously flee: she’s bored and she’s looking for strong feelings...” (A. Chekhov, PSSP, P. vol. 3, p. 130.
Letter of 6.01.1889.)

™ A. Suvorin, Ne poiman — ne vor: Poslovitsa v odnom deistvii, 2" ed. (SPb, 1899), pp. 29-30.

It is a tedious play about a retired official who feels that he is a cast-off. Suvorin took part in rehearsals:
‘He insisted that the hero does not sit still but springs up now and then: he wants to see his own self on
stage.” (OR IRLI. F. 285. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. Ed. 23. L. 254. Entry of 8.01.1894.)
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3.47 27.12.1893. Bun y Hero [CyBopuHa] paccessHHBIN M YAPYICHHBIH. <...> 3arOBOPIIN JOPOTOH O
poxue. CyBOpHH CcKa3al, 9YTO y HETO €CTh TOJBKO OJMH POJCTBEHHUK — «3T0 Codbs FiBaHOBHA».
25.01.1894. CyBopuH cuanT coBceM yOUTHINH. PasHbIMU Jpsi3raMul JOBEIH €ro 10 TOTO, YTO OH JyMaeT
yexatb u3 [lerepOypra. 8.02.1894. 'oBopunu o ToM, Kyaa moexatsb jgerom. OH 3Bas MeHs B Utanuro,
Moexath BISITEPOM: OH, s ¢ [nouepbro] JIroboit u [C. H.] Lllyounckuii ¢ [kenoii] Kareit. 26.12.1894.
CyBOpHH YCHIICHHO XaITyeTCsl Ha TOCKY, HA CTApOCTh, allaTUI0 M OJIMHOYECTBO. [ OBOPHT, UTO MUCATH EMY
Tereph TPYIHO U Jake YUTaTh Tsokeso. 31.12.1894. Anna MiBaHoOBHA HAUMHAET, KAXKETCS, PEBHOBAThH
MeHs. ['OBOpHUT MHE, 4TO OHA BCTPETHJIA MEHSI BEYEPOM Y CBOCTO MYKa, JOJIKHO ObITh, MHE [TOMEIlIala,
ITOTOMY YTO 5 C Hell OblIa OueHb cypoBa. S yauBieHa. «51, KakeTes, Bceraa ¢ BaMu Jio0e3Ha». — «Her, Bb

0YCHb JIFOOE3HBI C MOMM My)KCM>>76.

It started to look as though their cordial friendship was about to evolve into
something more intimate. Since Smirnova-Sazonova’s jealous husband did not trust her

out of his sight, she tried to tone down Suvorin’s feelings:

3.48 BrI MHE nuIeTe, 9TO BBI YeimoBek 3aHATOH U B IIOOBH 00BACHATHCS He ymeeTe. [la bor ¢ Bamu,
Musbli Apyr! Pase s xmy ot Bac 00bsicHeHuit B mo06BH? <...> Bemp 3TO TOJNBKO Halra o0mas 3HakoMas
E. B. [KpuBeHKko] mymaeT, 9TO MbI ¢ BAMHU BIIOOJIEHHBIC. MBI B TAKHX T'0OJIaX, YTO OTO BBIIIE BCIKUX
nogo3peHuit. Kak 6yaTo Henb3st ObITh HCKPEHHO CePACYHO PACTIONOKEHHON K YEIOBEKY W BHIIETh B HEM

TOJIBKO XOPOLICTO TOBApHIlla u L[pyra77.

Writing romantic letters to Smirnova-Sazonova, Suvorin continued a discussion of
‘the sexual question’ in his correspondence with Chekhov. True to the principle of ‘a
rational sexual economy’, Chekhov is seeking out appropriate examples in life as well as

in literature and shares them with Suvorin:

3.49 Mue obuano, uro Kinotnneay ynorpebusn [ackans [repou pomana 3. 3o0mas «lokrop Ilackans»], a
HE KTO-HHOY/b APYTOii, IOMOJIOKE U KpeIde; CTapblii Hapb JlaBuj, M3HEMOTaIOINI B 00BATHAX MOJIOAO0H
JIEBYILIKH, — 3TO JIBIHS, KOTOPYIO YK€ XBaTHJ OCEHHHI YTPEHHUK, HO OHA BCE EIIE J{yMaeT CO3PETh;
BCSIKOMY OBOIIY CBOE BpeMsl. 1 4To 3a auub: pa3Be M0I0Bas CHOCOOHOCTH €CTh MPU3HAK HACTOSAIICH
JKU3HU, 310pOBbs? Pa3zBe 4elloBeK TOIBKO TOT, KTO yrnoTpediseTr? Bee mpicnurenu B 40 neT ObuTH yike

AMITOTeHTaMH, a mukapu B 90 et nepxkat mo 90 KeH o,

"® OR IRLI. F. 285. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. Ed. 23. L. 212,213, 306, 339; ed. 24. L. 170;
ed. 25. L. 193.

""RGALIL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 3754. Pis'ma S. 1. Sazonovoi k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 48, 480b. Letter of
24.08.1894.

® A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 5, p. 244. Letter of 11.11.1893.
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This letter was written soon after Suvorin’s return from his foreign travels, so it
may convey their exchange concerning Suvorin’s complaints about his male
inconsistency and his failed affair. Chekhov strongly disapproves of sexual activity at an
older age, but he also supports sexual continence in young men and points out a relevant

article in a professional medical journal:

3.50 TIlorpeOyiite 1 n 2 NeNe «Bpaua» u npourure tTam «K BOIpocy 0 MOJIOBBIX CHOLIEHUSIX». <...> DTO
B Bamem Bkyce, T. €. B cTathe BbI HaiiieTe HeCKOIbKO J1F00e3HBIX Bam Mbicieid. TyT peus et o Toi
revyaru, Kakyro KJIaJyT Ha MOJIOJIOCTh U YeJIOBEUECKUI FeHUil MO0BbIe CHOLIeHUs. Bbl, co3naBumit
JIEBUILY, KOTOpasi Mo0JIeKIIa U MOTYXJIa OCJIe COBOKYIICHHUS, JIOJDKHEI MOCIATh TOMY OJIarOAyIIHOMY

aBTOPY BO3AYILIHBIN nouenyﬁ79.

Chekhov’s reference to the novel V kontse veka, liubov' may perhaps be seen as an
ironic commentary on Suvorin’s central idea in this novel, however, Suvorin’s
complaints about his mental and physical health perfectly tally with the quoted comment

of an anonymous author who believes he had wasted his valuable energy resource on sex:

3.51 ...PazHoOoOpa3HbIC paccTpoiicTBa HEPBHOW CUCTEMBI, HETIPaBUIIbHAS JIEATEIBHOCTh Cepria,
JIOBOJILHO OBICTpOE (hr3uuecKoe yBsiIaHue, MOTepsl SHEPTUH, OCIa0IeHUe MaMsTH, YacTasi ararusi,
YMEHbILICHHUE, a [T0[4AC U MOJIHOE OTCYTCTBHE HHTEPECa KO BCEMY OKPYIKAIOIIEMY — «Hd B IPSAYIIEM HET
JKEJaHWM, ¥ MPOIIEIIICTO HE Kalbh» — BCE 3TH HCHOPMAJIbHBIC SIBJIICHUS, €CJIA HE BCEIEIIO, TO B

o o o ~ 80
3HAYUTCIIbHOU CTCIICHU 4 NPUNUCBIBAI0 UMCHHO MOCH HCIIPABUJILHOU MTOJIOBOU KU3HU .

Chekhov finds an explicit example of wasted ‘vital energy’ within his close circle

of friends and deems it important to share it with Suvorin:

3.52 beur sy JleBuTaHa B MacTEPCKOM. DTO IIYUIIHA PYCCKUM MEH3KUCT, HO, TPEACTABbTE, YIKE HET
Mooocty. [TuieT yxe He MoJ10110, a OpaBypHO. S Aymaro, 4ToO ero ucTackaiu 0adbl. DTH MUJIbIC

CO3aaHuA arT .]'HO60BI>, a 6epyT Y MY?K4YHMHBI HEMHOT'O: TOJIBLKO MOJ'IO,HOCTLgl.

Revisiting Turgenev’s novels, Chekhov writes to Suvorin about the resentment he

feels as regards Turgenev’s heroines who had freed themselves bodily and mentally and

” A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 5, p. 264. Letter of 25.01.1894.

% [Anonim], ‘K voprosu o polovykh snosheniiakh’, in Vrach, 2 (1894), p. 43. The author quotes
inaccurately from Lermontov’s poem ‘Demon’.

81 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 6, p. 15. Letter of 19.01.1895.
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who now claim equality with men. He sees them as vampires who drain men’s precious

energy:

3.53 Jluza, Enena — 370 He pyccKue JIeBUIIBI, a Kakue-To [Iudum, Bemaromme, n300uIyromme
MPETCH3UsAMHM He 1m0 yuHy. Mpuna B «/IpiMe», Oqunimosa B «OTHax u AETIX», BOOOIIE 1b6UYbl, Hc2yulle,
annemummsie, HeHACLIMHbIE, YETO-TO UIIYIIAE — BCE OHU Yenyxa. Kak BCHOMHUIIE TOJICTOBCKYIO AHHY

KapeHMHy, TO BCC OTU TYPICHEBCKHUC 6apI)IHI/I CO CBOUMMH COOJIa3HUTEIbHBIMH ILICYAMH JICTAT K uepTy 82.

It is fairly probable that this postal exchange had prompted Suvorin to take a
wider look at the female characters created by Russian writers; he also decided to draw
parallels between writers’ fictional women and those they dealt with in real life. The
result of his sweeping analysis was a rather provocative Malen'koe pis'mo; Suvorin seems
to diagnose gynophobia, as a reaction to female sensuality, in practically all major writers

of the 19" century:

3.54 Pycckwuii nmucaTenb TOYHO e1le OOUTCS, Kak Obl )KeHIITMHA €T0 He YKYCHJIa, He U3Bella CBOCH
JO0O0BBIO, HE MOTYOWMIIA €T0 TAKOW CBOCH CTPACTHOCTHIO M HEYMEPEHHOCTHIO. [10 TOMy M TIO JpyTOMYy,
HO HAIIIK IHCATENU OOJIBIIE «CO3/AaBai» KEHIUH, YeM 001ajalid MU, OOJIBINE JIHCTHIIN MM, YEM
TOBOPUJIU IIPaBAYy. rpI/I60€L[0B83, Ilymkun, JlepmonToB u TosncToi 3Hanu skenmuH. B mune [levopuna
JlepMOHTOB OTHECCS K KCHIMHAM 3JIce BCEX HAIIMX MUcaTeie. <...> ['oronip, npeacTaBuBIINN TaKKe
YAWBUTENBHBIC THITHI MY>KYHH, TAK METKO CXBATUBIINN MX KOMHYECKHE YePTHI, XKCHITIH OYTH HE Kacajcs
Y TIPOTIOBEIOBAJ HPABCTBEHHOCTD U CEMEIHBIE 00S3aHHOCTH KaTyKcKoii ryoepHaTopiie (CMHUPHOBO).
JlocToeBckuil eiBa I UX 3HAJI, XOTA OHU IEJI0BaIH Y Hero pyku Ha [lymkunckom npa3aauke; 'oHuapos
OBUT CIMIIKOM HETIOJIBHKEH JJISI HUX B MOJIOJIOCTH M CIIUIIIKOM KOPPEKTEH B 3pEJbIX JIeTaxX, a C
KOPPEKTHOCTBIO KaK MX y3Haelb. [ pUropoBHY 3HACT UX XOPOIIO, HO TOBOPHUII O HUX TOJIEKO MPHUSITHOE U C
0JIaroTapHOCTHIO 33 YJIOBOJILCTBUS, KOTOPBIC OHH JIOCTABIISUIA €MY B JIETA FOHOCTU U 3PEJIOCTH. <...>
TypreHeB nenblii BeK MPOCUIEHT B PaOCTBE y OJHOM KSHIIMHBI U COYHHSUI, BEPOSITHO, €€
MIPOTHBOMOJIOXKHOCTH, MEUTAasl O KCHIIMHE, TO CTPACTHOM, KaK VIpuHa, TO HOATHYECKON M YHCTOM, KaK
JImsa, To monuTHYecKo, kak EneHa, KOTopas TOPOITUTCS CKa3aTh: «BO3BMH MEHS». Y HETO TOXKE IIeJI0BATH
PYKH ¥ TOBOPWIJIM €MY: «BO3BMH MEHSI», HO OH €/1Ba JI Opail. <...> CanTBIKOB COBCEM HE 3HAJ JKEHIIWH, U
€ro caThpa MeHee BCero | ciabee Bcero ux kacanach. OCTPOBCKHI 3HAT KYITIHUXY, 1a ¥ TO OOJIbIIe

MTOHACJIBIIIKE ¥ 110 yTajKe TananTa; HekpacoB OoibIme M00MIT KapThl, Y€M KEHIIWH, KOTOPBIX OH IIPe3upa

82 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 5, p. 174. Letter of 24.02.1893. Italics are mine — O. M.

% Cf. Suvorin’s remark: ‘Griboedov must have shocked a naive person like Belinskii with his utterly real
depiction of love, a love most common, trivial, without fine words, a love that starts with looks and quickly
turns into embrace and nocturnal trysts with their pleasures and excitement, when body speaks to body. In
this respect, Griboedov appears to be a first Russian realist (italics are Suvorin’s — O. M.), forestalling
Pushkin and Tolstoy.” (A. Suvorin, ‘Gore ot uma i ego istolkovateli’, in Novoe vremia, 3.01.1886.)
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W TIOKYTIaJ, Kak caMoK; [InceMckwii, KakeTcsi, 9yBCTBOBAJ TpyOyIO IIPaBay, HO €ABa JIH Ha PAKTHKE
n3ydain ee; JIeckoB Mao 3HaJ KSHIUH U OTHOCHIICS K HAM C JIOBOJIBHO MPUTBOPHBIM NOYTCHHUEM; HE

AyMaro, 4TO UX 3HACT BO60pI)IKI/IH, XOTA «COYMHUII» OH UX BEJIMKOC MHOKECTBO U IIPUTOM BCC HOBeHIIEH

(bOpMaIII/II/I. U3 MOJIOABIX nucareiei... S He 3Har, 3HAKO0T JI1 OHU lITO-HI/I6y[[I>. . .84

It is curious that Tolstoy already belongs to the cohort of the great masters whose
expertise in women belongs to the past; moreover, he gets no comment on his obvious
misogyny. Perhaps out of respect to Tolstoy the writer, Suvorin wanted to avoid this
sensitive and controversial topic, the more so in that he had said enough while discussing
Kreitserova sonata. It is also noteworthy that Suvorin’s close friend Chekhov with his
gynophobia both in life and in his writings is absent from the list; this omission by
Suvorin might be qualified as argumentum ex silentio. But on the whole, Suvorin’s list is
fairly representative and his observations rest on his personal acquaintance with ten out
of fifteen of the writers mentioned. Moreover, Suvorin’s rather jocular approach proved
methodologically efficient: a similar comparative analysis has been carried out by
modern feminist critics, the corroborative result being the theory of ‘Terrible Perfection’
(see Introduction, p. 13).%

Suvorin wrote this Malen'koe pis'mo to support the ninth edition of the
misogynistic book by Konstantin Skal’kovskii O zhenshchinakh: mysli starye i novye.
Suvorin’s first review of the book in 1886 was favourable enough (see chapter II, p. 133)
and since then he had not changed his view about the book, particularly praising the
author’s style: bold, cynical, but ‘seasoned with wit’. To make his current argument more
convincing, Suvorin involves a ‘new authority’ on misogyny, Friedrich Nietzsche, whose
works were now beginning to find their way through severe censorship to Russian
readers. Suvorin kept Nietzsche’s books in his library and found his ideas about women
congenial to his own. However, as he mentions that the philosopher is mentally ill, he

seems to ensure the typical equivocality of his argument:

3.55 ...Humme, Hemenkuii puiocod, Ternepsb cyMacuie mui. <...> [Io TaraHTy 3To — YeloBeK
HEOOBIKHOBCHHO OJIECTSIIUHI 1 cBoe0Opa3HbIil. U 0 )KEeHIIMHAX 51 BCTPETHI Y HErO OYCHB SPKYIO MBICIIb

<...> B HOBBIE [XpucTHAaHCKUE] BpeMeHa BMECTO ApyxObl ABUIIACH UAEATU3UPOBAaHHAS [I0JI0Bas TI000Bb,

84 .

Novoe vremia. 19.01.1895.
8 See B. Heldt, Terrible Perfection: Women and Russian Literature (Indiana University Press, 1992),
pp. 24-37; see also J. Andrew, Women in Russian Literature, 1780-1863 (New York, 1988).
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SIBUJIACH XKCHIIIHA CO CBOUMH NIPETSH3UAMH Ha NCKIIIOYNTEIBHYIO JII000B K HEH M CBOCH CTPacThio
pas3opBaia CONMUAAPHOCTh MEX Ty MY>KYMHAMH U IPUHU3MIA BCE TO, YTO OBIIIO TOTJa TaK BEICOKO U
0eCKOpBICTHO. <...> [logymaiiTe TONBKO: TOKa )KECHIIMHY UTHOPUPOBAIH, ITOKAa OHA CHEIa JOMa 1 poxaia

,ueTeﬁ, MYKYUHBI COBEpIIAIN BCIIUKUEC [1€JI1a B IOJIUTHUKC, B (l)I/IJ'IOCO(l)I/II/I, B I1093UH, B IpaM€, B CKYJIBIITYPC,

apxutextype. ..*

The above words are particularly close to Suvorin’s pronouncements during the
debate on Kreitserova sonata (see pp. 158—159). Five years later and still seriously
concerned with the advancement of women in all spheres of social life, Suvorin still talks
about their nugatory contribution to world culture and civilisation; he subscribes to the
widely held idea that women at large form, or certainly have formed, a force with ‘zero
effect’ in this domain. Suvorin’s old fear that the educated woman inevitably becomes
similar to a prostitute still haunts him, as well as his idea that male civilisation may well

be ruined by women, leading to an overall degeneration of the human race:

3.56 Hame BpeMs — BpeMsi )KEHCKOH pabOTHI, )KEHCKOTO 00pa3oBanus. Briepean CTaHOBATCS KOKOTKH H
00pa30BaHHbIC KEHIIUHBI. DTHM COCEJICTBOM HE HAJ0 CMYIIATHCS, HOO COCENIMU OBIBAIOT
MPOTHBOMNONOKHOCTH. Ho mest Ta y coceniok: cBoOo/a, 3apaboTOK U HE3aBUCHUMOCTE. [10 Mepe Toro, Kak
JKCHIIIHA 0CBOOOXKIaeTcs OoJiee u Ooyiee, MUP CTAHOBUTCS OCIHEE BEICOKUAM TaJaHTOM, U
MOCPEICTBEHHOCTRIO KHUIIIAT BCE TC OTPACIIU HAYKH, TUTEPATYPBI, HCKYCCTBA, OJUTUKHU (TOXKE HCKYCCTBO),
rJie TAJIaHT BBIABUTAETCS Tak sipKo. [IpocTast iu 9TO Cly4ailHOCTh MJIM €CTECTBEHHbIC MOCIIEACTBHS

HAPYIICHHS TAPMOHNH, HO OTCYTCTBHS KPYITHBIX TATAHTOB H y HAC, X B EBPOIIe — Helb3st OTPHIATE .

Here, Suvorin seems to state what might be considered a peculiar antifeminist
law, the idea of human degeneration now gaining a cultural dimension. In modern terms,
Suvorin — whether realizing it or not — speaks about cultural entropy, which is to say,
energy dispersal, so remains broadly within the territory of ‘vital energy’. However,
Suvorin sees no way to stop this pernicious process and so, like a ‘typical gynophobiac’,

wants to shut his eyes or otherwise avert his gaze:

3.57 TlomHI0, HENABHO S YUTAJT OTYET O KAKOM-TO KEHCKOM KOHTpecce. OHa aMeprKaHKa cKa3alia, 9To
20-ii Bek OyaeT nmpuHaIeKaTh xKeHiuHe. O4eHb MOKET ObITh, HO B TAKOM Cliy4ae 3TO OyJeT Bek, rjie
JKEHIIUHA HE BO3BBICUTCS AyXOM U TAJAHTOM JIO MYXXUYHMHBI, HO IPUHU3UT MYKYUHY J10 cebs. 51 B 20-M

BEKe JKHTh He Oy/Iy, a IOTOMY Majlo UM HHTEPECYICh .

8 Novoe vremia. 19.01.1895.
¥ Ibid.
% Ibid.
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§ 4
This gloomy forecast for male civilisation causes Suvorin much misgiving, but his
personal life depressed him even more. As usual, he gave vent to his grievances talking to

Smirnova-Sazonova:

3.58 Bemu Ppa3HbIC 3aAYIICBHBIC pa3roBOPHLI, CyBOpI/IH KaJIoBaJICA Ha CBOC OAMHOYCCTBO, HA TO, YTO
rasera ¥ OOraTCTBO HE JAa0T €EMY CHACTbs, YTO JIMYHOT'O CHACThA OH IMOYTHU HE 3HAJI, YTO JXU3Hb IpOoIlljia
muMoO. OH OB TaKk HEPBCH, B3BOJTHOBAH, YTO B €TI0 T'OJIOCC CJIBIIIAINCH CIIC3bI. On IIpOCTO BPpEMEHAMM HE

Mor FOBOpHTng.

Suvorin’s writing ideas were equally dark, re-activating his key character type, the

woman as traitoress and murderess:

3.59 CyBOpI/IH pacckasbiBall COACPIKAHUC TOBECTU, KOTOPYIO XOYCT HAIIUCATD. }KCHHlI/IHa KEJIacT
OTpaBUTBH CBOCTO J'IIO60BHI/IKa, a Tr000BHUK y6I/IBaeT c€C. HOCHCHHIOIO CHCHY MNPCACTABJIACT AAXKE B JIMAX,
KaK OHa CMOUT Ha KPECJIC, @ OH CTOUT C3aJI1 U YAapsA€T €€ HOKOM B I'PyIb. On BHJICJI 3TO BO CHC U X04YCT

TECIECPb H&HHC&TBQO.

Suvorin’s depression started to worry his wife and she turned for help to

Chekhov:

3.60 Awnron ITaBnoBuu! ¥V Mens onsath k Bam npocs6a nosecenuts Hamero Anekces Cepreesuyal <...>
Bce-taku, kpome Bac, oH HUKOTO He M0OUT 1 He neHUT. OH O4eHb XaHAPHT H, [JIABHOE, 110 HOYaM HE CIHT.

3aHUMATBCS COBCEM HE MOXKET Kak TPEeXxJIe, U 3TO €0 YKACHO yz[pyqaeTgl.
Chekhov readily offered Suvorin a helping hand:

3.61 Ecmu 661 Ber mpuexanu B MOCKBY B KOHIIE alipelisi WIM B HaYaJie Masi, TO MbI ITOE3AMIN OBI TI0
KJ1a0u1IIaM, MOHACTBIPSIM, MOATOPOAHBIM pOLIaM, oexanu Obl, moxanyi, k Tpowutie. <...> Ecnu Oyner
Xopolias oroJia, T0 CKUTaHUs HAIIK 110 MOCKBE U OKOJIO YA3IyTCsl HACTONIBKO, YTO OyIeT HPHUSITHO

BCIIOMHHUTH O HUX IIO[ CTapOCTBgZ.

% OR IRLL F. 285. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. Ed. 24. L. 239-240. Entry of 9.01.1895.
% Ibid. L. 343. Entry of 7.02.1895. This Suvorin’s plan had never been realized.

o1 Op cit: A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 6, p. 383. Letter of January 1895.

%2 Op cit: A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 6, p. 55. Letter of 18.04.1895.
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However, Suvorin did not go to Moscow. Trying to fight his depression, he
looked for distraction in theatre. By that time, he was a head of the Literary-Artistic
Circle and a first performance had already been staged: the play Hannele by Gerhart

Hauptmann. Aleksandr Kugel’, a theatrical critic writing for Novoe Vremia, remarked:

3.62 CriexTakib MOHPABUIICS, ObLI IOBTOPEH HECKOJILKO Pa3 IpH MOJHBIX coopax, 1 CyBOPHH B3bIIpall
nyxoM. OH ocoOeHHO yBiekaics urpoid akrpucsl [J1.] OzepoBoii B posin ["anHene, 1 npeacka3biBai ei
BEJINKYIO OymymiHOCTs. CyBOPHH MHOTJA CYAMI CIMIIKOM IPUMHTHBHO O TEaTpe W BIaJal B OMHOKH. Tak
BBITILTO U ¢ O3epoBoii. OH CMEITUBA TAJIAHT C UCTEPUEH U IPAMATHIECKYIO CHITY BOOOpaKEHHUS C

3
KHI/IKyH.IeCTBOM9 .

Suvorin finally became the owner of the first private theatrical enterprise in
Petersburg, Teatr Literaturno-Artisticheskogo kruzhka. Indeed, his theatre raised his
spirits for a while and he put in his diary: ‘I quite like this hustle and bustle. There is
something poisonous in theatre, just like in alcohol or nicotine.”** However, just like any
addictive but noxious drug, theatre had its side-effects; Suvorin was soon suffering from
them and was looking for new distractions or complaining about his symptoms to

Smirnova-Sazonova:

3.63 19.07.1895. CyBopuH ObLIT HE B IyXe, KISTHET HOBBIH TeaTp, FTOBOPUT, UYTO OH, KAKETCS, €T0 OPOCHT.
<...> OH He 3HACT JaXe, 9YTO CTAaBUTH. [leTepOypr eMy OMmOCTHUICI, a BEIPBATHCS U3 HETO HE MOXKET: EMY
Ka)KETCsI, YTO KaK TOJIBKO OH U3 HETO YEICT, TO OOJIbIIE HE BEPHETCS: TAC-HUOYAb YMPET JOPOTOi.
11.08.1895. 13 bepauna ot CyBopuHa XOJIOJIHOE W YHBIJIOE TUCHMO, O OJM3KOH CMEPTH, O TOM, UTO CHUIBI

5
YILTH ¥ BCe, 9TO TPHIILIO, MPHIILIO [T Hero mosxHo. O exer B [Tapik, otTyma B Buappur .

The official opening of Suvorin’s theatre took place on the 17™ of September
1895, although its owner was missing — he directed the process from abroad, by
telegraph. During the first season, in ten weeks, the theatre produced a vast repertoire
including 25 full-length plays and 19 one-act plays.”® However, as regards this new

enterprise, the public grew somewhat circumspect: ‘General impression: this is an

» See: A. Kugel', Literaturnye vospominania: 1882—1896 (Petrograd; M., 1923), p. 163.

* Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 280. Entry of 7.02.1897.

% OR IRLL. F. 285. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. Ed. 26. L. 274, 328.

% See: E. Karpov, ‘A. S. Suvorin i osnovanie Teatra literaturno-artisticheskogo kruzhka: Stranichki iz
vospominanii “Minuvshee™’, in Istoricheskii vestnik, 7-9 (1914).

188



amateurish theatre with a great deal of ambition.”®” Suvorin’s theatre was later to be
assessed critically by Soviet historians; however, as in the case of Novoe vremia,
Suvorin’s success had much to do with his sensitivity to public demand and his ability to
respond to that demand by organizing appropriate supply, and he did this now in theatre.

It did not escape critics’ notice that on stage Suvorin favoured the ‘odd woman’:

3.64 CyBopuH NpeTeHI0BaJl Ha yraJbIBaHUE TOTO, YEro JK/AET, camMa O TOM He 3Has, Toymna. <...>
Komenun 1 MenoapaMel U3 CBETCKOI HU3HHU MOPOH MPUOIIMIKAIUCH 37IECh 110 3BYYaHHIO K CKaHAAIbHON
XPOHMKE, K HHCHHYAIMSM JKEJITOH MPecchl, IPHOOpeTany YepThl MoIyNnacKBUIs-noydenseTona, <...>
oOpariasi COBpeMEHHYIO CUTYalUIO B BOJEBHIb U (QOpMHPYst OCOOBIH CTHIIB UIpHI. <...> B 3THX mbecax,
KaK IPaBHJIO, BAPbUPOBAJICSA HA PAa3HBIE JIAbl OANH U TOT XK€ )KEHCKHUH THUIT — CYIIIECTBO
9K3aJIbTHPOBAHHOE, TOPBIBUCTOE, HCTEPUIHOE, TyIIEBHO U3JIOMaHHOE. B 0OJIBIIMHCTBE MOCTaHOBOK BHOBD
MIEPETIEBAINCH MOTHBBI «KEHCKOTO BOIIPOCA», TPAKTOBABLIEIOCS KpaiiHe OaHAIBHO U HO-TIPEKHEMY

CBOJMMOTO K N30WUTOW KOJUIU3WH JTFOOOBHOTO TpeyFOHLHI/IKaQS.
Suvorin himself admitted that the repertoire of his theatre was right up his alley:

3.65 A Bmnpouewm, 51 1r00110, COOCTBEHHO, MEJIOIpaMy... 3HAEIIb, YTO YeITyXa, a TPOTaTeNIbHO. ..
JobGpomereis TOPKECTBYET, HOPOK HAKa3aH... YXOIHUIIb U3 TeaTpa yAOBICTBOPEHHBIN. S, COOCTBEHHO
TOBOPSI, JIFOOJII0, KOT/Ia Iheca KOHYAeTCs 0JaromoiyyHo. .. <...> B j)KHM3HU 3TO HE BCEr/ia MOJIy4aeTcs, TaK

XOTb Ha CIICHE CMOTPEThL NPHUATHO. . .99

Suvorin tried to hire actors with a well-established reputation. At the beginning,
Pelageia Strepetova resumed her contract with Suvorin, but fairly soon left his theatre in
a cloud of scandal, never to return. Suvorin must have regretted that he had allowed this

woman, arguably rather odious, certainly difficult, to come near him:

3.66 JIBa TakuX KampU3HBIX K CBOCHPABHBIX YEJIOBCKA HE Y)KWIKCH B OJHOM JICNIC | SIIe 33J0JIr0 J0
KOHIIa CE€30HA CYBOPHHCKHE aKTEPhl PACCKa3bIBAIN PO HEBEPOSTHBIC MO PE3KOCTH CLIEHBI IPEIHPATEIHCTB
CrpernetoBoii ¢ CyBOpHHBIM, KOTOPOTO OHA C TIEHOW y pPTa OTAEIBIBAIA IPH BCEX HE TOJBKO 3a TE Tal0CTH,
KaKMMH TI0JTHO OBIJIO €TO0 JIEJI0, HO U 3a TO, YeM BO3MYIIATHCS MOTJIa TOJIBKO Takas O0JbHAsS U

B30aIMOIIHAS KCHIIIMHA, KaK CTpeHCTOBa, BBIXOJUBIIAsA U3 ce0s 1o BCAKOMY HOBO,Z[leO.

7 Teatr i iskusstvo, 38 (1897). The quotation is from the newspaper St. Petersburger Zeitung.

® Istoriia russkogo dramaticheskogo teatra, in 7 vol. (M., 1980), vol. 6, pp. 280-282.

% See: E. Karpov, ‘A. S. Suvorin i osnovanie Teatra literaturno-artisticheskogo kruzhka’, p. 461.

1% See: B. Varneke, ‘Vospominaniia o P. A. Strepetovoi’, in P. A. Strepetova: Vospominaniia i pis'ma
(M.; L., 1934), p. 467.
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Suvorin’s invitation to a rising star, Lidiia Iavorskaia, resulted in disaster. It was

Chekhov who introduced Iavorskaia to Suvorin, after a fugitive but hectic romance:

3.67 TloGniBaiite Ha «Madame Sans Géne» [mbeca Victorien Sardou m Emile Moreau] u mocmotpute
SBopckyro. Eciu xoTure, mo3HakoMprech. OHa MHTCIUIMICHTHA M [IOPSI0YHO OJEBACTCS, HHOTAA OBIBACT

YMHa. <...> MockoOBCKHE Ta3eTYMKH BCIO 3UMY TpaBHUJIU €€, KaK 3a17111a, HO OHAa HC 3aCJ1y’>KUBACT 3T0F0101.

Ambitious, flaring and full of sex appeal, lavorskaia must have impressed
Suvorin, since she was employed by him without a written contract. However, as she
failed to win Suvorin’s ultimate favour, she started an affair with his alter ego, Viktor
Burenin, now a member of the theatre board, soon establishing herself as a prima

donna.'” The only thing left for Suvorin was to complain to his diary:

3.68 30.04.1896. Buepa bypenun odeHb pe3ko co MHOIO TI0 TToBoy SIBopckoi. Cust akTpuca
PELINTENBLHO MOCCOPUT MeHS ¢ BypenuHbM. OH He XOYeT MOHATH, YTO HEBO3MOXKHO JEJaTh TeaTp TeaTpoM
SIBopckoii. <...> SIBOpcKast TOJIBKO M 3HAET, YTO 3a00THTCS 00 yIaJeHUH HE TOJIBKO CONEPHHUII, HO JjaXe
npeanonaraembix conepuun. 22.10.1896. Ona [fIBopckas] Bcst coTKkaHa M3 MPUTBOPCTBA, 3aBUCTH,
pasBpaTa 1 JDKH. A MyX B Hell 1y He daeT. Eciin 6 oH 3Han XoTh coTyro yacTb ee xu3uu. 11.12.1896.
O0bsicHeHHe ¢ SIBOPCKOM, TIepenucka ¢ Hel, ee mpereH3un. OHa MpsSMO MyIUTeNbHUIA. <...> JIbCTI MHE,
OHa pacckasbIiBaeT 000 MHE pa3Hyto ragocthb. 7.02.1897. [{ns aToii akTpuch! [SIBOpcKoii] s caenan 0ombIie,
4eM 71 Koro-HuOY k. S man eit B3aiimel iponuteiit rox 1200 pyo6., nan ee MyxKy, dyepe3 Hee (KHAZI0

Bapstunckomy) 3000 py6., IOCTAaBHII 1S Hee HECKOJIBKO Mbec .

In 1900, Iavorskaia would provoke a scandal during performance of the play
Kontrabandisty by Viktor Krylov and Savelii Litvin. Her protest concerned the anti-
Semitic bent of the play,'® and she herself had refused any part. She helped organize
protest from the audience on the first night and there was indeed serious public
disturbance and an intervention by the authorities. Her good intentions and the scandal
which ensued created pressure and stress which cost the life of Suvorin’s son-in-law and
veritable right hand, Aleksei Kolomnin, for he died of a heart attack on the following day.

Other people would also suffer from the scandal: a few dozen students would be expelled

%0 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P, vol. 6, p. 383. Letter of 30.03.1895.

192 See: M. Litavrina, lavorskaia, bezzakonnaia kometa (M., 2008), pp. 48; 55-68.

"9 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, pp. 219, 260-261, 271, 279.

104 Gee: A. Kugel', List'ia s dereva: Vospominaniia (L., 1926), pp. 57-60; E. Dinershtein, 4. S. Suvorin:
Chelovek, sdelavshii kar'eru, pp. 309-310; M. Litavrina, lavorskaia, bezzakonnaia kometa, pp. 88—110.
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from the University for causing disturbances. The theatre team insisted on dismissing
Iavorskaia from the theatre. Suvorin, struggling hard to reconcile parties, was getting

desperate:

3.69 C SBopckoii mepenucka. Bot 6aba myuutensHumia. Hu B ueM He BuHOBaTa! BuHOBATHI Bparu ee,
KOTOpBIE €€ TOHST, a He OHA. Sl Hamucas el HecKoJibko nrceM. Huuero He Xxo4eT noHsTh. MHE Hafo

OCTaBUThb TCATP 105.

In the meantime, Suvorin continued to publish his Malen'kie pis'ma in Novoe
vremia. He would touch upon ‘the woman question’ yet again in his articles, although not
too regularly. Greeting his readers with the new year of 1897, Suvorin dedicated his
Malen'koe pis'mo to ‘minor events’. One of them, to his mind, was the founding of
Russkoe zhenskoe vzaimno-blagotvoritel'noe obshchestvo which appeared to be the first
officially registered feminist organisation.'” Playing with an allusion to the Bald
Mountain — a nickname given to the headquarters of the Obshchestvo by conservatives

— Suvorin seems to find a devilish part in women who get involved in politics:

3.70 S mor ObI cka3aTh 0 COOBITHSX elle 0oJiee MAICHBKHX, HATIPUMED, KEHCKOM KITyOe, KOTOPBIH
YUPEIIUIICS C LENBI0 HE MMyCKAaTh B HETO MY>KYHH, H MOT ObI HATIOMHHTB, KCTATH, YTO TIEPBOOOPA3 5KEHCKOTO
Kiy0a — mabam BenpM. <...> [labam BeqpM — 3TO CUMBOJI TOH CBOOOBI, K KOTOPOH CTPEMHIIHUChH
JKCHIIMHBI U KOTOPYIO OHH, B OBLIBIC BpEMEHA, KOTa BEPIJIU BO BCAKYIO YSPTOBIIMHY, MOTJIM HOIY4YaTh,
TOJILKO 00paIlasch B BEAbM H MPOJIEIIbIBAsI B TOM BHJIE BCE TO, YTO TO/ICKA3bIBANIA UM JKaXKa CBOOOIBI U
no6Bu. Teneps Bce 3TO OHU MOTYT JIeJIaTh B CBOEM €CTECTBEHHOM BHJIC, & B IBA/IIATOM BEKE MOKaXYT
cebs enle ecrecTBeHHee U cuibHee. O, pycckast )KeHIIMHA — cMediast )KeHIuHa 1 JIbIcyo ropy nocemana

yeepaso..."”

However, when Suvorin acquired a book by Luis Franc, La femme — avocat en

case de m-lle Jeanne Chauvin, during his foreign travel, he did not hesitate to recommend

19 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 407. Entry of 8.12.1900. Iavorskaia did not leave Suvorin
alone even when he was mortally ill: she wanted to see him during his visit to London in 1911: ‘Dear
Aleksei Sergeevich, I hope you will come to see me in Nora: it was my first part in your theatre in
Petersburg and now I am playing it for the 50" time in London. I would be so glad to see you. You will
come to my dressing room after the third act, won’t you? Yours truly, Iavorskaia. PS I enclose your ticket
to the box.” (RGALIL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 4927. Pis'ma L. B. Iavorskoi k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 140.)

1% See: I. Tukina, Russkii feminizm kak vyzov sovremennosti, pp. 190-194. Tukina notes that so far there
had been nothing similar in the traditional culture of the Russian gentry: ‘This Society was running
employment agency, there were also hostels, kindergartens, a mutual aid fund, reading rooms, and study
circles. Women could attend foreign language courses, first-aid medical courses, and accountancy courses.’
"7 Novoe vremia. 1.01.1897.
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it to his readers: ‘The book is worthwhile; it is full of facts and ardent advocacy of
women’s rights.”'”®® Agreeing with the author, Suvorin supports the idea of admitting

women to the legal profession, although yet again, not without some irony:

3.71 Bropas monoBrHA IPOXOIAIIETO BeKa 03HAMEHOBAJIACH, MEXKTy ITPOYNM, CHIBHBIM IIPOTPECCOM
ANEKTPUYECTBA U JKEHCKOTO BoTpoca. <...> Eciu KeHIiHa Becerja 3aHrMalia B CEMbE POJTb XO3SHKH,
JIOMOTIPABUTEIIFHHLIBI, YCTAHOBUTEIBHHIIBI MTOPSIKA, €CIIA OHA YMeEIla HE TePATHCS CPEIU CIIOKHBIX
CeMEeHHBIX TIOTPEOHOCTEH 1 UMEHHO OHA OCHOBAJIa ceMelinblil ouae, TO TIOUeMy ke OHa HE MOXKET
pa3o0paThCsi B TOM IPaXXIaHCKOM HOPSIIKE, KOTOPBIM 3aHUMAETCS FocTulus? <...> 5l TOro MHEHUs, 4TO
PaHO JiK, MO3/IHO JIH, a )KEHIIUHA TOOBETCS TOTO, YTO OYIET KOHKYPUPOBATh C aIBOKATAMHU U JTAXKE, MOXKET

6I)ITI), COBCEM 3a0bLEeT UX CBOEH CIIOCOOHOCTHIO 3alUIIAaTh U MpaBbIX U BUHOBATBHIX MTPU IOMOIIHU crareit

CBOI[a 3aKOHOB U CBOCT'O HEPBHOT'O KpaCHopqu/mwg.

Using relevant facts and figures, Suvorin proves beyond doubt that women will
inevitably reduce male share in the labour market very significantly. But again, he steps
aside from social progress and wants to stay in the 19™ century. Perhaps, since he is not
going to be there to witness women’s victory over men, he is no longer haunted by a
sense of Apocalypse; so for the time being, he conveniently replaces Doomsday with the

more agreeable idea of a second Renaissance:

3.72 XX BCK, B KOTOPOM 4 KUTb HC 6y[[y, TMOKaXKET Ir'paxaaHaM 3TOT'0 BEKa, KOTOPbIC Ha HAILIUX IJ1a3dax
oeraroT C€lIIC B ACTCKHUX IITaHUIIKaX, YTO KCHIIWHA 6y,ueT MMPpOJAOJIKATL COMCPHUYATDH C JJICKTPUICCTBOM B
MPUIIOKCHUN CBOUX CHUJIL. Bo BpEMCHa BO3p0)K[[eHI/I${ HUTAJIbAHKU OTIIMYAJIMCh KaK FOPUCTBI, KaK OpaTOphI,

BO BpeMs BTOporo Bo3porkieHus, KOTopoe HaUMHACTCS TeTeph, U GpaHITyKEHKH, 1 HEMKH, U POCCHUSHKH,

OyIyT W IOpHCTaMH, M aiBokaTaMu. UTOOBI CKa3aTh 3TO, HE HAIO OBITh npopOKOM“O.

Showing a strong reluctance to continue into the 20" century, Suvorin had finally
finished his novel V kontse veka. Liubov' and published it in 1898 in its enlarged and
revised version. Longer by twelve chapters, the novel exactly repeats the plot of the short
story ‘V kontse veka’, so the beginning and ending of both pieces do not differ at all.

Speaking of his novel, Suvorin made a number of reservations:

1% Novoe vremia, 29.10.1897.
1% Ibid.
"9 Ibid.

192



3.73 51 — xypHaTUCT U JIUII B UCKIIIOYUTEIBHBIX CITydasX COYMHUTEINh; MOM ITbECHI M MOS IIp03a — Kak
pas ceifuac st Iy pOMaH — BOSHHKIH clIydaiiHo' ' '; «B KOHIIe BeKa IF060Bb» MHE CTOUI GOIBIIOrO

pr;[am; A pa60TaJ1 Hal HUM YpbIBKaMH, OJIb3YSACh HEOOJIBIINM JA0CYTOM, KOTOpLIfI ocCTaBajiCsd MHEC OT

apyrux pabor' .

While preparing the third edition, Suvorin, in his own words, ‘completed the life
stories of all the heroes’ (VIII); however, it is only the life of the female protagonist that
is now brought to its conclusion. Having followed Varia’s life since childhood to her
suicide and posthumous activities, Suvorin displayed the sum total of his views apropos
‘the woman question’, or to be more exact, apropos the problem of woman’s freedom in
all its forms. As seen by the author, his character Varia Murina, an extraordinary and
talented woman (there is something Nietzschean about her), is actually a dangerous
woman: her self-chosen mission is ‘to rule the world’. While in Tolstoy’s eyes Varia may
have earned credit, at least insofar as she had originally chosen chastity and celibacy,
Suvorin, perhaps in polemics with Tolstoyan asceticism, compromises Varia’s dangerous
ambition. Suvorin has Varia obey ‘the call of flesh’ and he pushes her into the arms of a
womanizing philanderer, Vidalin, (in the earlier texts named ‘Vitalin’, a name rather too
patently close to the notion ‘vitality’ perhaps), who takes the words out of
Schopenhauer’s mouth: ‘...love is a woman’s element; outside it she is an utter nonentity.
A woman is a personified sexual instinct and nothing else.” (62)

Having lost her virginity to the philanderer, Varia finds it impossible to marry a
man who loves her, the future priest Murin. The latter, to complicate matters, is a virgin
at the age of 27 and an advocate of monogamy. But the loss of virginity, a symbol of
autonomy and of her lofty goal turns Varia into a hater of men. Her plan to fulfill her
mission by starting a women’s community Obshchestvo mudrykh dev proves a total
failure (Suvorin does not spare irony in describing Varia’s activities). Varia’s efforts to
attain the medical profession are also futile — in her own words, ‘only because she is a
woman.” Finally Varia becomes ‘an educated cocotte’ (Suvorin’s fear), but on the other

hand, she is tormented by her sins and is generally disappointed in life: ‘I would rather

" See: F. Fidler, Iz mira literatorov: Kharaktery i suzhdeniia (M., 2008), p. 96. Entry of 13.05.1892.
"2 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 493. Entry of 12.06.1907.

3 A. Suvorin, ‘Predislovie k 4-mu izd.,” in V kontse veka. Libov', 5 ed. (SPb, 1902), p. VIIL. (In his
Preface Suvorin states that the 4™ edition (1900) is the final version of the novel; the 6" edition was
published in 1904.) Further page reference is given in the text in brackets.
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die, because there is no point in living. Life consists of trifles, which can only satisfy a
mob.” (409) Suvorin, then, is using Varia’s life to demonstrate that a woman’s ambition
to surpass her male co-specifics, or at least to match them socially or professionally, is
totally futile and based on a misreading of nature.

Varia’s life ends tragically after a number of attempts on that life by others: first,
an attack by a fanatical nun, then, attack by the virtuous, but jealous, graduate of a
religious academy, Murin, finally by her own doing. However, there is in effect, a
murderer: the philanderer Vidalin, who seduced her and thus deprived her of ‘vital
energy’ that was reserved for her great mission. The villain has to be punished, and the
author agrees in this respect with his heroine. Vidalin, a typical ‘hunter after women’,
recklessly wasting his precious ‘vital energy’, meets his own tragic end: he is drowned in
the Neva, lured into the water by the winged spectre of Varia. Suvorin diagnoses
Vidalin’s case: “The hero loses his mind thanks to the abuse of sexual love.”''* Thus in
his novel, Suvorin brings to life his predictive apocalyptic vision of the future of human
civilization: enjoying unlimited sexual freedom, man and woman eventually destroy each
other.

As regards the third hero, Murin, he is clearly complex but perhaps insufficiently
developed. On the one hand, Suvorin’s sympathy is with Murin, since he entrusts him
with the preaching of chastity, monogamy, and marital fidelity. On the other hand, the
virtuous preacher picks up a gun to kill Varia, so that ‘she does not wallow in vice’ and
then dramatically desecrates her dead body by extracting a skeleton from it. It is possible
that that this character represents Suvorin’s doubts regarding the practical moral strength
of Christianity. It seems that Murin’s further life development is not clear to the author at
all: at any rate he simply disappears from the novel without trace.

In those chapters which he added to the novel, Suvorin dwells upon the idea of
women’s inferiority and involves the expertise of medical professionals. The French
doctor Rochard whom Varia meets in Paris seems to have borrowed his ideas from the

Russian doctor, Chekhov:

" Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 456. Entry of 13.10.1903.
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3.74 KenmuHe He MPeB30HTH Hamero OpaTa. [Ipy paBHBIX TaJlaHTaX W PABHBIX 3aHATHSAX OHA BCE-TAKH
GyIET HIDKE MYKYHHBI' . A Tlie Xe LIaHCHI IPeB30iiTh Golee napoButoro? Hamr Mosr okper myTem
THICSYCIICTHUX TPAIUIIMNA, U KPOBb MIPHJIMBAET K HEMY Bce CiiibHee. A y Bac?.. Y Bac CHIIbHA TOJILKO
HACJICJICTBEHHOCTh JTFOOBH, M MO3T M HEPBBI CIIOKUIACH MPUMEHUTEIILHO K 3TOMY. .. JIF0OOBB, TIOJIOBBIC
(YHKIHU OTTSTUBAIOT Y BaC CIIMIIIKOM MHOTO KPOBH OT I'OJIOBBI, OT MO3Ta. .. H OH IIUTACTCSI XYXKE, YeM Y

Hac. (377)

Doctor Rochard also insists that for a man, it is necessary to spare and conserve

sexual energy; and he provides persuasive evidence of what awaits the heedless:

3.75 S Bam ykaxy Ha TeX MYXXYUH, KOTOPBIC MPEIAIOTCS TOYTH UCKIFOUUTEIHFHO OJTHOM JIFOOBH,
YXa)KMBaHUIO 32 KCHIUHAMHU, MCHSIIOT UX, a IPU K0 OJ00HO# cMeHe TpeOyeTcsl 0COOCHHOE
HATIPSKCHUE U TPATUTCS CHII TOPa3o OOJbIIE, YeM, HAIPUMEP, B THXON M MPHUBBIYHOW JIFOOBHU B JKEHE.
Benp Takue My»KYUHBI, CTaBSIINAE CBOCH LENBI0 HACIAXKICHHS C )KCHIIUHAMH, TIOCTEIICHHO TYICIOT,
[IYNeIoT, pa30packiBasi 3psi CBOM JIyUILIUE COKU, TEPSIOT YHEPTHUIO U JIEJIAI0TCSl HA HA YTO HE TOMHBIMH. ..
BoT noso0HbIe MY)KYUHBI 1 HAMOMHHAIOT KEHIIUH, TOTOMY YTO JKEHIIMHBI TIOYTH UCKITIOYUTEIHHO
3aHUMAIOTCSI II000BBI0. Kyna ke M 60poThes ¢ MyKarHO0? CllaOeHBKUX, KOHETHO, OHH MOTYT

o0eTUTh, TeX CAaOCHBKUX, AT KOTOPBIX 0XO0Ta Ha JKESHIITMH — TJIABHOE 3aHATHE XU3HH. .. (377-378)

Since the prospect of human civilization was a subject of particular concern to
Suvorin, it is more than likely that he had read a book by Max Nordau, Degeneration,
which came out in Russia in 1893. However, there are no references to this book in any
of Suvorin’s available writings or documents.''® A barely visible trace can be found in a
letter by Chekhov to Suvorin: ‘I am fed up with all sorts of discussions, and I read such

5117

windbags as Max Nordau with disgust. However, while Nordau himself could well

e . . .. . . 11 . .
have criticized Suvorin for exploiting decadent features in his novel, ¥ Suvorin, as it

!5 Cf. Chekhov’s ideas from a letter to his brother Aleksandr: ‘Woman is ever passive. She gives birth to
cannon fodder. She never exceeds the man in the political or sociological sense. <...> As far as creativity
goes, she is a goose. (chapter II, p. 139).

"% perhaps Suvorin was abashed because Nordau was a Jew. In Novoe vremia Nordau’s book was severely
criticized in a typical manner; cf.: ‘crude and tough conclusions of a Semite who is judging Christians’
(V. Peterson, 1.12.1893); or cf. a feuilleton by Burenin about the philosopher Kliaksa Erundau — ‘who is
also of Jewish extraction’ (10.12.1893).

""" A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 5, p. 284. Letter of 27.03.1894.

"8 Cf. “The book that would be fashionable, must, above all, be obscure. <...> Ghost stories are very
popular, but they must come on in scientific disguise, as hypnotism, telepathy, somnambulism.” (Max
Nordau, Degeneration (University of Nebraska Press, 1993), pp.13—-14). Suvorin’s attitude to decadents
was changeable but not without some interest. In Novoe vremia, he would reproach decadents a la Max
Nordau: ‘The Decadence has no genius, no creators; the best of it is anticipation and the worst of it is
impudence <...> which manifests itself in literary works and in paintings as half-ideas, half-images, just as
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appears, did not think unequivocally that Nordau was a windbag, since he enthusiastically

publicized his ideas in V kontse veka. Liubov".

3.76 B mocnemnue Toapl B MyOIHKe TOHWKAICS YPOBEHb TPEOOBAHHA K H3SIIHOMY, K TaJTAHTaM.
DOKYCHHYECTBO HAYAJIO PSAUTHCS B HCKYCCTBO, PACHYIIEHHOCT — B 0COOYIO MOPaJib, BIPAOOTaHHYIO
JICBSATHAIATHEIM BEKOM, STHM BEKOM OBICTPBIX COOOICHHI U CHOILICHHH, KOTIa AyMaTh ObLIO HEKOT/Ia.
<...> JIro0OBB 3aBsI3bIBATIACH C OBICTPOTOI AMEKTPHUYCCTBA U MOTyXajJa MTHOBCHHO M 3aTEM MEPEXOuiia Ha
JPYTOi MpeaMeT, 4To0 TaKKe MOTYXHYTh U BOSHUKHYTH CHOBa. OpraHu3M HCTOLIAJICS, MY KIHHBI
CTaHOBWJIKCH TIIYIIEE U IIIyIee, HO Oorade oOIIMMU MECTaMH, )KCHIIUHBI JICTKOMBICIICHHEE U MOIIUISE, HO

Oorade pazHOOOpa3reM CBOMX JIOOOBHBIX OIMyIIeHUH. (414)

§5
Suvorin’s novel was favourably reviewed posthumously by his biographer Boris Glinskii,

who rated it as a modernistic experiment:

3.77 ...OH Hamucan u 6oipuIoii poman «B koHIe Beka. JIloO0Bb», 1€ OH TOHKO MOJMETHII TATOTEHHE
Halero o0IecTBa K TOMy TaMHCTBEHHOMY HEBEJIOMOMY, CIIPOC Ha KOTOpOe ceifuac y Hac Tak Besauk. OH B
9TOM OTHOIIEHHH KaK Obl OIepe il OOIIECTBEHHYIO MBICIIb U €IIe MHOTO JIET TOMY Ha3aj cKa3all To, 4YeM

HBIHE TakK 3aHsTHI IT. Po3anos, ®umocodos u ﬂpymellg.

By the phrase ‘a taste on the part of our society for the mysterious unknown’
Glinskii must have had in mind the religious and philosophical pursuits of the Silver Age,
and primarily, investigation of the metaphysics of sex. As he mentions Vasilii Rozanov
and Dmitrii Filosofov, he indicates, whether deliberately or not, polar directions in their

120
search after verity.

it does in life as half-women, half-men (Novoe vremia. 3.12.1900). On Christmas Eve of 1899, Suvorin
published his own Christmas story in Novoe vremia, ‘Dekadentskoe proisshestvie’, which parodied various
decadent clichés and carried them to absurdity. But in his own publishing house he would, for example,
publish Bal'mont and in his own theatre he would stage Maeterlinck. Smirnova-Sazonova recorded
Suvorin’s words in her diary: ‘He says that he sympathizes with them [decadents] for their search of truth
and of the unknown. He says that this movement will produce a genius’ (Op. cit.: A. Chekhov, PSSP, P.,
vol. 6, p. 451).

"9 B. Glinskii, ‘Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin’, in Istoricheskii vestnik, 9 (1912), p. 12.

120 See a detailed research of this subject in: L. Engelstein, The Keys to Happiness: Sex and the Search for
Modernity in Fin-de-Siecle Russia (Cornell University Press, 1992); O. Riabov, Russkaia filosofiia
zhenstvennosti (Ivanovo, 1999); O. Matich, Erotic Utopia: The Decadent Imagination in Russia’s Fin de
Siecle (Wisconsin University Press, 2005).
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The philosopher Vasilii Rozanov, who had contributed to Novoe vremia
sporadically since 1895 and on a regular basis since 1899'*', by his own admission, had

1'* and presumably would not have appreciated his heroine,

never read Suvorin’s nove
who rejected marriage and childbirth. When he presented his own journalistic programme

to Suvorin, he made a very different claim:

3.78 [la, Bot GoubImioe neno: eciu 6 Bel mue nanu B «HoBoM BpeMeHu» 00oraTo pa3paboTath, npasja,
IIEKOTIUBYIO TEMY — O 1OJIe U NON08OM. <...> COOCTBEHHO IOBOPS, Mbl UMEEM OUEHb O8YCMbICIEHHO20
Xapakrepa cemvio ¥ Opak. EBaHrenue He MMeeT HUKAaKOTO B3MIIAAA M JaXKe B PEIIUTENbHBII MOMEHT
TOBOPUT: «JIydllle HE XKEHUThCA». OTCI0Aa, U3 3T0i ykacHo cTpoxu norekno 2000-1eTHee OTpULIATENbHOE
BO33PEHHE Ha TI0JI, ¥, KAK MHE JYMAaeTCs, C 3TOI0 CTPOKOIO BOIIUTH MOJ] BUAOM «KPOTOCTH» U «9UCTOTHI»

3
CYIIECTBECHHO ICMOHUYCCKNUE CTPYH B HANTY I_II/IBI/I.HI/I321LII/I}O12 .

Rozanov’s choice of ‘the sexual question’ was to a degree personally motivated:
he suffered greatly in his first — hasty and childless — marriage, as he could not obtain a
divorce from his wife, Apollinaria Suslova. Rozanov found happiness in his second —
patriarchal — marriage with Varvara Butiagina, but it took him 12 years of hard effort to
get his five children recognized as legitimate. Suvorin’s family story represents
something of a reversing mirror to Rozanov’s: at least inasmuch as Suvorin’s first
marriage, meant to be a patriarchal family model, ended in a disaster, while his second
marriage was, like Rozanov’s first, hasty. However, Suvorin’s second was no bed of
roses.

Suvorin offered Rozanov good fees and a lot of newspaper space. To all
appearances, Rozanov greatly appreciated Suvorin’s carte blanche, although he did
remark: ‘Suvorin was rather puritanical as regards sex. He protested a lot against my
articles on divorce and he disliked my “sexual question”.’124 Here by ‘the sexual
question’” one should understand Rozanov’s open glorification and apotheosis of coitus,

and it is indeed true that, in his newspaper, Suvorin did not allow explicit sexual scenes

12! See for example: Iu. Kazakova, Filosofiia igry: V. V. Rozanov — zhurnalist i literaturnyi kritik (Po
materialam gazety A. S. Suvorina ‘Novoe vremia’ (M., 2001), pp. 8-61.

122y Rozanov, Iz pripominanii i myslei ob A. S. Suvorine (M., 1992; 1* edition SPb, 1913), p. 52.

"2 Pis'ma russkikh pisatelei k A. S. Suvorinu (L., 1927), pp. 148-149. The letter was written in the 90s.
2y, Rozanov, Poslednie list'ia (M., 2000), p. 105. However, the other side of Suvorin’s purism was his
willingness to exchange bawdy stories in his correspondence with Chekhov, not to mention his voyeuristic
diary passages.
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even in fiction. One of his journalists recalls: ‘I do not quote any witty words of Suvorin
about purely physical love. He <...> was resolutely against realistic description of sex in
our fiction.”'*> Accordingly, despite the fact that Rozanov elevated only procreative sex
to religious status, and despite the fact that for Rozanov only family life on the patriarchal
model was to be considered the goal of our social existence, Suvorin did not indeed
accept his views; however, he restricted his polemics with Rozanov to private
correspondence only. The intimacy of a private letter allowed Suvorin — counter to his
open preaching of the Christian marriage — to come up with shocking statements. There
is reason to believe that Suvorin’s bitter irony was induced by his personal family

experience:

3.79 HeHemrawmii 6pak — gydeno. Ero Hamo moboKy BMECTe ¢ XpUCTHAHCTBOM, KOTOPOE COBEPIIEHHO
OT)KHBAET CBOU BeK. JIt0OOBH J0IDKHA OBITH CBOOOIHA, HO HEOOXOIUMO OJTHO, YTOO MY>KIMHA W KESHIIUHA,
caenaB peOeHKa, HEPEMEHHO BBIKOPMUIIM €T0 U BOCITUTAIH XOTs ObI <...> jeT a0 10-12, korga pedbeHok
MOJKET MOCTYIHUTh B CPEITHIOIO MIKONMY. <...> ...MOXeT ObITh, ObLIO OBI TyYIlle YIPEAUTh 3aBEACHUS U3
CaMIIOB, C XOPOIIIKM JKAJIOBaHbEM, B KOTOPBIC SBIISIMCH OB ICBYIIKU M KCHIIMHBI JUIS yIOBICTBOPCHUS

CBOCH ILJIOTH. I[aBaﬁTe MMponoBCAOBATb MAroMEeTaHCTBO. Ono ropasao nmpakTuiHee XpI/ICTI/IaHCTB3126.

Still, Suvorin, of course, was aware that Rozanov’s articles on ‘the sexual
question,’ at the time a topical problem, would attract attention and would draw more
readers: ‘While it was Tolstoy who with his demand for chastity initiated the debate on
sexual morality at the beginning of the decade, it is Rozanov who at its conclusion stands
out as the most challenging of the writers who had reversed the question and advocated
sexuality free of guilt.”'”” However, as in the case with Tolstoy’s radicalism on the
subject of chastity, Suvorin could not accept Rozanov’s idea of procreative sex which he

also considered carried matters to an extremity:

3.80 A B Bac ectb 11t 4TO, KPOME «CBATOTO MOj1a». OH AEHCTBUTEIBHO CBAT Y BacC, U 3TO JOKa3bIBATh
Hedero. UTo ocTaHeTCs, KOJIM He PU3HATh CBATOCTH MMoJIa. <...> S moMHio, nocie «I[locaecaoBus»

ToxcToro K ero U3BECTHOM MOBECTH, Ie AecTBYET [1034HbIIIEB U TPONOBEYETCS paiicKas HEBUHHOCTD, I

5N, Ezhov, ‘Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin: Moi vospominaniia o nem, dumy, soobrazheniia’, in
Istoricheskii vestnik, 1 (1915), p. 120.

120y Rozanov, Iz pripominanii i myslei ob A. S. Suvorine, p. 77. Suvorin’s letter to Rozanov of
29.07.1901.

127p, Mgller, Postlude to the Kreutzer Sonata, p. 298.
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TIOJTYYIJT ITTHHHOE U TOopsiiee MPOTECTYIOIee MICHMO OT OZHOTO TOCHOMHA, KOTOPBIA KPaCHOPEIHBO
MPOKJIMHAT TOJICTOTO 32 €ro MPOIOBENs BO3AEPKAHHUS U TOBOPHJI, YTO PyCCKOMY YEIOBEKY HUYETO, KpoMe
METIIA ¥ BOJIKH, HE OCTAHETCsl, €CIIH 3alIPETUTh EMY BOJIbHOE 00XO0XKICHHE C KCHITUHAMU, OHH JKE ITO U

128
JOOST 10 CMEPTH .

Suvorin, who was apprehensive of promoting ‘the sexual question’ in the press on

too wide a scale, at some point suggested that Rozanov change his subject:

3.81 V Hac HUKTO MUTEpPATypOU HE 3aHNMaETCs. bypeHuH ee mpe3upaeTt 1 TIIyMHATCS Haja Heto. Bel He
YUTAeTe W HE WIETe, CUAS HaJl CBATOCTHIO mona. <...> M3 «CII0 BegomocTeii» s 3Hal0, 9TO B Ta3eTe MOETO
BO3JII00JICHHOTO chiHA [«Pych», m3natens A. A. CyBopuH] nponoBeayercst OOHa)KEHHUE Tella, U KaKasi-To

OapbimHs nucana, 4to Po3anos u [M. O.] MeHBIINKOB, MOKallyl, HaJICHYT Ha I'OJIOE TEJIO0 KPacHbIE mapQbl

12
1 PE3UHOBLIC I'aJIOIN 9.

These young ladies who engage in an open discussion of sex in newspapers must
presumably realize Suvorin’s fears of a woman liberated bodily and morally. The genre
of the private letter allows Suvorin not to mince words, and seems to reveal his

archetypal fear of vagina dentata:

3.82 S nymaro, 3T0O 07Ha U3 TeX OApPBIIICHb, KOTOPBIC JaKe TOJBIMUA HIYETO COOOW HE M300paKaIoT U
HUMAJIO He cOOIa3HUTENbHBL. TaKkol APSIHA y HAC yKacHO MHOT0. OHH XyKe MPOCTUTYTOK, IIOTOMY YTO Y
TEX BCE-TAKH €CTh HEUTO BPOJE KPACOTHI, @ y ITHX HHYETO, KPOME BYJIBBBI, [a €IIe IIOraHOM, KOTOPYIO OHH

3
BCEM HO,I[CT@.BJ'I?HOT1 0.

Summing up, Suvorin returns to his evolutionistic apprehensions and also echoes
Max Nordau: ‘We degenerate into mere intelligentsia, who have been practicing sex and
sex only from time immemorial. How faded our young ladies are, how hard it is to find a

strong man!”"*' In the final result, Suvorin disputes Rozanov’s philosophy in its entirety.

128y, Rozanov, Iz pripominanii i myslei ob A. S. Suvorine, p- 97. Suvorin’s letter to Rozanov of
18.05.1904.

129 Ibid., 98. Suvorin means a series of articles by Maximilian Voloshin and Vladimir Zhabotinskii in which
they glorified the beauty of the naked body. A red (worsted) scarf in those days was a fashionable
accessory which symbolized not only the Revolution, but also artistic freedom. For example, Vsevolod
Meierkhol’d was one of those who wore a red scarf to follow the fashion.

0 Op. cit.: V. Rozanov, Iz pripominanii i myslei ob A. S. Suvorine, p. 98.

PV, Rozanov, Iz pripominanii i myslei ob A. S. Suvorine. P. 98. As can be seen from this quotation,
Suvorin (and also Chekhov) use the term ‘intelligentsiia’ with a negative connotation. Cf. his words: ‘It is
not without reason that Russians adopted the word “intelligentsiia”, which in Europe does not indicate any
particular social stratum. Why did we pick up this word so quickly and so willingly? This is because there
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Now without irony Suvorin rejects Rozanov’s idea that the main goal of sexual activity is
childbirth; he provides evidence to oppose and contrast Rozanov’s idealism and the

positivism of evolutionists:

3.83 BrI rops4o qoka3bpiBaeTe, 9YTO TOJIBKO TO €CTh COBOKYIIIICHHE, €CIIH ITOCJIe HETO peOSHOK. A s
JyMaro, 4TO 3TO NpocTO auub. [Ipocto auub. Pebsita poasitcst yOorue, npecTynHble, HAHOThI, TOAJICLbl 1

T. 1., TOTOMY 4TO U B Opake u BHe Opaka yrnoTpeOJISIIoTCs MOXOTIMBbIE, bsHBIE, <00Je31IbIe 7>,
obeccuieHHbIe, <HP30>! BONBIIMHCTBO JIOEH — CTaj0, MPOCTO POJ Ha3eMa, HEMHOKKO JTydile co0akH, a

nomanyl‘/i, MHOTHM H XYK€. Yro e 3TO 3a «BeIUKas TaﬁHa», KOTOpas NpoOnU3BOAUTCA U3 Mep3OCTI/I?132

However, an adverse commentary like that was not followed by any prohibitive
measures on Suvorin’s side and did not interrupt Rozanov in his productive contribution
to Suvorin’s newspaper: over 18 years, he published 1660 pieces in Novoe vremia, and
many of his books (37 titles in all) were based on his newspaper publications.'** Besides,

during their collaboration, Suvorin and Rozanov maintained warm and friendly relations:

3.84 K CyBopuHy OH BceTJa XpaHwI Tiybodaiiiinee yBaxxeHHe U JTI000Bb, JOXOIUBIIYIO 10 dSHTY3Ha3Ma, 1
9TO HE TOJBKO U3 UYBCTBA JTMYHOU OiaromapHocT (0€3 TOr0 MaTepUaIbHOTO YCTPOHCTBA, KOTOPHIM OH
obu1 00s13aH CyBOpUHY, pyccKas JIUTepaTypa He nMena 01 Po3aHoBa), a U3 COBEPIICHHO OECKOPBICTHOTO
BJICUCHHS K TOMY THUITHYHO OBITOBOMY YEIIOBEKY, «OOBIBATEIIO» C TAIAHTOM JIUTEPATYPHOTO

3
I/IMHpCCCI/IOHI/ICTa1 4.

After Suvorin’s death, Rozanov, apparently without realizing it, had actually

responded to the key idea of Suvorin’s novel V kontse veka. Liubov".

3.85 O nescrBe riry6okoe citoBo s cibiian ot A. C. CyBopuHa U OT [IpenoaBatesisi JyXOBHOM
akagemuu] A. B. Kapramosa. IlepBslii kak-To cka3an: «Hert, s 3ameuan, 4To korja AeByIIKa TepseT

JIeBCTBO (0e3 3aMyxKecTBa), To OHA TepsieT U gcé. OHa nenaercs dyprow». KOHeUHO, OH HU MaJeuIe He

are very few civilised as well as educated people in Russia. Thus the intelligentsia appeared, something in
between, indefinite, covering up all sorts of lumber. It is either a third estate, or God knows what, neither
meat nor fowl. What I mean to say is that culture should not be confused with intelligentsia.” (Novoe
vremia. 25.03.1890.) This subject should be considered separately.

2 Op. cit.: V. Rozanov, Priznaki vremeni: Stat'i i ocherki 1912 g. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k V. V. Rozanovu.
Pis'ma V. V. Rozanova k A. S. Suvorinu (M., 2006), p. 390.

' See: V. Sukach, ‘Rozanov V. V., in Russkie pisateli: 1800—1917: Biograficheskii slovar' (M., 2007),

p. 326.

134 p. Pertsov, Literaturnye vospominaniia: 1890-1902 gg. (M., 2002), p. 264.
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MeJ B BUY OOBIYHBIX HPABCTBEHHBIX CYXKIACHHM, U TIepea HaOloieHne «4Td ObIBaeT», «4TO

< 35
CIIy4JacTCAa», «4TO oanvue Cne;[yeT»] .

Nevertheless, having finished his novel V kontse veka: Liubov', Suvorin found
himself concerned particularly with the moral implications of chastity, and he conceived

a new literary piece:

3.86 Ilepenucan B 1Ba AHS MEPBBIHA aKT MBECHI, KOTOPYIO s CTaJI IIEpeeNIbIBATh U3 CBOETO pOMaHa
«JI1000Bb» B mpouwiom roay. beut Hanucan 1-# akt u yacth 2-ro. [lepenucan 1-i akr, nenno, No-BUANMOMY,

. o .13
JanbIIe He noiiner. TPyIHO CIPaBHTBCS C TEMOiT (haHTACTHIECKOH .

Suvorin’s writing difficulties were accompanied by growing health problems. His
diary of the time teems with complaints about his waning energy and on the whole about

his general misery:

3.87 5.10.1897. Bcero xyxe co3HaHHUE, YTO YyBCTBYETCS, UTO IECHS MO crieTa. S He Mory paboTaTh, Kak
IpeXJe, ¥ MeHs: TOMUT Tocka. 1 He Mory Huyero He fenarts. JKenanue paboraTh He IPOLLIO €Ile, HO CHIIBI
HazopBansl. 6.03.1898. 310poBbe BCe XyXe M XyKe, 1 HEOOBSICHUMOE OTBpalleHUE K BpayaMm. <...>
TosbKo 31MIIbCS HA 3Ty CTAPOCTh, KOTOPAsi CheaeT U SHEPTHIO, M TAJaHT, cbepaeT aymy. 15.03.1898. 51
COBCEM PACKJIEHIICS. BCIBUILUNBOCTD CTAHOBUTCS NPSIMO cyMaciueameil. <...> KoHuurcs tem, 4to
MOPBETCSI COCY/] ¥ OTIPABUIILCS TY/a, OTKY/Ja HE MPUXOIAT. MHE TSHKENIO CTAHOBUTCS OT OeCCUIns
pabotath. 8.09.1899. ITpo6osan mucars. Hudero He Berxoaut. [Tucain 2-if akt «I eponHu» [mepenenka

3
pomana], 61e1HO BHIXOIUT. BUIHO, HAI0 MOCTABUTh TOYKY U 3THM pra)KHeHI/I}IMl 7

However, Suvorin only came to a full stop when he finished recycling his novel
into a play. In the process, he changed the working title Geroinia for a meaningful
Vopros, which suggests he omitted epithet polovoi. But still, tackling this question,

Suvorin faced some problems of story line:

3.88 Xoren npopomkate komeauto. [FOpuct u nucarens C. A.] AHApeeBCKHiA T0/ICKa3a)1 MHE KOHEII.
Hano, uTo6 repoii crio3Hascs ¢ KeHIIMHAMU, TOT/Ia OH MOXET JKeHUThCs Ha Bape, kotopast xuia c

MypaTOBLIM. TOI‘,Ha OHU paBHBbI. ﬂeBCTBeHHOCTL YyiKaCHas BCIb JJid JCBYIIKH. OZ[HaKO 3a4eM €€ nmpupoaa

135y, Rozanov. Opavshie list'ia: Korob vtoroi i poslednii (L., 1999), p. 279.
% Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 302. Entry of 15.07.1897.
57 1bid., pp. 309, 313, 314, 343.
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cnenana? Y )KUBOTHBIX HET NEBCTBeHHOU muieBkl. [Touemy y nouepeii EBbl oHa cymectByet? Omunoka bora

3
Y TIPUPOJIBI, UJTK OTO OCHOBAHME cempu?'?®

The idea suggested by Andreevskii would actually have struck out ‘the sexual
question” which perturbed Suvorin a great deal, so he rejected the alternative ending.
Now seriously preoccupied with the problem of virginity, Suvorin decided to look into
the root of the matter. But also, since Suvorin greatly valued Chekhov’s opinion, he
mentioned his play in his letter to him (their correspondence by that time being fairly
minimal). Chekhov who by then was an established playwright, living in Yalta and
although he was busy with his play Tri sestry, he replied without delay and offered
Suvorin his help: ‘Send me your play and I shall return it as soon as I have read it.”'*’

On receipt of the play, Chekhov analysed it thoroughly and approved it in general,

although he also pointed out some structural weakness of the plot:

3.89 Hosas mbeca, 1 1 2 akThl, MHE TIOHPABUJIACh, U 51 HAXOXKY JaXe, 4TO OHA JIydlie «TaThsSHbI
Pemnunoii». Ta Orke K TeaTpy, a 9Ta ONIKe K KU3HHU. 3-i aKT HE OIPEICIIHICS, [IOTOMY YTO B HEM HET

JIENCTBUS, HET JIa)Ke SICHOCTH B 3aMchel40.

Furthermore, in his letter, Chekhov, like Andreevskii, practically eliminates the
key question which prompted Suvorin to write this play in the first place. Again, he

suggests that a mouthpiece of the untenable chastity idea should be removed:

3.90 OGpa3oBaHHEI JBOPSHMH, HIYILIHii B IIOMBI ', — 3TO YXKe YCTapeso U He BO30YxK/IaeT
J00OMBITCTBA <...> a B €r0 JAEBCTBE U LEJIOMYIPUH YBHIAT HEUTO CKOIMYECKOE. <...> 3HAET OTeL Ipo rpex
Bapu nnu He 3HaeT — AyMmaro, Bce paBHO WM He Tak BakHo. [losioBast cdepa, KOHEUHO, UIPaeT BAKHYIO
pOJIb Ha CeM CBeTe, HO Be/lb HE BCE OT Hee 3aBHUCHT, JAJICKO HE BCE; U JaJeKO He Be3Je OHa UMeeT

pemaroiee 3Hauenne. Korga npummere [V akr, eme Hanuny, eciu IpuayMao ‘{TO-HI/I6y,I[I>142.

Apparently, Suvorin tried to amend his play according to Chekhov’s advice,
although no direct evidence has survived. As can be seen from the following letter from

Chekhov, Suvorin made an attempt to link chastity with nihilism or to contrast these two

"8 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 366. Entry of 15.02.1900.

% A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 9, p. 10. Letter of 8.01.1900.

0 Ibid., p. 22. Letter of 23.01.1900.

! Murin from the novel V kontse veka. Liubov"; in the play his surname is Ratishchev.
12 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 9, p. 24. Letter of 23.01.1900.
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ideas. Chekhov rejected this variant as well and offered his own idea of the finale of
Suvorin’s play, very much in Chekhovian tone, and, to be more exact, in the tone of

Diadia Vania:

3.91 S moman ronoBy Hazg [V akToM ¥ HUYEro HE MPHUIYyMall, KpOME pa3Be TOTO, YTO KOHYATh
HUTWJIMCTaMH HEJb3s. JTO CIUIIKOM OypHO, KPUKINBO, K Bareii sxe mpece Ooee naeT KOHeI THXU,
JIMpU4ecKuit, TporarensHbiil. Korna Barmia repouns cocrapurcs, He MPUIS HU K YEMY M HUYETO HE PEeIlnB
IUTA ce0d, ¥ YBUINT, 9YTO OHA BCEMU ITIOKMHYTA, HEMHTEPECHa, He Hy)KHA, KOT/Ia IIOMMET, 4TO OKpYy’KaBIIHe
ee oK ObUTH Tpa3IHbBIC, HCHYKHBIC, TYPHBIC JIFOIU (OTEL — TOKE) U YTO OHA IPOMOPralia KU3Hb, —

Ppa3BE€ OTO HE CTpAIlIHEC HI/II"I/IJ'II/ICTOB(.>143

§6

As usual, Chekhov approved Suvorin’s endeavours in writing:

392 4 pan, 4to BE1 moutn YK HallMCAJIU MIbECY, U €IS pa3 NOBTOPAIO, YTO Bam CJICAYCT NMCATh U NIbCChI,
1 pOMaHbl — BO-IIE€PBbLIX, IOTOMY YTO 3TO B006H16 HY’KHO, U, BO-BTOPbIX, HIOTOMY 4YTO AJId Bac ato

310POBO, TaK KaK NPUATHO pa3H006pa3MT Bam )KI/I3HI)I44.

However, Suvorin saw his life now only as a heavy burden, his family driving

him to suicide:

3.93 8.06.1900 Crapocts koHumsIachk. Hauyanace apsixiaocts y mensi. CTapocThb elie HU4ero, Ho
JPSIXJIOCTb — yIUBHTENbHAsE CKBepHOCTH. [IpocTo 6e3 npocsera. 25.09.1900. He noxnro mue ocranock
JepKaTh Mepo B pykax. 51 B TOM mepuojie yMUpPaHUs, KOIJa HEe XO0UETCsl HHKOMY TOBOPHUTH, YTO
JCUCTBUTEIIBHO yMHPALILb, KOTJa BCE 3TO OYCHb XOPOLIO BUAAT, HO MOJTYAT U HE MOAAIOT MPHU3HAKA, YTO
OHY TOTOBBI BCTPETUTH CMEPTh MOI0. <...> V] B CTapOCTH YyBCTBYEIIb Ce0s TAKUM OJUHOKUM, YTO He OyIb
y MeHS TeaTpa, He Biajei s mepowm, st Obl porai. XoTh Bemaicsa. 27.09.1900. Cembst ymeHbIIaeTcs, a
PacXobl yBEIMYUBAIOTCS, TO €CTh YBEINUUBACTCS Ipadek ¢ KaXKIBIM MECsLeM U rolioM. <...> S Jlemne
[chiHy ANekcero] Hamuca, 9To KeJaix Obl OTIIOXHYTH OT BCEX ATHX MEJIOYEH, a TOTOMY XKeJiai Obl
yUIPEIUTh COBET U3 YWICHOB MOCit CeMbH, KOTOPBIC Obl IPOBEPSUIH pacXxoasl. OH MHE OTBETHII, UTO 51 XKEJAK0
pasbirpats KopoJis Jlupa. A s jkenaro pasbirpaTh IPOCTO CTAPHKA, KOTOPBIH YCTall OT 3THX BOJHEHUIL, OT
ykacHo# 3110061 5.10.1900. I"'oBopwit ¢ AnHoii MiBaHoBHO# 0 nmpuganoM [t nouepu Hacru]. Celiuac

MMPpOTUB MCHS, TOYHO A o0BuHsr0. Celiuac Ha MEHS HarnazaaTtb CO 3.]1060}0, C pacyeToMm, 4T00 51 HE CMOT

43 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 9, p. 49. Letter of 12.02.1900.
" Ibid., p. 24. Letter of 23.01.1900.
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CKa3aTh CJIOBa, 4TOO SI MOJTYAT M TIO3BOJIHII JIeNIaTh, 9TO XOTAT M KaK XOTAT. <...> S 3aXKUJICS B MeIIaro

145
nmm .

Suvorin’s newspaper also seemed to enter ‘a period of dying’, although this was

appreciated only in retrospect:

3.94 28 despana 1901 roma ¢ 60mpmIoi oMo oTIpa3aHOBaIO0 «HOBOE BpeMsi» 25-1eTHHI 100mIeit
CBOETO CYyIIeCTBOBAaHMUSA. M Bpsi MM KOMY M3 IPHCYTCTBYIOIINX Ha F0OMIIEE MOTJIO IPUUTH B TOJIOBY, YTO
9THM IpazgHecTBOM «HoBoe BpeMsi» cripaBisieT cBOrO Tpu3HY. HukTo He Mor OBI mogymars, 9To 25-
JIETHUH F0OmIIeit ObLI TEM POKOBBIM ITEPEITIOMOM B KU3HU €IMHCTBEHHOM TOTJ]a PYCCKOM ra3eThl, 3a

KOTOPbIM Ha4YaJIOCh IMOCTCIIEHHOC €€ Ha,HCHI/I€146.

Suvorin had similar feelings exactly during the quarter-century jubilee

celebration, but he could only share them with his diary:

3.95 ToBOpPUTH MPSMO ¥ OTKPHITO HEBO3MOXKHO. ['a3eTa CTAHOBUTCS MPOTUBHOMO. <...> ['azeTra MeHs
yraertaerT. S 60tock 3a ee Oyaymiee. TbMa COTpYTHUKOB, OOJIBIIEIO YaCThIO Oe3/IapHBIX U HUYETO HE

nenaromux. S ckazan, 94To 100uIe — perneTuIns moxopoH. Tak 3To u 6yz[eT147.

However, Novoe vremia would die a ‘violent death’ (would be closed down by
the Bolsheviks) only in 1917, so over the next ten years, up to his death, Suvorin would
remain at his post and would keep overall command of his newspaper, while he delegated
the editorial duties to his sons Aleksei and Mikhail. Neither did Suvorin abandon his
favourite genre, and in the newly arrived 20" century, he would send to his readers some
four hundred of his missives, Malen'kie pis'ma.

At the beginning of the 20" century, official discourse associated with ‘the
woman question’, being ‘moderately conservative and habitual in its language,
arguments, posits, and suggested decisions, has started to show misogynistic
tendencies.”'*® As for the reasons, one should take into consideration the arrival of books
by Schopenhauer, Nietzsche, and Otto Weininger published in Russian in mass

circulation; but the main reason is found in tangible achievements by the women’s

5 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, pp. 390, 396, 398—400.

146 N.. Snessarev, Mirazh ‘Novogo vremeni’: Pochti roman (SPb, 1914), p- 5.

T Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 412. Entry of 7.03.1901.

148 See: 1L Tukina, Russkii feminizm kak vyzov sovremennosti, p. 233. See also: O. Riabov, Russkaia
filosofiia zhenstvennosti (Ivanovo, 1999), chapter 3: ‘Filosofiia zhenstvennosti Serebrianogo veka’.
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movement, and particularly, in strong women’s competition in the labour market thanks
to their growing education. Since it was impossible to turn away from reality, Suvorin
published two Malen'kie pis'ma of significant length about women’s education, paying
particular attention to their medical training. In these letters, which seem to be the last of
Suvorin’s explicit and extended statement apropos ‘the woman question’, one can notice
his attempts to smooth out the misogynistic tendencies of official discourse by boosting a
positive public opinion on women’s education. Nevertheless Suvorin could not resist

typical reservations disguised by irony, albeit subtle irony:

3.96 ...Pycckue >KeHIMHBI UTpajy BhLAAIOIIYIOCS poiib B EBponie. OHO M MOHATHO: pyccKast )KEeHIINHA —
camasi cBoOo/iHas1 sxeHITMHA B EBporie, B XOpollieM U yCIIOBHOM 3HaY€HUH TOTO CJIOBA, KaK pyccKast
IuTepaTypa — camasi CBOOOIHAs U camasi T'yMaHHasi BO BCEM TOM, YTO KacaeTcs )KEHIUHBI, OO pyccKast

JUTEpaTypa — MYKCKas JINTepaTypa, a pyCCKUi My)KIIHA — CaMBbIii OJ1aroJapHbIi KEHIIMHE 32 BCE TO

149
CEpICYHOC, YTO OHA JACT EMY

Suvorin’s immanent fear that male civilisation will eventually collapse, now

acquires a milder tonality:

3.97 Bomnpoc 0 paBHOIIPABHOCTH CHOBA MOSIBUJICS TOJIKO B Ha9alle COPOKOBBIX T0J10B. C TOTO BpeMEHH!
pa3BUTHE €ro pacTeT Bce Oosee u OoJiee, U OKOHYATEIbHAS o0e/Ia )KEHIIUH HE 3a TOpaMU, YTOObI HU
TOBOPWIIM TIPOTUB HETO MY>KYHMHBI OJIaroiapHeic U HeOmarogapabie. XX BeK OyIeT )KCHCKUM BEKOM, €CIIU
MY>KYHMHBI HE HAMIPATYT BCEX CBOMX CHII, YTOO CACIAThCS YMHEE M JIY4YIIC U ObITh JOCTOHHBIMU

PYKOBOAUTECIAMU HperaCHOfI TMOJIOBUHBI Y€JIOBEYCCKOT'0 poJaa.

It may seem that Suvorin, although he still maintains the idea of antagonism
between the sexes, is less worried about it now; however, he can approve women’s fight

for rights in one area only:

3.98 Hano co3HaThCs, 4TO B CAMOM CYIIECTBE MYKYHHBI JIEKHUT HEYTO BPaXKIeOHOE TIPOTHB SKCHITUHBI,
KaK ¥ Ha000poT. MyX4HHa ee TIOKOPHJI, IPUCTIOCOOMIT K ceOe, HATOKMII Ha Hee HEKOTOPhIC LIETH U
00513aHHOCTH KPOME TeX, KOTOPBIC BBIPOCIIU Y Hee camu co00. PaBHa Jin OHA My)KYHHE WK HE PaBHA, 3TO
Bce paBHO. Ho oHa 3aTesiiia 60pr0y 3a CBOKO paBHOIPABHOCTh, OOPHOY HE COBCEM MPUTHYIO, & HHOTAA U
COBCEM HEMPHUATHYIO My>X4rHE. JIuTepaTypHbIe XyI0)KHUKA BUIAT MPU3HAKH B3aHMHOM BPaXKIbI JKEHCKON

1 MYKCKOH JlaXkKe B )KM3HU BOJIbHBIX KOKOTOK. HO st TOBOPIO TOJIEKO O CaMO¥ CUMITATUYHOM CTOPOHE 3TOU

149 Novoe vremia. 17.10.1901.
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60pBOBI, 0 TIpaBe YUIUTHCS, KaK YUUTCS MY>KIHHA. DTO — caMasi TPEBOCXOIHAS KEHCKasl Joraka  camast

pemunTCIbHAaA.

Developing his argument, Suvorin has to admit that even ‘the most attractive’

aspect of women'’s struggle for their rights has met with resistance:

3.99 Jlureparypa B OTPOMHOM KOJIMYECTBE CBOUX OPTaHOB COBCEM HE TOOIIPSIIA XKEHIIUH B ATOM
HAYYHOM OTHOILICHUH JOJITO€ BPeMs M MPOJIHIIa OTPOMHYIO MacCy YepHHII JUIs 10Ka3aTelbCTBA TOTO, YTO

JKEHIIWHBI TAJIEKO HUKOTIa HE TIOWIYT.

Suvorin does not hasten to admit that a great deal of the ink spilled was from his
own ink-pot. We have seen that at certain points he spared neither ink nor eloquence to

denounce woman doctors; Smirnova-Sazonova provides the evidence:

3.100 [CyBopuHn] ["'oBOpHI MPOTHB >KCHIIMH-BPAUEH, YTO HAa KAKOTO YepTa HaM Y4eHbIC KEHIIHUHBI C
MaTEMATUKOM, C IPEYECKUM U JJATUHCKUM SI3BIKOM U B I0KA3aTENILCTBO <...> PacCKa3al O CBOEM
3HAKOMCTBE C )KEHIIMHOI BpayoM, KOTOpast BCIO CBOIO )KH3HB MOCBATHIIA OOJILHBIM, BOWIIACH C Uy>KHUMHU

JIETBMU U [EeIBIMH JHIMH TIPUHUMAIA OOJBHBIX 020 M MYXHKOB B 36MCKOMH 6OHI>HI/II_ICISO.

Now Suvorin deems it necessary to show appreciation of women fighting for their
right to education and for their right to work. Moreover, they deserve particular
commendation for their fortitude; here Suvorin finally seems to admit his own

inconsistency in his discussion of ‘the woman question’:

3.101 Hwuuero Obl HE TOCTHTIIH KEHIIUHBI, €CIH OBI IMOIIaBATNCh MUHYTHOMY HAaCTPOCHHUIO, TaaIn
JIyXOM HJIM BBIPAYKAJIM MPETEH3UU HaBSI3aTh KOMY-HHOY/Ib CBOM B3TJISABL. <...> OHM OY€Hb XOPOIIO
CO3HABAJIH, YTO JTAXKE JPY3bs ATOTO JIBMKCHUS K HAYKE B TAWHMKAX JYIIW JyMajll WHOT/IAa KaK Bpark U HE
MOTJIH YJEPKATHCSA OT HPOHUH HITH HEKOTOPOTO JuieMepus. <...> To 100po, KOTopoe MpruHEeCITU
JKCHIIMHBI B MOCICIHUE TPUIIATh—COPOK JICT KaK KCHIUHBI-BPAYH, KAK CECTPhI MUAJIOCEPIHS, aKyIICPKH,
(enpamepuIrsl, Tpodeccopiy, YIUTEIbHUIIBI, TCXHUYKH IO CETbCKOMY XO035HCTBY, HAKOHEII, KaK
00pa30BaHHbBIC JKECHIIUHBI — Pa3Be KTO C 3THM MOKET HE CUUTaThCs? <...> B cpaBHEHHH C TIPEIKHUM

Macca MHTCJUIMT€HTHOT'O )KCHCKOT'O TpyJa YBCIINYNUIaCh BO MHOI'O pa3.151

Now fully approving women’s contribution to socially necessary labour, Suvorin

outlines in his article the development of medical education both in Europe and America

%9 OR IRLI. F. 285. Dnevnik S. I. Smirnovoi-Sazonovoi. Ed. 23. L. 451. Entry of 28.03.1894.
51 Novoe vremia. 18.10.1901.
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and tells the life story of the first woman doctor, Elizabeth Blackwell. However, Suvorin
still maintains reservations about male and female co-education, and this allows him to
revisit a problematic issue, ‘the sexual question’, which he now terms ‘the moral

question’:

3.102 BooOuie Bo Bceii 3TOM 10JIyBEKOBOIM HCTOPUH y HAac M 33 TpaHUIEH KpaCHOWH HUTHIO MPOXOHUT
BOIPOC O HPABCTBEHHOCTH, BBIPAKAEMOMN TO FOMOPUCTHUYECKH, TO CATUPHUUECKH, TO C CEPHE3HBIMU
JIOBOJIaMH. <...> Paccyamre, 4To y CTy/eHTa Ha3bIBACTCSl MOJIOJEUECTBOM H JOHKYAHCTBOM, TO y AEBYILIKH

Ha3bIBACTCS PACITyTCTBOM.

What seems like a promising opening to discussion of the double moral standard,
evolves into Suvorin’s reflection upon the dissolution of morals; however, according to
him, it is only women who are prone to ‘moral fall’; and the last statement has a personal

ring:

3.103 XenmuHa yguTcs 1Mo O0bIei 9acT He OT O0e3/1embs, a pajJii HaCyIIHOTO Xje0a, paau Kapbephl,
0O0IIIECTBEHHOTO MOJIOKEHHUS 1 3aMYXKeCTBa. <...> Eciu ciy4aloTcs najieHus, a OHH, pa3yMeeTcs,
CJIYYarOTCsl, TO OHH KOHYAIOTCS CIUIOIIB U PSIOM TEM, YTO JKCHIIUHA OCTABIISICT JICKIIMHU, H OCTAIOTCS TE,
KOTOPBIC ICHCTBUTENBHO y4yaTcs. Ml MHE X04eTCsl CIIPOCUTh, Iie O0Jiee ITUX MaJICHHA, He B O0OIIECTBE JTH?
Bonpoc nenmukaTHBI, HO €CTeCTBeHHBIH. Kakue ceMbU 1 4eM OTrpaXKACHBI OT 3TOTO TOpsi, KOTOPOE K TOMY

KE ABJIACTCA OYCHb 4aCTO, KaK pE3yJIbTaT 6CCCOSHaTCHBHOFO, HECBMCHACMOT'O YBJICUCHUA.

Suvorin chooses not to consider ‘a delicate issue of moral falls’, but in his final
statement he argues that women’s education should primarily be aimed at improving their
morality. Here one can perhaps discern his old belief that education and loose morals are
closely linked, although the relation is now reversed, i.e. Suvorin now states that

education leads to better morals through enhanced responsibility:

3.104 51 nymaro, 4TO BBICIICE OOpA30BAHUE TACT CO3HAHUE, YBEIIMYMBACT CHITY pa3yma U MPUOABISIET 4TO-
HUOYIb K OTBETCTBEHHOCTH IMPEXK]IE BCETO TIepe]] caMuM c000t0. B MpoTuBHOM citydae oOpa3oBaHue ObLIIO

OBl ¥ HE OCOOECHHO HYXKHO.

In the meantime, Suvorin continued to explore ‘a fallen woman’ in his fiction, the
result being his play Vopros which was staged first in Malyi Theatre in Moscow

(2.12.1902) and then in Aleksandrinskii Theatre in Petersburg (30.01.1903) featuring
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leading actors. Chekhov, paying no heed to Suvorin’s moral topics, reacted to the play in

his letter to Ol'ga Knipper: ‘Suvorin’s Vopros enjoyed a tremendous success in

Petersburg, his witticisms were found very funny. So, the old man was lucky.’152

However, the author did not mean his play to be funny:

3.105 I B3s1 w3 PpoOMaHa IIaBHbIC TTOJIOKCHUA U ABC-TPU CHUCHBI U MOTY CUUTATh <<BOHp00>>
CaMOCTOATCJIIbHBIM MTPOU3BECACHUCM. OH B34T U3 TNEPBLIX I'NIaB U PA3BUT B IILECY. BTOpaﬂ €ro IoJIOBUHa
COBCEM HE€ BOLJIA B IIbECY. <...> Sl BRIOETTHIT IS TTBECHI BOIIPOC O ACBCTBECHHOCTHU U NMPCACTABUII €TO

53
HEC3aBHCHUMO OT pOMaH.‘?l1 .

Suvorin’s play was not welcomed by critics, who doubted his professionalism as a

playwright:

3.106 Tawm, rae meeca r. CyBopHHA HE €CTh MEIOpaMa, OHa IPEACTABISICT HACTOAIICE CIIOBOU3BEPIKCHUEC
Ha MOJHbIC TeMBbI. O YeM TOJILKO HH TOBOPST Ha CIICHE: — O HEOXPUCTHAHCTBE U KeHCKOoM Bompoce (1 1.),
0 Mapkcu3Me, pabpuIHbIX IecHIX, OoTaHuke, Odennn, aHTUXpHUCTE, CBEpXUesoBeke (2 1.), 0 poiu
JKEHIIIUHBI B HICKYCCTBE U TeTeBckoM Daycte (3 11.), 0 3HAYCHUH CEMbH, O TAJIAIOIINX 3BE3/1aX, MaJarolIinX
JKEHIMHAX, 00 aHrenax (4 1.). YacTto roBopsT SABHBIN B310p. M3 BCeX MOMHATHIX BOTIPOCOB
HETMOCPEACTBEHHOE OTHOIIIEHHE K MThECe MMEET TOJIBKO OJIMH — O KEHIUHE C «IIPOIUIBIM». He oTinyasch
HOBH3HOM, OH OCBEIICH B IIbeCe HEYMEIoH pyKoil. <...>I'. CyBOpuH X0Tel, HO-BUAUMOMY, CKa3aTh, YTO

«HpaBAa» OPUBOAUT K TPArnduCCKUM IMOCICACTBUIM. OTta nacAa TOXKC HC HOBa (‘{I/ICTO I/I6CCH0BCKaH)154.

Indeed, the play (subtitled, a la Chekhov, ‘a comedy’) has a tragic ending:

> a virgin and a preacher of chastity, kills in a duel one Muratov,"™® a

Ratishchev,1
womaniser and a preacher of free love; the duel, also in a Chekhovian style, takes place
offstage.

The message of the play can be reduced to the following theses. Muratov has
forfeited his life for deflowering Varia, a nice and bright, but otherwise perfectly
ordinary, girl. Deprived of her virginity, Varia rejects marriage with the chaste and
virtuous Ratishchev because she finds it humiliating to confess her sin and to be pardoned

by him. Moreover, Varia is publicly blamed and disgraced for moral dissipation and for

12 A. Chekhov, PSSP, P., vol. 11, p. 144. Letter of 7.02.1903.

'3 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 457. Entry of 13.10.1903.
Y Kur'er. 4.12.1902.

133 A young Murin in the novel.

1% Vidalin in the novel.
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causing Muratov’s death, so that one can say that she is killed morally. Among other
victims are Muratov’s fiancée — she loses her suitor, as well as Ratishchev, who is liable
for murder. Suvorin clearly indicates the heavy price of premarital sex for a woman, even
if she has been a willing and consenting participant.

Without the mysticism and decadent embellishment of the novel, Suvorin’s play
does indeed deal with the relevant and essentially mundane topic of the double moral
standard for men and women. Varia tries to challenge unjustness to women, but her

protest is a voice in the wilderness:

3.107 51 xo4y, 4TOOBI MEHS MPU3HAIN CBOOOIHBIM YEIIOBEKOM. .. YTOO sl HE MOJIMJIA O MIPOIICHUH, HE
YHIXKANACh... <...> YT0O s He JIyKaBuUIIa Mepe]l TeM, KTO CHIIbHEES,  OH, 3TOT CHUIIbHBIN, YTOOBI OH HE CMEII,
HE MMEJT [TPaBa MCHsI JOIPAIIMBATE O MOEM IPOILIOM, JONPAIINBATh, KAK MPECTYIHHUILY, KaK PaObIHIO. ..

<...> He Bam Hac CyIWTh, KOT'JIa BbI CaMHU HAPpYyImacTe 3aKOH, KOTJa Bbl CAMH TOIMYCTE €T0 B FpﬂSB.157

Devoid of support of other characters, Varia was found unconvincing by critics:
‘Varia — a new type of woman longing to be free — acts, in fact, as a weepy girl straight
from the era of Sentimentalism.’'>® On the whole, Suvorin’s critics decided that his

‘question’ was left unanswered:

3.108 ABgTOp HE MOACKA3bIBACT OKOHYATEIHLHOTO PEIICHHUS BOTIPOCa B TOM WJIM HHOM cMbIciie. Ho B3sB
00IIMi, OYeHb 3HAYUTEIBHBIN BOIIPOC CEMEHHOI MOpaH, OH 3aTPAruBacT MOMYTHO YACTHOCTU 3TOTO
BOTIPOCA, Pa3IMYHBIC €r0 KOMOWHAIINH, YCIOKHICT BOIPOC — K CaM OCTAHABJIMBACTCS C BBIPAXKCHHEM

15
BOIpoCa HaJ TE3010 CBOCTO MPOU3BCACHUSA 9.

Suvorin tried to explain ‘the thesis’” of his play in his diary, apparently drafting a

Malen'koe pis'mo, which was never published:

3.109 MHe cy4aioch YUTaTh PEIEH3HH, T TOBOPUIIOCH UTO «BOIIPOC», TPAKTYEMEIH B Ibece, COBCEM H
HE CTOHT TOTO, YTOO TPAKTOBATH O HEM. DTO, MOJI, CKOPEH BOIPOC LIS BOJICBUIIS, YEM JIJIsl CEPhE3HOM
KOMEJHH. <...> JIeBCTBEHHOCTb CUNTACTCS B30POM, NpeapaccynkoM. CIIOBO «IIpeapaccyiok» 4acTo
BCTPEYANoch B perieH3usx. OHO CKIIOHSUIOCH IO BCEM MAJICKaM, U CIIOBO «IaJICHUE» BBICMCHBAIIOCH TEM
rpyOBIM CMEXOM, B KOTOPOM HH FOMOpa He ObLIO, HU OcTpoyMusL. <...> B IlerepOypre MeHs mopasuiio

CJICAYyIOIICE: OrPOMHOC KOJIMYCCTBO XCHIIMH Ha NPEACTAaBJICHUH. <...> I[a 1 Ha CaMOM JICJIE, OTO «BOIIPOC»

7 A Suvorin, Vopros: Komedia v chetyrekh deistviiakh: 2-e izd. (SPb, 1904), p. 115-116, 160.
8 Kur'er. 4.12.1902.
9 Teatr i iskusstvo, 6 (1903), p. 140. The author of the review is Aleksandr Kugel'.
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Jutst skeHIH. OHH TOJIBKO BBIMIPAIOT, €CJIM HE CTAHYT BEPUTh MY)KYHHAM, 4TO JAEBCTBEHHOCTb €CTh

peApaccyaok. <...> Eciiu NeBCTBEHHOCTh €CTh IPEAPACCYA0K, TO OT Hee Ha/l0 CKOpel n30aBUThC. <...>
IMpu mepBOM e YBJICUEHHH MOJIOJIBIM YeJIOBEKOM, MPH TIEPBOI BIIOOIEHHOCTH, HAJI0 TOBOPUTH: «Bo3bmu
MEHS BCIO», U, KOHEYHO, MY)XYMHA BO3bMET. J[JIsl HEro 3T0 OJHO YAOBOIBCTBHE. [IJisl IEBYIIKUA HHOT/IA 3TO

JaXXe HC yIOBOJILCTBUE, 4 TOJIBKO PHUCK 3a6epeMeHeT},160.

Suvorin was apparently developing a fascination with virginity, even an
obsession. When he read a book by I'ia Mechnikov Etiudy o prirode cheloveka (which

deals, in a special chapter, with the peculiar feature of female anatomy relevant to

161

defloration "), he did not hesitate to launch into a heated argument with the author, a

militant materialist and Darwinist (and a future Nobel prise-winner). Paradoxically,
Suvorin now forgets about the Darwinism he displayed in his argument with Rozanov

about childbirth and about the inadmissibility of explicit naturalistic evidence (‘A

5162

newspaper cannot publish praise of sexual anatomy...” ). Now Suvorin seems to adopt

Rozanov’s idealism. Because he has discovered what seems to be a ‘a weak link’ in
science, which finds difficulty in explaining the function of the hymen, Suvorin insists
that the hymen exists and functions by divine will; and he is, of course, fully aware of the

force of his argument for the average and mainly religious mass reader:

3.110 BoT u4TO 3aMeUaTeNbHO: Y IPEKPACHOH IMOJIOBUHBI YEIOBEYECKOTO POIa CYIIECTBYET OpraH, KaKoro
HET y MPEKPACHOM MOJIOBHHBI BCEr0 JKUBOTHOTO 1[APCTBA, HE UCKIIO4Yasi 00e3bsiH. HeT MMeHHO TOro, 4TOo
Ha3bIBACTCS JEBCTBEHHOCTHIO. <...> BcE€, uTo roBopuT MeuHHKOB 10 TOBOJY I€BCTBEHHOCTH, BECbMa
HecymectenHo' . DTOT %ke BOMpOC st cTapacs paspaboTaTh B cBOEH mbece «Bompoc» <...> ... YueHbie He
3HAIOT, KaKYI0 (DU3UOJIOTHYECKYIO POJIb UTPACT ACBCTBEHHOCTh. A s yMaro, uTo pa3 bor oTmmuawmn
KCHIIMHY OT CAMOK XUBOTHBIX, TO OH 3Ham, 4To nenai. OH BEIOpa KEHINUHY 3alllUTHUIICH
YEIOBEYECKOTO POJia OT BRIPOXKICHHS, OT MYXKCKOTO PACIIyTCTBa, OT MY>KCKOI YyBCTBEHHOCTH, KOTOpast
POXKIaeTCsl yoKe Y Mallb4KKa, TOTIA KaK IMepBasi JI000Bb ICBYIIKHU CILIONIb U PSIOM JIFOOOBb

IUIATOHUYCCKAd, 9yXJ1ast YyBCTBCHHOCTH. . . 164

' Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 457. Entry of 13.10.1903.

' See: I. Mechnikov, Etiudy o prirode cheloveka (M., 1903), chapter V: ‘Disgarmonii v ustroistve i v
otpravleniiakh organov vosproizvedeniia. Disgarmonii semeinogo i sotsial nogo instinktov’.

12 Op. cit.: V. Rozanov, Priznaki vremeni: Stat'i i ocherki 1912 g. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k V. V. Rozanovu.
Pis'ma V. V. Rozanova k A. S. Suvorinu, p. 390.

1% Here Suvorin means the anatomy and physiology of virginity discussed by Mechnikov.

1% Novoe vremia. 7.05.1903.
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Suvorin seems to attribute men’s sexuality to their biological nature, but he is not
satisfied at all by Mechnikov’s biologism; that biologism arouses his indignation.
Moreover, Mechnikov’s claim that the hymen is not functional'® is regarded by Suvorin

as a licence for unlimited sex, which is, he thinks, a cause for human degeneration:

3.111 YenoreuecTBO Bce Ooiee u Ooliee CKIOHSACTCS K TOMY, YTOOBI OSCIIPENSITCTBEHHO W CBOOOIHO
HACIIAXKIAThCs JTFOOOBBIO, 4 HE K TOMY, YTOOBI POXKIIATh BO3MOKHO JIYYIIIHE U 3I0POBBIC MOKoNeHus. Kak
MOKHO MEHBbLIE JIeTel, Ja)ke BOBCE HE HAJI0 eTel. <...> A KTO 3HAeT, OTCYTCTBHE CHJIbHBIX JaPOBaHHH,
BEJINKUX TAJIAHTOB M YMOB, YTO 3aMEYaETCs B HAILIM BPEMEHa, HE 3aBHCHT JIM B U3BECTHOW CTEINIEHHU OT 3TOU

KK Bl 7M0/IbKO HACIIAXKIaThCS JIFIOOOBBIO?..

However, in drawing his conclusion, Suvorin tends towards a reconciliation of
science with religion, his unifying idea being self-improvement. Suvorin had offered this
idea to his readers already; on the whole, it suggests premarital chastity and moderation
in marital life, as a rational and adaptive investment of ‘vital energy’, where the key

terms are flexibly construed:

3.112 T. MeYHUKOB <...> 3TO HECOOTBETCTBUE, HAPUMED, MEXKITY PAaHHUM Pa3BUTHEM YyBCTBEHHOCTH Y

MYXYWH U TO3JHUM Y KCHIIIUMH HA3bIBACT <<,I[PICF3pMOHPI€fI»166

. <...> OH roBopuT Qakramu,
MIPOBEpEHHBIMU HAyKOMW, U n30eraeT Mopayii. Ho oHa cama co0oii ctaHOBUTCS Ha ouepenb. Eciin uemoBek
YBEJIMYUBAET 3Ty AUCTAPMOHUIO CBOCH HEBO3JEP>KAHHOCTBIO, PACIYTCTBOM U MPOY., TO IJIATUTCA 33 3TO
TpareusMu PEBHOCTH, CaMOyOuiicTBa, yOHICTBA, PacCTPOICTBA 310POBhs, OOJIC3HIMU U
MIPEXKIEBPEMEHHON CMEPTHIO. <...> SIBUIAach JIU 9Ta AUCTAPMOHUS OT TOTO, YTO YEJIOBEK €CTh BHIPOJOK
00e3baHBI, 1K bor TakuM ero co3/iai u OH €CTh BEHEIl TBOPEHHS, BO UTO 5 BEPIO, BCE PABHO PE3yIbTaT

OIVH: HAA0 COBCPIICHCTBOBATHCA, 100 B 3TOM TOJIBKO JICKHUT BO3MOXKHOCTh JKHTh JIOJIT0 U 110

BO3MOXHOCTH CHACTJIMBO.

By an ironic twist of fate, Suvorin had at the same time to deal with a very bizarre
virgin, who may be considered a caricature personification of the heroine of his novel V
kontse veka. Liubov'. A certain Nadezhda Sanzhar’ began to pester Suvorin with her
letters: because she thought herself a writer, she sought to gain a footing in a literary

world and turned to Suvorin for support. Proud to keep her virginity at 26 despite her

19 Cf.: ‘It is not difficult to see that the hymen has no function in a human body. Its atrophy after
perforation does not hinder sexual intercourse. Quite the contrary, with hymen intact, there are
uncomfortable and unpleasant obstacles. (I. Mechnikov, Etiudy o prirode cheloveka, pp. 83-84.)
1% According to Mechnikov, this disharmony is of evolutionary nature.
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marriage, she was also a hater of men, while at the same time, she dreamt of having a
child by a literary celebrity. With this end in view, she bombarded Leonid Andreev, Blok,
Gorky, Viacheslav Ivanov and many others, with her illiterate letters. We can only

conjecture what Suvorin’s feelings were when he read Sanzhar's life story:

3.113 ...Teneps s nuury Bam Moro KH3HB, IpoYnTaliTe, pasn XpHUCTa, U IOCOBETYHTE MHE, YKaXKUTE XOTS
MaJICHBKYIO TPOIIMHKY, U S IOWAY 110 HEM, a 0CTaBaThCs TaK, Kak Tenepb, — 51 YyBCTBYIO, YTO YObIO cedsl.
<...> Heckonbko pa3 s Moria Obl IPOMEHSTh MOE 3BaHHE KPECTHIHKH HAa IPEBOCXOANTEIHCTBO U OBITH
OoraToii, MHE BE3JI0 Ha )KEHUXOB, BAOBIOB-TCHEPAJIOB, HO 51 BUAETA, YTO MM JI0 MOETO BHYTPEHHETO
coJeprkaHus He ObITI0 HUKAKOTO JIeJIa, a IPOCTO UM HPAaBUIIOCh MOE TEJ0, KOTOPOE BO30YXKIaI0 y HUX
XKeJaHue, paau KOTOPOTO MHOTO JieTaeTcs TIyIOoCTel Ha CBETe; OHU ObUIM MHE HE CUMITATHYHBI U 0€3 4eTo

51 GpaKa He PU3HAI0 .

Scared by this pushy virgin, Suvorin never allowed Sanzhar’ to cross his

threshold, and as regards her literary talents, he gave her ‘a vague’ answer...

§7
Suvorin was ageing, his health was sinking fast, he was forever complaining about his
miserable life, but still he was reluctant to give up. His old interest in Dmitrii
Samozvanets, which resulted in a thorough piece of historical research,'®® also had a spin-
off: a drama in five acts Tsar' Dmitrii Samozvanets i tsarevna Kseniia. As in most cases,
Suvorin chose an extraordinary woman for his heroine. He thought it important to

substantiate his choice:

3.114 Kpowme Jlumutpus, MeHs1 HHTepecoBasa tnaHocTh Keennu, nodepu naps bopuca. <...> Te
KOpOTEHbKHE 3aMeTKH 0 KCeHUH, KOTOpbIE BCTPEYAIOTCSl Y PYCCKHUX JIETOMMCIIEB TOTO BPEMEHH, JbIIIAT
CUMIIaTUEH K Hell. DT JICTOMUCIIBI 3HAH, YTO OHA XA He TOJIbKO ¢ CaMO3BaHIIeM, HO IPUHSIIA BCSIKOES
OecyecTue U OT IPYTHX, OT PYCCKUX U MHO3EMIICB, CTPAHCTBYSI U3 JIABPHI B JIABPY BO BPEMsI TOTIALTHEH
CMYTBI U BCSIKOT'O Hacwius. M 94To 3aMedaTeNbHO, pyCCKAE COBPEMEHHHKH, CTOJb IICTICTHIILHBIC K

KCHCKOMY «TI'peXy», a ACBUYCCKOMY TEM 60.]166, B 3TOM IaameM BCJIIMYUU, B ITOH HaJIO)KHHUIIC IIOHEBOJIC, B

17 See: ““Zadirat’ nos vyshe mozga”, ili “Pochemu liudi takie driani?”: Pis'ma N. D. Sanzhar’ k

A. S. Suvorinu, Viach. I. Ivanovu, A. A. Blokui A. S. Serafimovichu’ / Podgotovka teksta, publikatsiia,
vstupitel'naia zametka i primechaniia A. A. Aksenovoi, in Philologica, 3, No 5/7 (1996), pp. 315, 320.
Spelling and punctuation of the quote have been changed according to the modern standards.

18 A Suvorin, O Dmitrii Samozvantse: Kriticheskie ocherki. S prilozheniem novogo spiska sledstvennogo
dela o smerti tsarevicha Dmitriia (SPb, 1906).
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9TOW MOHAXMHE BUJIEIH IIPaBeIHUILY, KOTOpas cTpajala 3a JpYrux, cTpajgajia co BCeM PYCCKUM
0OIIECTBOM U 3TUM «OecYecTHEM» U CTPAZaHHUEM «KyTnia cebe OyAyIIyIo 4eCTh — BEYHYIO KHU3Hb»,

paiickue oburenn'®.

As can be seen from the play, Suvorin shared his sympathy for Kseniia with
Russian chroniclers and did not focus on her ‘maiden sin’, although in itself, the theme of
‘virtuous disgrace’ fits in well with the issue he was concerned about, namely chastity. It
is more likely that in this historical episode, he was attracted by a melodramatic collision:
a love triangle Kseniia — Samozvanets — Marina Mniszech; to confirm this, reviewers
noted that ‘here we have a nationalistic playwright, whose goal has been to
counterbalance Marina and to present a pure Russian girl, the only possible helpmate for
a Russian tsar.”'’" Suvorin’s play enjoyed a certain success and, apart from capitals, was
also staged in provinces; however, it did not last long: ...due to a poor elaboration of
characters, the play by Mr Suvorin is just a spectacle devoid of serious artistic merit.”'”!
Nevertheless, the author seemed to love his brainchild: there were six reprints of the play;
one of them illustrated with colourful pictures by Sergei Solomko, a renowned master of
‘chocolate-box realism’.

His play written in unrhymed iambic pentameter (following Pushkin’s Boris
Godunov), Suvorin complaining of life and age to his diary had once employed the same

meter:

3.115 Beccunbe crapocTit — 4TO XyXkKe MOXKET OBITb.

Kemanps €CTb, €CTh MBICJIb — HCT CHUJI IJIA I/ICHOHHGHLHHZ.
But the main stream of complaints was in prose, and it was a growing crescendo:

3.116 21.09.1902. PaznpakuTesIbHOCTb Y MEHS Mep3Kasl. <...> Czenaems crapuecKylo TIynocTb 1 HOTOM
ucnpasisienis ee. <...> Ho cucrema HepBHas Takas cTajia MCTpEIaHHasl, YTo C HElo He cliaauilb. B

CTapoCTH IPAMO CXOAUIIb C YMA, CTAHOBUIILCA JICTKOMBICIICHHBIM, Pa3ApPaXKUTCIIbHBIM, OC3BOJIbHBIM.

1 A. Suvorin, [Predislovie], in Tsar’ Dmitrii Samozvanets i tsarevna Kseniia: Drama v 5 deistviiakh i 8
kartinakh (SPb, 1904), pp. XI-XII.

10 Odesskie novosti. 25.09.1903.

7! Ibid.

"2 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 438. Entry of 13.02.1902.
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2.10.1903. MHe rpycTHO. <...> MHe KaXeTCs, 9TO He TOJHKO 5 pa3BaJIMBAIOCh, HE TOJMbKO «HoBOE BpeMsi»

3
pa3BalMBaeTCs, HO pa3BanuBaeTcs Poceus' .

Suvorin’s gloom also found its way into his letters to Smirnova-Sazonova and she

did her best to support and comfort him:

3.117 Sl pana, uto Bwl HE MOXKeTe M3THATH MEHS M3 CBoero cepamna. [Toxanylicta, He usronsire. OcTaBbTe
MHE TaM XOTh CaMbIii MaJleHbKUH yroJiok. Jla, Bamm ycnexu MeHs paayroT, 1 MHE XOTeJIOCh Obl, 4TOOBI Bl
JIETOM Havajii HOBYIO ITbecy. BBI TOJDKHEI ee HamncaTh, IOTOMY YTO CHIIBI BaM H3MEHSIOT TONBKO
(usnueckue, He TyXOBHBIC. <...> A TO JaBaiTe mucath Apamy u3 18 Beka. <...> Vnu maBaiite nucath
KaXJIbIil CBOKO. BEI KPYIHYIO HCTOPHYECKYIO BEIllb, CHIIBHBIC CTPACTH, 3araIOUHYI0 KCHIIUHY, 51 OBITOBYIO
kapTuny. Hano »uts, Munsiit Anekceil CepreeBud, eciid He CBOEH JKU3HBIO, TaK XOTh UyKOU. A moka
COXPaHUM JPYT APYTY B CEPALIC MAICHBKHI YTrOJIOK U OyeM BCIIOMUHATH MHOT/IA, YTO €CTh OJHM3Kas Iyia,

KOTOpasi OTKJIUKACTCA B TSKCITYIO MI/IHyTyl74.

Suvorin must have confided the tragic story of his first marriage to Smirnova-
Sazonova; apparently his experience sublimated into a writing idea and he received
encouragement from his writer friend: “You should not relinquish the idea of converting
the drama you had lived through into a play. I believe this is the way the most powerful
pieces are written, with the very blood of one’s heart.’ 175
However, Suvorin was soon engrossed by a different drama: in 1904, the Russo-

Japanese war started:

3.118 CyBopwuH clieuT 32 BCEMHU TIEPHUIICTHSIMHU BOWHBI, BOTHOBAJICS, OECIIOKOMIICS, HE CIIall TI0 HoYaM,
YHUTAJT BCE CTAThH, CaM MUCAJl, CTAPasCh O0OAPUTH PYCCKOE OOIMIECTBO. DTO OBLI €ro r'oji CTPabl, OH MHOTO
YHEC Y Hero CHJI ¥ 3J10pOBbsi. KpoMe TOro, Heyjauu pycCKUX BOMCK CTPAITHO U T'yOUTEIHHO OTO3BAIUCH HA

CyBOpI/IHe. Ox cran HEPBCH CBEPX MCPbI, BCIbUIBYUBECC, YEM KOF[[a-HI/I6yL[I>176.

After the war, Suvorin became entirely preoccupied with politics, and specifically
with the prospect of the first Russian parliament. He wrote quite a few of his Malen'kie
pis'ma about the convocation of the Zemskii sobor, but seemed to ignore the rising wave

of feminism. In the meantime women were actively joining political parties, they

' Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, pp. 445, 450-451, 455.

" RGALI. F. 459, op. 2, ed. 3754. Pis'ma S. I. Sazonovoi k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 157—-1590b. Letter of
6.03.1903.

175 Ibid., 1. 167. Letter of 28.06.1903. This Suvorin’s idea had never been realized.

178 N Ezhov, ‘Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin’, in Istoricheskii vestik, 2 (1915), pp. 459-460.
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established political bodies of their own, they organised rallies; ‘in all cities women were
talking about and were concerned with one idea only: to win political equality with men,

to delegate women to the Constituent assembly and, via this representation, to uphold

5177

equality with men in all spheres of life.” "* However there was one occasion now when

Suvorin did indeed have his say about female suffrage. His response to this problem is all
the more significant, since even the most liberal intelligentsia considered women’s

political claims excessive, while equal suffrage was seen by them as a violation of ‘the

5178

basic human separation of concepts and as destructive of civilisation. Still, true to

himself, Suvorin remained ironic in his attitude:

3.119 BooOe ¢anTa3upoBaTh HaCUET CEPhE3HBIX BELIEH s1 HM BUXKY HU MaJleiield HaioOHOCTH 1
paszielsiio MHEHHE OIHON CBOEH KOPPECIIOHACHTKH, KOTOPasi TOBOPUT, YTO COBMECTHOE 00CYKAECHHE
TOCY/IapPCTBEHHBIX JIEJI IPUBEJIET K 3aKJIIOYEHHIO MHOTUX OpaKkoB, U3 Yero, 0JJHaKo, HE CIEIyeT, 4TO
«HaceneHue Poccun 3HAYUTENBHO YBEIUYUTCS», KAK JyMaeT 3Ta KOPPECTOHACHTKA. <...> OmHAKO 5
JyMalo, 4TO €CTh KCHIIUHbI, KOTOPhIE IOMOTal0T CBOMM YMOM H BIHMSHHEM Ja)kK€ OYCHb JapOBHTHIM
roCyJapCTBEHHBIM JIFOJSM, H IIPH 3TOM B XOPOLIYIO CTOPOHY. 5] He [yMalo M TOTO, YTO JKCHIINHEI JOJKHEI
OrpaHUYMTHCA JIIOOOBBIO U IeThbMHU. He Bce M3 HUX IOJIB3YIOTCS 9TUM 0JIaroM M He BCe MOTYT UM
JIOBOJIECTBOBATHCS. Y HAC KEHIHMHBI MOJIB3YIOTCS IIPABOM BBIOOPIIHIL, XOTSA ¥ Yepe3 JOBEPEHHBIX MYKUHH.
51 He BM)KY HUYETO XyIOTO B TOM, YTOOBI OHH MTOJIb30BAIUCH ITUM IIPABOM JUYHO. DTO HAMAJIO HE MELIAeT

TOMy HOHATHIO, KoTopoe I'éTe HaspiBan ewig weibliche'”.

This passage, for all its evasiveness, should still be considered fairly radical, with
Suvorin coming very close to the ideologists of the feminist movement. Indeed, this short
text practically cancels all his stereotypes apropos ‘the woman question’. Now Suvorin
a) agrees that a woman can have a positive influence on men; b) admits that a woman
may legitimately have or find an alternative to childbirth; c) recognizes the woman’s
right for social and political activity. With all these assets and freedoms assigned to a
woman, Suvorin still believes that she can remain a woman; to support this idea, he uses
the powerful symbol of ‘the eternal feminine’, while a full quote from Goethe’s Faust —

‘Das Unbeschreibliche / Ist nun getan, / Das Ewig Weibliche / Zieht uns hinan’'® —

Y7 Zhenskii vestnik, 5 (1905), p. 159.

'8 Op. cit: L. Tukina, Russkii feminizm kak vyzov sovremennosti, p. 225. For a more detailed discussion see
pp- 219-227.

% Novoe vremia. 4.02.1905.

180 The indescribable here is done, the eternal feminine draws us upward.
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suggests that Suvorin gives up his fixed idea that a woman turns a man into a belittled
and depleted being (see chapter II, p. 119-120; chapter III, p. 159). However, after this
one-off feminist pronouncement, Suvorin would never again return to ‘the woman
question’ in the press, possibly because the revolutionary events of 1905-1907 aroused
an overpowering fear in him. The revolution itself, because of the feminine gender of the

word in Russian, was personified as a vamp in Suvorin’s gynophobic mind:

3.120 Ho ona [peBoJmionus] BiacTHasI, 9€CTOIOONBAs, TIOBEIUTENbHAS, HE pa30uparomias CpeicTB, He
JKayerotas KpoBH... <...> OHa JIIOOUT )KHU3Hb CO BCEH CTPACTHIO MOJIOJIOCTH H Pa3ryJja v XO4YeT JKUTh,
X0YEeT €€ 3aBOCBATh, XOTs OBbI IICHOW CBOCH KM3HU, CBOUMHU CTPaTIaHusAMHU. <...> 1o JloH XKyan mexay
KCHIIMHAMU, 000JILCTUTENBHBIA, CTPACTHBIN, 32 KOTOPOT'O YMHUPAIOT, [IOTOMY YTO OH JIa€T CTPAcTh U

HI)Ingl.

Metaphors aside, a real revolutionary woman inspired even worst fear in Suvorin;
in his eyes, female cruelty was inseparable from debauchery. In his diary, Suvorin leaves

an apocalyptic account of current events:

3.121 XeHIUHBI-TEPPOPUCTKH TOTOBBI CTATh MMajJayaMU U €CTh YeoBedeckoe Msico. Cpelr pyccKkux
skeHIUH ObuTa 1 Mapda-Tlocagauna, n Canterunxa. Hamm teppopuctku He stydmie CaaThIYuxu 10 CBOSH
KECTOKOCTH U paciyiieHHocTd. O pa3BpaTe paccKas3bIBalOT yxKachl. JleKaJeHThI pacIUIOKAIOT MOXa01HY.
EcTb xypHa, neyaTaronuil HCKIFYUTEIFHO MOPHOTpap U0, HCTOPHIO IPOCTUTYNMH, Mapku3a e Cana,

Ka3aHOBy uT.Ao. Hosgrie 6CJ'IJ'I€TpI/ICTI>I co6a1<y CbhCJIM HA )KCHCKOM Tenem.

However, all these fears on the part of Suvorin did not prevent his newspaper —
with his connivance, if not encouragement — from publishing private advertisements
offering sexual services, although in a veiled form: there were quite a few ‘models’
available for ‘posing’. As a result, Novoe vremia which was at the time falling into
disfavour, regained its popularity and brought in more profit.'**

On the 30™ of April 1907, in Malyi Theatre a celebration was held to mark
40 years of Suvorin’s ‘theatrical and critical activity’. However, there appeared to be

some confusion, since the organizers had got the date wrong. The hero of the occasion

1 Novoe vremia. 13.11.1905.

"2 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 496. Entry of 14.06.1907.

'8 These advertisements raised public indignation, while Rozanov defended Suvorin: *...this is a human
vice, not Suvorin’s. <...> Do you want people writing their ads on walls? Do you want to be pestered by
those ‘models’ in the streets without any ads?’ (V. Rozanov, Iz pripominanii i myslei ob Suvorine, p. 30.)
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had to correct them: his more important jubilee — 50 years of his writer’s life — would
be a year later. Still the ‘false’ jubilee was celebrated on a grand scale: there were 700
guests invited for dinner; Suvorin also received 150 telegrams not to mention numerous
articles and addresses. At the dinner, there was a great deal of eulogizing. Valentina
Mironova, an actress of Suvorin’s theatre, presented Suvorin as a restless fighter for

women’s rights and freedoms:

3.122 Bp#I <...> CBOMM OOJBIIIMM YMOM, CBOUM OIPOMHBIM TaJIAHTOM CTAPAIUCh ONPOKUHYTH CTapbIi H
HEJICTIBIN B3IJISA Ha J)KEHIIWHY. BBI OTCTamBaIyM U OTCTaWBaeTe TEMEPh CTPALTHO PEBOIIIOIMOHHYIO HACIO.
Be1 paboTanu, pabotaete U Teneph HaJl CO3JaHUEM IISITOTO COCIIOBHUS. DTO MATOE COCIOBUC — KCHIIMHA.
BbI B TeueHUe copoka JeT JTFOWIH HE KCHIIMH, a XXCHIUHY. BBl pomoBeioBaiu ee 0CBOO0KICHHE OT
pabctBa. Bama Menesi, Bama Tatesina Penna, Bama Bapst bonmotoBa — 3T0 JKSHIUHBI, IPOTECTYIOIIUE
MPOTHB PaOCTBa, MPOTHB MOJYMHCHHS TOW MOPAJTH, KOTOPYIO CO3JIAJIA MYKYUHEI JIJIsl CBOEr0 COOCTBECHHOTO
yno6ctBa. I Bamum reponnn num Hanposiom. OnHy oru6anu, kak TaTesHa Penmna, npyrue — xak Baps
— ozaepxwuBanu modeny. B aToii 6oproe Bl Bammm orpoMHBIM TaJIAaHTOM MTOAIEPIKUBAIH SKSHITUHY. BbI
XOTeJH, YTOOBI JKeHITHA UMelIa TaKHe jKe IpaBa Ha MOpalbHYI0 cBOOOTy, KaK M MY)KUMHA, 9TOOBI OHA
ObLTa OTBETCTBEHHA 33 CBOM ACSHUS HE OOJIbIIE MY>KIHHBI, YTOOBI € He 3aYUTHIBAJIOCH B TPEX TO, UTO

MYXKXYHUHE HC TOJIBKO NPOMIACTCA, HO 4aCTO BO3BOJAUT €r0 Ha IMbeACCTal ocoboro FepOﬁCTBalS4.

Apparently Suvorin, now openly recognized as a feminist, was fairly embarrassed,
since the next day he hastened to publish his Malen'koe pis'mo with a reply. It is
symptomatic that Suvorin explains his love for woman in the abstract and in terms of
‘vital energy’, although his gynophobia, on this momentous occasion, is embellished with

a lofty idea of woman’s predestination:

3.123 TI'-)xa MupoHOBa B CBOEH OiecTsIIeH peun <...> CKa3aja, 4To s JIFOOWI BCera He JKCHIIUH, a
KCHIIMHY. JT0 mpaBa. JIFDOUTh MHOTUX KEHIIIMH — 3HAYUT TEPSATh HA HUX MHOTO TOW OJIaropo HOM
CHWJIBI, KOTOpAsi TAK HY>KHA B JKU3HU JUIS d9HEPTUU U HacToitunBoctu Tpyaa. s Jon XKyana y mens He
OBLTO HUKAKUX CIIOCOOHOCTEH, HO KEHIIMHY 5 TAK BRICOKO CTAaBUJI, YTO HAX0XKY, YTO OT HEE TaK MHOTO
3aBHCHUT B 3I0POBOM Pa3BUTHH ITOKOJICHHUN M MHOTOE C HEE CIIPOCHUTCS JaXe B TOH aHAPXUHU, KOTOPYIO MBI

5
nepexuBaem ',

184 Op. cit.: V. Gribovskii, ‘Chestvovanie A. S. Suvorina v Malom teatre’, in Istoricheskii vestnik, 6 (1907),
pp- 931-932.
185 Novoe vremia. 3.05.1907.
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Talking about healthy generations, Suvorin knew that he himself was fatally ill: a
year earlier, in 1906, he had been diagnosed with throat cancer. He was stoically fighting
his illness, allowing doctors to experiment on him with all the modern methods of
treatment. People around Suvorin encouraged him to seek distraction in work, but he

doubted his ability to write:

3.124 [M. O.] MeHBIIMKOB TOBOPWII HBIHYE, YTO MHE Hao Obl mHcaTh poMat. <...> Hy a nmucaTsb Tenepb
pOMaH — OTKYy/Jia B3sITh TO HalpsDKEHHE, HE TOBOPIO O TallaHTe, KOTopoe HeoOxoaumo. U eciu ObI mucaTh,
TO 51 ctasl Obl IMCaTh NOJIMTHYECKUI poMaH. Ho y MeHsl Majio HaOJr0IeHHH Cpei MOJIOJIOTO TIOKOJICHUS], a

CTapUKHU MHE COBCEM HE HpaBHTCﬂ186.

Still, a few days after this sad note, and directly in his diary, Suvorin wrote a
drama sketch entitled Kapriz, a mock romantic scene in which a lover turns into a
burglar. The piece was immediately self-reviewed: ‘Is it all right to write such scenes?

*187 In Suvorin’s archive in RGALLI, there are three

The decadents have even sillier ones.
more topical plays (they exist in proofs): an anti-Semitic Birzhevoi krakh, a satirical one-
act sketch On — oktiabrist, and a full-length play in three acts Bez rulia i bez vetril.

Bez rulia i bez vetril is a play about journalists of a radical newspaper Buria,
edited by a freemason, lakov Abramovich Tseder. The main event of the play is the
dismissal of Tseder; he is being replaced by a young girl, Liuliusha. This young girl loves
a journalist, a social-democrat, Lebedev, but she also has an older fiancé. Liuliusha
vaunts and flaunts her free morals: ‘There is twenty years of difference in age between
us. Which means that as soon as I marry him, I ought really to cheat on him."'®®
Apparently, Liuliusha takes after her mother, a 43 year old widow, who contributes to
newspapers with articles on free love. Moreover, Liuliusha’s fiancé has a lover, and they
also cheat on one another. At some point, Tseder had a wife; at his request and to pursue
certain revolutionary ends, she slept around with other men. Currently, Tseder has a

lover, Vera, a daughter of his colleague and a graduate of Lausanne University. Liuliusha

and Vera talk about the prospects of women’s emancipation:

"% Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 493—494. Entry of 12.06.1907.

"7 Ibid., p. 505. Entry of 21.06.1907.

88 RGALL F. 459, op. 2, ed. 42. A. S. Suvorin. Bez rulia i bez vetril, P'esa v 3 deistviiakh. Ottiski s pravkoi
avtora. 1907. L. 630b. Further page references are given in the text.
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3.125 Bepa: [TomHOE paBeHCTBO OYAET TOJBKO TOTQ, KOT/Ia PSIIOM C MYXCKOW KyJIbTYpOil HAUHET
pa3BHUBaThCs JKeHCKas. Torna sBUTCS Ta HE3aBUCHMOCTb, KOTOpAst TaK HYXKHA IS )KEHILMHBI U Yepe3 Hee
Ui yenoBedectsa. Jlromwima: A s 1ymaro, HUKOTAa 3Toro He Oynet. Bepa: [la ato yx Havanock, u

XKEHIIMHBI BO MHOTOM JIa)Ke PEB30UAYT MyX4HH. .. (8700.)

As the play continues, the characters discuss the current political situation
(‘Russia is enormous, illiterate, and very much a mixed bag. The ultimate joy will be to
have petticoats in the Duma’ 840b); some mysterious ‘expropriators’ rob the newspaper
of its cash; then the printing house goes on strike. Liuliusha becomes an editor-in-chief
and Tseder immediately attempts to seduce her. Suddenly Liuliusha appears to be

morally sound, and the play ends with the following scene:

3.126 Ilenep: Ecth Bcerma nu3BecTHasi CyMMa, 3a KOTOPYIO MOKHO KYITUTh HOUb HE TOJBKO Y BCAKOH
JKEHIIUHBI, HO TaXxe y AeBYyIIKH. .. Jltoawma: ['pabuts, youBaTs, 6ecuecTuTh?.. Bc€ cMmeere. .. 1 BCE BO
UM BBICOKHX HJICH PCBONIOIMU. A s HIYETO HE CMEIO. .. 5, TaKas JICTKOMBICJICHHA. .. 3a ce0sl U 3a BceX
JIEBYIICK, KOTOPBIC HE PoaaroTcsi — BOT BaM! (6vem Lledepa no auyy, nadaem 6 Kpecio u HauuHaem

ucmepuuecku pvloams) 3anaBec (94).

Having left to posterity a caricature of mores and ideas inspired by the first
Russian revolution, a month later Suvorin wrote his very last Malen'koe pis'mo, which he
dedicated to the 80™ anniversary of Leo Tolstoy. Calling the writer ‘a monarch of
Russian literature’ and wishing him to live to be a hundred, Suvorin, as during the debate
on Kreitserova sonata, and perhaps from some subconscious envy, repeated his fallacy as

regards Tolstoy’s personal life:

3.127 C camoro JACTCTBA OH OKPYKCH ObLI TaKKM JAOBOJILCTBOM M CHACTHEM, KAKUM PEAKO MOJIb30BaJICA
TeHHAJIbHBIN YCJIOBCK, U NOAXOAUT K KOHITY KU3HU TaKHUM KC CHACTIIMBLCM. Kuznp ero — snuyeckas
mosma 6e3 NOoTpsACaArOMX TPparniueCKux CUCH, 6e3 Toro YyiKaca, KOTOpBIfI yrueraia Ayuy reHuaJbHbIX n}o,ueﬁ

" ACpKaJl €€ B CBOUX LCTAX U My‘lI/IJ'Ilsg.

The next three years allotted to him Suvorin would spend mainly abroad, trying to
fight his illness with the help of the best European doctors. Suvorin’s last will now
became an urgent issue. Suvorin’s children dictated their terms to their father without

ceremony:

189 Novoe vremia. 28.08.1908.
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3.128 Mpe1 ¢ Muieii Bapyr yBuaenu cedst B 6e1oM padbctBe y AHHBI IBaHOBHBI. <...> TBos 00Je3Hb 32
9Ty 3UMy ObLIa BCS ITepe]] MOMMH Tla3aMH. Sl 3Hal0, Kak OHa TsDKeJla H MyJUTeIbHA, HO BO3JIOKH BCIO
paboTy 1Mo BceMy 3TOMY Jelly Ha Hac ¢ MuIeil u He IoijaBaiics OIsATh TOH ke OImuoKe. <...> MBI He
HaragacMm, a 3alluINacMcsl OT HAaICHHS, KOTOPBIM MBI y)KE M TEIIePh OTTUCHYTHI B (DaKTHUCCKUI HYIIb, H
0OMOIBKY (6 3a6ewyanuu], B CHIIy KOTOPO# TJIABSHCTBO B JICJiC BAPYT Nepeaano AnHe IBaHOBHE, HATO,

190
KOHCYHO, UCTIPABUTH ? .

Suvorin resigned himself to the will of his offspring and seemed to surrender hope

of curing his cancer:

3.129 TloxoHYUB C 3aBeMIaHKEM, s JjaM cebe pe3ath ropio. Eciu 3apexyT, To 3To Bce paBHO OyIeT
€CTECTBEHHOI cMepThlo. <...> Sl 6orock cTpaganuii. B ronose nocrosiuuo «Cmepts MBana Mitbnua».
Knasnus llBanoBHa HanoMuHaa Obl TOrO0 My»KHKa, KOTOphId 3a ViBanoMm WUnbruom, ecitn 6 oHa TOMEHbILE
OouTaina, He BbI3bIBAJIa MEHS Ha CIIOPHI, 3Hasl, KAK MHE BPEIHO HE TOJBKO TOBOPUTH, BOJIHYSICh, HO U IIPOCTO
ropoputb. Mexny Hero u bormanom BennamunosuueM [['eem] conepandectBo. OHa cTajga IOMAMO HETO
CHOCHTBCS C IOKTOPAaMH. <...> S CTOJIBKO JIeT 3HAIO ee, IMEI0 OCHOBAHHE HE PACKaWBaThCS B €€
MIPUBS3aHHOCTH, HO 3TH YyJadecTBa, 3TO CICIOBaHUE 32 MHOIO BCroay, B [lapik, JIoHIoH, cloga KaxKyTcs
MHE HE COBCEM — Kak OBI 3TO CKa3aTh? — OCHOBATEIBHBIMH JOKA3aTEIbCTBAMH MIPUBI3aHHOCTH. <...>
MHe OCTOSIHHO KaXKeTCsl, YTO 51 C ITOM CBUTOW CMEIIOH M riyn. Boobuie ata 00j1e3Hs, 10 CyIIeCTBY

Tparuieckasi, ABjasACTCsa 4eM-TO KOMUYCCKUM, 6naro,uaps{ IHyMy>>191.

The actress of Suvorin’s theatre, Klavdiia Ivanovna Destomb (1874—-1947), is the
last ‘odd” woman who conspicuously interfered with his life. Being Suvorin’s personal
assistant, she travelled to Europe to select plays for his theatre and also negotiated
copyright purchase; and she translated some plays and chose books for his library.

Suvorin was fully aware of her oddity:

3.130 Mse ee o4eHb Kallb, OYEHB JKallb. He Kak akTpucy, a Kak CTpaHHOTo yenoBeka. OHa CTpaHHbIH,
00JILHOI! YeJI0BEK, y KOTOPOTrO HET HY NPUBS3aHHOCTEH, HU npuioTa. S B 3ToM yBepeH. OHa Bce HIeT
Yero-To U He HaXOMUT. MOKeT OBbITh, CHacTbsl. Y Hee ecTh (haHTa3usl, TaJaHTHI, HO BCE KaKHe-TO

HECOBCPIICHHBIC, 3a4aTOYHBIC. <...> OHa cama HecuacTHA U 6ecnpm0THa, " K HCCYAaCTHBIM €€ T}IHGTIQZ.

O RGALL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 4155. Pis'ma i telegrammy A. A. Suvorina k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 335. Letter of
25.05.1911.

I OR GPB. F. 115 (Arkhiv A. E. Burtseva), ed. 65. Pis'mo A. S. Suvorina k M. A. Suvorinu. L. 4-6.
Letter of 16.07.1911.

%2 Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 344-345. Entry of 17.09.1899.
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Although behind Suvorin’s back, Destomb was capable of scheming: she
succeeded in ousting a leading actor, Boris Glagolin, from his position in Suvorin’s

theatre, and Glagolin shared his indignation with Suvorin:

3.131 BrsI He MOkeTe TIO3BOJIATE JlecToOMO MOSIBISTBECS B T€ATPE, MPeICceaaTeIbCTBOBATh, Pa3bIrPhIBATh U3
ce0st AMPEKTPHUCY, YCTPAUBAIOIIYIO [eiia Majioro tearpa. <...> I 0TKa3sIBatOCh OT BCETO, OT CIIYKOBI B
TeaTpe, eCIU S TOJKEH CITY)KUTh O] HAYaJIOM 3TOM TraJnHBI, IPEAATSIbHHUIIbI, HCHABHUIAIICH MEHS BOT

yke 18 JIeT TOJBKO 3a TO, YTO 5 KOTJ[a-TO MAJIbYUIIIKOW OTBEPT €€ 060BB .
From the outside, all these intrigues around Suvorin’s deathbed looked sinister:

3.132 Jlumo y CyBopuHa xenToe, Xya0e, CMOPIIeHHOe, coBceM O0sibHOe. OH 0CO3HAET CBOE TIKEI0E
MOJIOKEHHE. 32 HUM YCEpIHO yXakuBaeT 3Ta JlecToM0, KoTopas y>kacHO 00XxoauTcs ¢ poaabiMu CyBoprHa
— Bcex ot Hero ynanwia. XKena CyBoprHa ObLia 3/1€Ch J1Ba JIHS, HUA pa3y HE yIAJIOCh €il IOTOBOPUTH C
MY’KEM HaeJHMHE — BCerja npucyTcreoBana Jlectom0, koropas BHymmiaa CyBOpUHY CTpax K CEMbE, 4TO
OHH-JIC XOTSIT ero OTpaBuTh. bes Toro, uroOsl JlectoMO He 07100pwIIa, OH KycKa He checT. BoT yxacHas,

HCBO3MOXKHas aTMOC(l)epa JJIsL Opr)I(a}OIIII/IX194.

We may reasonably assume that Suvorin’s family were exasperated to discover

Destomb’s name in Suvorin’s will. Newspapers spared no details:

3.133 20 Thicsu pyOIieit moy4aeT Mo 3aBelaHuio MOKoHHoro apricTka Maoro tearpa Jlectomo,
UCTIOJNHSIBIIAsE O0sI3aHHOCTH JIMYHOTO cekperapsi CyBOpHHA M HEYCTAaHHO yXa)KMBaBIIIasi 32 HUM BCE
MIOCJIE/IHEE BPEMSI €r0 TsDKEJI0H Oone3nu. Mexay npodmm, r-xa Jlectom0, Koraa HarHOGHUE MIJI0 0COOEHHO
OBICTPO, BBICACHIBAJIA THOM M3 PaHbI, II0CIIE TOI0 KaK y3Haja, 4TO 3TO 00JierdaeT CoCTOSHHE O0IBHOTO 1

YTO CECTPBI MHUJIOCEPANA OTKAa3aJIMCh OT 3TOI‘0195.

Suvorin spent his last days in his villa in Tsarskoe selo; there, he must have made
his very last entries in his diary: ‘Everyone keeps silent around me. They have a secret:
this old man is living out his days.”'”® He had his larynx removed, so he could only

communicate with those around him by writing notes. In many of these notes, one can

93 RGALIL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 929. Pis'ma B. S. Glagolina k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 150-151. Letter of
20.11.1911.

% A. Bogdanovich, Tri poslednikh samoderzhtsa: Dnevnik (M., 1990), p. 510. Entry of 4.06.1912.
195 Novoe vremia. 18.08.1912.

"% Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 549. Undated entry, summer of 1912.
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see a female profile.'”’ It is impossible to make an identification, but there is a temptation
to link this profile intertextually with a declaration which Suvorin had made a few years

earlier. Suvorin names the only woman one should not be afraid of:

3.134 A myst MeHsI IO TY CTOPOHY — CMepTh. U st BaM CKaxXy, 9TO 3TO XOPOIIO0. XOPOIIO He MTOTOMY, YTO
CMEpTh — HEOOXOANMOE 3BEHO KH3HH, a IOTOMY YTO CMEPTh — COBCEM HeaypHas keHuuHa. Ona —
JKEHIIMHA C CUIIbHBIM XapaKTepOM U JbsIBOJILCKOH yOeanTeapbHoCThio peun. He ckener ¢ kocoto, a
KpacuBasi, CTpOifHasI, HECKOJIbKO OJie/{HAs )KEHII[IHA, B CBETJIOM IUIAThe, C CHHHUMHU IJ1a3aMH U [IPUBETINBOM

yi1b16K0}. OHa IPUTIAIIAET B HOKOM ¥ Ha nokoi. Huuero crpamsoro.'”

Suvorin passed away in the night on the 12™ of August 1912. His magnificent
funeral took place in Aleksandro-Nevskaia lavra. On behalf of the Emperor Nikolai II, ‘a

1 . . .
199 as laid on Suvorin’s coffin; an

splendid wreath of white roses, tuberoses, and lilies
impressive wreath was also sent by the French government.”” The burial service with
graveside orations lasted for five hours.””" The press was seething with contradictory
comments; Suvorin was honoured with titles ‘the Lomonosov of the Russian daily press’
(Rozanov)’ and ‘the Napoleon of Russian book publishing’ (A. Kirpichnikov), but also ‘a
shameless apologist of the Bourgeoisie’ (Lenin) and ‘an odious prostitute’ (Gorky). Such
a wide and various range of opinions reflects social and political opposition in Russian

society between the two revolutions; Suvorin’s contemporaries admitted this fact:

3.135 Cuactbe Hukorna He nmokunano CyBopuHa. Y cIiexoM Oblia ero KU3Hb, YCIIEXOM Oblia €T0 CMEPTh.
OH yMep B EpHOJ] TAKOTO HISHHOTr0 pa3dpoa, KOria OTyMaHEHHbIE YMBbI HIICOJIOTOB PYCCKOM
JTUOEPanbHON M OTYACTH IEMOKPATHYCCKON MHTCIUTUTCHIIMY YTPATUIN TPAJAUIUOHHYIO SICHOCTh U
TBEPIOCTh HEIPUMHUPUMOTO OTHOIICHUS K PEAKIIMOHHBIM CHJIaM PYCCKOH JKU3HU H KOTJa Uies
MPUCTIOCOOJICHUS K TPEOOBAHHSAM )KHUTEHCKOTO YCIeXa MOJIb3YeTCs IMPOKOI MOMYJISIPHOCTHIO B

HEKOTOPBIX CJOAX HALICTO 06HICCTB3202.

On the whole, Suvorin’s contribution to the development of the Russian press was

assessed according to the political stance of his critics. Of particular importance in

7 OR IRLL F. 268. Arkhiv Suvorinykh A.S., A.A., M. A. Ed. 132. Suvorin A. S. Zapiski ego (21),
napisannye im vo vremia poslednei bolezni [1912].

8 Novoe vremia. 26.02.1901.

' Peterburgskaia gazeta. 15.08.1912.

** Grazhdanin. 19.08.1912.

' Moskovskie vedomosti. 19.08.1912.

02, Tordanskii, ‘Natsionalizatsiia Suvorina’, in Sovremennyi mir, 10 (1912), pp. 316-322.
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determining such assessments was the attitude of the commentator to the petit
bourgeoisie, a new and critical social group which emerged in Russia at the turn of the
century and which Suvorin’s made his focus audience. Thus, a Marxist, L'vov-
Rogachevskii, denounced Suvorin for exactly that: ‘Suvorin’s so called outspoken
editorial position meant <...> flirting with suburbia, which is forever vacillating,
oscillating to and fro.”**” Giving a contrary opinion, a constitutional monarchist, Timofei
Lokot" assessed Suvorin’s position as an obvious achievement and qualified him as ‘a
major, a true representative of the Russian middle propertied democracy — a middle
Russian estate which will soon acquire an important social and political role.”**
However, irrespective of their political stance, Suvorin’s contemporaries unanimously
admitted: ‘In Suvorin’s person, there quits the stage a typical Russian, endowed with

literary talents and drawbacks, a self-made man of the most original malke—up.’205

k ok ok

The time span which I have examined in this chapter, from 1889 to 1912, represents the
last third of Suvorin’s life, the period when his publishing empire had reached its zenith
followed by its fairly swift decline. Apart from objective historical and economic
considerations, Suvorin’s business suffered from his depression, which took a morbid
turn as he grew older. Suvorin was badly suffering from his miserable private life,
particularly after the tragedy of his first marriage, but also in his dysfunctional second
marriage. Suvorin’s personal dramas and traumas made for his scepticism as regards
marriage as a modern institution, so he advocated a patriarchal marriage model in the
debate around Tolstoy’s novella Kreitserova sonata. As editor of the newspaper with the
biggest print-run in Russia, Suvorin acted on public opinion as a conservative, defending
family values and rejecting all the doubtful — in his view — gains of women’s
emancipation, particularly female sexual freedom. Suvorin’s pronouncements on the
subject of sexual morals arguably show a gynophobic tendency (bordering on misogyny)
and together with this fear in all its complexity, a tendency to blame women and regard

them as a chief cause of dissolution of morals, and in particular sexual morals.

2%y L'vov-Rogachevskii, ‘V svoem dome (A. Suvorin)’, in Sovremennyi mir, 9 (1912), p. 323.
04, Lokot’, ‘V chem sila i znachenie A. Suvorina’, in Golos Moskvy, 14.08.1912.
25 Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti. 12.08.1912.
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While Suvorin refuted Tolstoy’s idea of total and radical chastity, he nevertheless
borrowed the idea of chastity (or, rather, virginity) for examination in his own fiction. His
literary project of sorts spanned some ten years and included the short story ‘V kontse
veka (Fin de Siecle)’, the unfinished and finished versions of the novel V kontse veka.
Liubov', and the play Vopros. Using a wide range of genres (from decadent short story
via novel of ideas to realistic play), Suvorin promotes a fairly plain idea that young girls
should observe premarital chastity, the latter being a token of high morals and a requisite
of happy marriage. His other message is more in line with his gynophobic belief: a
woman who claims supremacy over men is dangerous (Suvorin actually sentences her to
death). In female anatomical virginity Suvorin discovered divine dispensation and he
used this ‘idealistic’ argument in his polemics with Il'ia Mechnikov, an adherent of
Darwinism and biologism. However, while Suvorin allowed Vasilii Rozanov to launch a
campaign for childbirth and family values in Novoe vremia, he rejected Rozanov’s idea
that sex is sacred and in his private correspondence with him brought forward Darwinist
arguments. Suvorin’s blend of materialism and idealism seems to fit the pattern of his
ideological inconsistency, but he could also employ the method of alternating his political
stance to engage his readership and sometimes to obtain more persuasive argumentation.

In his declining years, suffering from depression and general health failure,
Suvorin paid less attention to ‘the women question’ and hardly kept up with the women’s
movement, which at the turn of the century evolved into the feminist movement proper.
His sporadic pronouncements on this subject retained a moderate conservatism, although
at some point Suvorin unexpectedly and without obvious motivation supported the idea
of equal suffrage, the idea which seemed excessive even to the most liberal intelligentsia.
However, women’s revolutionary activity terrified Suvorin and he personified the
Revolution of 1905 as a cruel, dissolute, and bloodthirsty woman.

Suvorin’s gynophobia and his inability to resist the influence of domineering
women proved to be a cause of further dramatic collisions in his life. He became involved
in a criminal trial of the actress and journalist Elizaveta Shabel’skaia and was
compromised through it; an actress of his theatre, Lidiia Iavorskaia, provoked a scandal
during the performance of the play Kontrabandisty which entailed police examination

and the death of Aleksei Kolomnin, Suvorin’s son-in-law and a key business manager of
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Novoe vremia; Suvorin’s personal assistant Klavdia Destomb, who attended on her dying
patron, embroiled Suvorin in conflict with his family and inherited a substantial sum of
money by his will.

Suvorin’s death gave rise to a massive public response, and both his supporters
and opponents gave Suvorin his due, admitting that his journalistic talent as well as his
entrepreneurial skill enabled him to create something remarkable, Novoe vremia, the

most popular daily newspaper in Russia.
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CONCLUSION

In this section I shall give a brief overview of posthumous commentary and assessment of
Suvorin as regards his political stance and will link such commentary with a definition,
newly developed within modern Russian political and sociological studies, which, with
some revision, allows, I think, a reassessment of Suvorin’s contribution to Russian social
thought.

Immediately after Suvorin’s death, some attempts were made to examine the
Suvorin phenomenon, and his name was in the limelight across a wide ideological range
of publications during several months. Still, Suvorin’s contemporaries were aware that
assessment and even characterisation were not an easy task and that there could be no
definitive assessment: ‘Suvorin, as a gifted journalist, as a publisher, and as a major
entrepreneurial talent, ended his earthly career with a solid asset, but also with
considerable liabilities. Behind him, he has left a complicated and entangled account.”' It
is interesting that Suvorin himself, at the peak of his career, drew out a similar ‘profit and
loss’ statement, although he preferred to leave it within the limits of the private letter,

writing to the artist, Ivan Kramskoi:

C-1 B imTepaTypHOi OeSITEIBHOCTH 1 HUKOMY HE HU3MEHSUI, HO MOSI CMEJIOCTh 3aBHCENa OT
atMmocepsl... KTo mocrasieH ObUT B TaKUE THCKH, KAK COBPEMEHHBIH KypHAITUCT, TOT €[Ba JIU BEIMIET CyX
13 BOJIbL. [IpOBHHHOCTS 51 32 cO00# YyBCTBYIO, KaK KYPHAIHCT, HO €CJIX 5 YAOCTOIOCH TOTO, YTO MOS
JIESITENIBHOCTD OYJIeT KOTJa-HUOY/Ib OLIEHEHA OECIIPUCTPACTHO, TO Sl YBEPCH, YTO B Pe3yibTaTe OyIeT ILTIOC.

Kak n3aareib, 4 OCTABJIIO IMIPEKPACHOC UM, I[a, MIpsAMO TakK U TOBOPIO. Hu OJJHOTO HHTHaz.

Indeed there are hardly any doubts about ‘the profit side’ of Suvorin’s ‘account’;’

the bone of contention has always been as regards his journalism, and the difficulty has

'A. Petrishchev, ‘Khronika vnutrennei zhizni’, in Russkoe bogatstvo, 9 (1912), p. 135.

20RRNB.F. 115 (Arkhiv A. E. Burtseva), op. 1, ed. 62. Pis'mo A. S. Suvorina k I. N. Kramskomu. L. 16.
Letter of 1882.

? Over forty years of publishing activity, Suvorin produced some 1600 titles amounting to 6.5 million
copies, the range of titles varying from classics to reference books and their quality reaching the best
European standards. Suvorin was the first to publish complete works by Dostoevsky (1882) with an
appended biography, as well as his correspondence and recollections about him. To mark the 50"
anniversary of Pushkin’s death, Suvorin produced an impressive but very cheap ten-volume collection of
his works (10 kopecks per volume), its print-run being 100,000 copies. His series Deshevaia biblioteka
included hundreds of valuable titles, e. g. classics like Gore ot uma, Nedorosl', Karamzins’s works, and
many others.
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been his ideological and political stance. It is curious that at the very outset of his career,
Suvorin advertised a commercial view of what he styles ‘convictions’: they are, he seems
to say, commodities brought to market; and he advances this view as an apology for
inconsistency of the hired pen. He displayed his views in the newspaper Sankt-

Peterburgskie vedomosti with a youthful fervour:

C-2 ...C€CJIM HC CTBLAHO MPOJaBaTh CUTCL], TO MOYEMY KE CTBIAHO MMPOAaBaTb y6e)KL[CHI/I${? u CUTCL, U
y6e)K,H€HI/I${ Ha)XMBarOTCs, a YTO HAXKMUBACTCH, TO IIPOAACTCA. <...> I/I, HaKOHCII, 4YTO TaKO¢C y6e)K,H€HI/I${? He
napyc ju 3To, L[BI/I)KI/IMHﬁ BETPOM BPEMCHU U ombita? Ho BpEMCEHAa NEPEMCHYUBLI, U BETCP OBIBACT TO C

rora, To ¢ ¢€Bepa, OAHUM CJIIOBOM, CO BCEX CTOPOH. He MPOTUBOCCTECTBCHHO JIM ABUT'ATHCA MPOTUB BeTpa?4

A decade later, at a difficult moment in 1881, following the murder of the
Emperor Aleksandr II, Suvorin was utterly disconcerted; he must have remembered the
price he paid for his book Vsiakie in a comparable situation arising after the first attempt
on the Emperor’s life in 1866. In his newspaper, he allowed a long pause, letting other
journalists cover the trial of Narodnaia volia. Upon execution of the terrorists, he
ventured a confession in his regular column appropriately entitled Iz zapisok

otryvochnogo cheloveka:

C-3 4 He MoTy B34ThCA 32 H300paKEHUE TOTO Xa0ca, KOTOPHIM BUIET H KOTOPBIN IMEPEXKHI caM B ceoe.
VixkacHo TpynHo. Celiuac craHels (alblIMBUTh U BUWIATH. YK Takoe Bpemsl. <...> Hukorna He
CTaHOBWIIUCH MEPE] PyCCKUM 00pa30BaHHBIM YEIIOBEKOM TaK PE3KO MPOKIATHIC BOIPOCHI, KaK TEIepPh,
HUKOT/Ia OH TaK HE MYTaJICs, TAK HE BOJIHOBAJICS, HUKOT/IA TaK HE CO3HABAJ HEOOXOIMMOCTH SICHOTO,
3IIPaBOT0, CHIILHOTO OTBETA HA BCIO MOTPSACCHHYIO CYMMY CBOMX yOexkneHuid. Yoexaenuii? Jla passe y Hac,
y TaK Ha3bIBACMOW WHTEIUTUTEHITNH, eCcTh yoexnenus? Vx Het. ECTh TOJIbKO OTPBIBKH, HESICHBIE 00Pa3Hl,

€CTh KPUTHKA, GECIIoma Has KPUTHKA, CTPEMIICHHE K JTOMKE, K Pa3pyIICHHIO .

At this point Suvorin seems to associate himself with the intelligentsia, a social
group, arguably ill-defined, which included raznochintsy and which at that time was still

developing its self-identification. There is criticism in this passage addressed at radicals

* “Prodaemsia li my?” in Ocherki i kartinki: Sobranie rasskazov, fel'etonov i zametok Neznakomtsa

(A. Suvorina) (SPb, 1875), pp. 8-9.

> Novoe vremia. 19.04.1881. On the state of mind of the intelligentsia in the 80s, particularly as regards
their attitude to the Narodnaia volia trial, see for example: D. Offord, The Russian Revolutionary
Movement in the 1880s (Cambridge University Press, 1986), pp. 77-82; 161-170; see also: G. Novopolin,
V sumerkakh literatury i zhizni: V 80-kh gg. (1881-1895) (SPb, 1913). pp. 7-15.
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within the camp of the intelligentsia who resort to ‘wreckage and destruction.” After
another decade, as the intelligentsia grew more politicized, Suvorin would dissociate
himself altogether (see chapter III, pp. 19901200). However, in the eyes of his later
opponents, particularly Marxist critics, Suvorin’s fluctuating views would fit a
stereotyped notion of the intelligentsia and they would attach him to this camp under an
expressive and significant, if hardly honourable, label: ‘He was the first Vekhist, who was
indeed knitted from contradictions and who was indeed a fragmentary person.’6 But
Suvorin, already editor of the most popular newspaper in Russia, still considered it

necessary to relate his ‘fragmentary’ mindset to his raznochinets origins:

C-4 Hano Gonbiue naBaTh CBOOOBI IMYHOMY MHEHHUIO M HE HaBSI3bIBATH CBOETO B3TJIsa. DTO OOJIBIION
HEJIOCTAaTOK B Ta3eTHOM jele. ['a3era He ecTb coOpaHue UCTHH, a coOpaHue MHEHUH. MeHs ynpexainu B
TOM, 4TO st OynTo ObI duttorep. S BoBce He ¢urtorep. Ho Oynyun denoBekoM, He TOJTyYHBIINM CEPbE3HOTO
COJIMIHOTO 00pa30BaHMs, BBIHY)KJICHHBIH TOCTOSHHO YYUTHCS, HOCTOSIHHO YNTATh U Ha JIETY CXBATHIBAThH

3HAHWS, 51 JaBaJT CBOOOTy MHEHMSM U 3a00THIICS TIaBHBIM 00pa3oM O JIHTEpaTypHOit hopme .

There seems reason to agree with Aleksandr Stolypin,8 one of the leaders of the
liberal-conservative party Soiuz 17 oktiabria and a contributor to Novoe vremia, who
gave Suvorin his due in an article entitled ‘Pamiati uchitelia’; Stolypin insists that it was
exactly Suvorin’s raznochinets origin and his resistance to firm political commitment that

ensured the success of his newspaper:

C-5 CyBopuH, Kak MOJIUTHK, KaK JACSITEIh TOCYJapPCTBEHHBIH <...> CTOSJI OCOOHAKOM OT NMPEEMCTBEHHO-
MPABSILEro COCIOBHS M MOTOMY-TO caM ObUT HEOOBIYAHHO 30POK, & JUIsl APYTUX ObLI MOYYUTEIICH U
nrobonbiTed. CuacTianBas CIy4ailHOCTh POXKICHHUS OJIapuiia €ro KaueCTBOM CY/AEHCKOro OecnpucTpacTus B
TeX MOJUTUYECKU-UACHHBIX TsHKOaxX, Iie Ipyrue SBISUINCH 3aMHTEPECOBaHHBIMU CTOPOHaMu. B 6oproe
COCJIOBHBIX M 9KOHOMHYECKHIX HHTEPECOB OH OBLII COBEPIICHHO CBOOOJICH, TAK KaK C OJJUHAKOBBIM MIPABOM

MoOr ce0st MPUYUCITUTH K KOXKIAOMY narep}og.

It is worth noting that Suvorin was not at all preoccupied with climbing up the

class ladder. In 1853, he retired from his military career with the lowest civil rank, that of

by, L'vov-Rogachevskii, ‘V svoem dome (A. Suvorin)’, in Sovremennyi mir, 9 (1912), p. 325.
"Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k V. V. Rozanovu (SPb, 1913), p. 80. Letter of 14.09.1899.

¥ A younger brother of Petr Stolypin.

? Novoe vremia. 23.12.1912.
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kollezhskii registrator, but by the end of his life he had only progressed to gubernskii
sekretar’, that is, he had moved only one step up in the Table of ranks.'® Neither was he
at all allured when it came to decorations from the powers that be, and he was in fact
indignant at the rumour that he was about to receive the order of St Vladimir: ‘What, an
order, for me? But this means killing me, shutting my mouth for ever. I will reject the

order if I am awarded it.’ "

Apart from that, according to his contemporaries, Suvorin was
fairly indifferent to the riches he was amassing: ‘Suvorin was not living to make a
fortune: he would spend enormous money on loss-making businesses, he would spend
money <...> without hope of ever gaining profit or even at the very least covering
expenses.’'> Suvorin was generous; he supported dozens of people close to him as well as
those not close to him at all; now and again he would go too far in his charity: ‘He would
help not only his literary opponents and ill-wishers, but he would subsidize whole
enterprises, although he knew in advance that they would take his money to start a war
against him.”" Still, as it appears, this seeming lack of ambition was compensated or
offset by Suvorin’s need to maintain a raznochinets self-assertion: ‘Success appealed to
him, <...> without success, without a vast audience, be it the audience of Apraksin
market, he could not imagine himself, and he would be short-breathed in obscurity, as in
a vacuum.”'* Suvorin’s craving for a certain sort of reputational success in cultural terms
rather than for rank or riches may reflect the fact that the value system and the official
hierarchy of the tsarist state were already losing perceived validity and recognized
legitimacy; there is a similar conflict between competing systems of value in Chekhov’s
works. Suvorin’s cultural aspiration was energised by his adherence to the basic
principles of the Protestant work ethic, which he promoted widely in his journalism (and

also followed in his own life).

01 1886, Chekhov, who had just started to contribute to Novoe vremia, in a humorous sketch
‘Literaturnaia tabel’ o rangakh’ allocated to Suvorin a fairly honourable rank, the sixth from top rank of
kollezhskii sovetnik, along with Apollon Maikov, Vsevolod Garshin, Viktor Burenin, Sergei Maksimov,
Gleb Uspenskii, Mikhail Katkov, Aleksandr Pypin, and Aleksei Pleshcheev.

" Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina, p. 460. Entry of 22.02.1904.

12 A, Petrishchev, ‘Khronika vnutrennei zhizni’, p. 133.

BA. Amfiteatrov, ‘Starik Suvorin’, in Zhizn' cheloveka, neudobnogo dlia sebia i dlia mnogikh, in 2 vol.
(M., 2004), vol. 2, p. 11.

A, Kugel', Literaturnye vospominaniia (1882—1896) (Petrograd; M., 1923), p. 159.
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Suvorin’s advocates, mourning his death, spoke very highly of his work: ‘The
Russian periodical press, as a big and acknowledged political power, was undoubtedly
pushed to the front by Suvorin.”'> Between the two revolutions, Suvorin’s newspaper
appeared to be a consolidating factor for the emergent and still developing petit
bourgeoisie. Aleksandr Guchkov, the leader of the party Soiuz 17 oktiabria, wrote to
Suvorin about the ‘agitational treasures’ of Novoe vremia which ‘help to revive from
apathy middle classes which are yet unaware either of their goals in the present situation
or of their own interests.”'® However paradoxical it may seem, it was exactly the
ideological ambivalence or ‘indecisiveness’ of Novoe vremia (and its editor) which
accounted for the social appeal of the newspaper and in so doing it fostered the self-
awareness of the emergent bourgeoisie reflecting but also creating and modifying ‘public
opinion’ as the ideological expression of a social stratum. Vasilii Rozanov was certain
that Suvorin’s influence reached well beyond the Russian border: ‘In the person of
Suvorin, Russia has lost her devoted son and Europe has lost the only mouthpiece of
Russian public opinion, which they took into consideration and which they found

17 To Suvorin was attributed the role of social and historical

impossible to ignore.
archetype, a symbol-figure epitomizing the ultimate success of the raznochinets, a

success grounded in developing class dynamics:

C-6 13 kpecThSIHCKOMU XaThl, Yepe3 )KYPHATUCTHKY BEINTH Ha BEPIIMHBI OOIIECTBEHHOW MBICIIN U )KU3HHU
BEJIMKOM CTpaHbI, IPUOOPECTH HEOCIOPUMOE BIIMSHUE HE TOJILKO Ha OOIIIECTBCHHOE CO3HAHHUE, HO U Ha BCIO
rOCYAapCTBEHHOCTh ATON CTPaHbl, — 3TO 3HAYUT HE TOJBKO CHIFPATh KPYIHYIO HCTOPUUECKYIO POJIb, HO U

OBITE BBIPAXKCHNUEM U OTPAKCHUEM uenoi/i HCTOpH‘leCKOﬁ 3H0XI/118.

Maxim Gorky, who at the time sided with the Marxists, conveyed a similar idea in
terms of his own political commitment; he maintained that Suvorin was ‘not an
individual, not a person, but a typical embodiment of the Russian mentality which we

want to eradicate and to reform.”'® The Bolshevik leader Lenin classified the Suvorin

' Novoe vremia. 12.08.1912. Press review on account of Suvorin’s death. The quotation is from the
newspaper Svet.

' RGALL F. 459, op. 1, ed. 1126. Pis'mo A. I. Guchkova k A. S. Suvorinu. L. 2.

7 Novoe vremia. 12.08.1912.

'8 Novoe vremia. 12.08.1912. (The quotation is from the newspaper Golos Moskvy.)

1 The letter of Gorky to E. A. Liatskov of 10.01.1913, in Literaturnoe nasledstvo, vol. 95: Gorky i russkaia
zhurnalistika nachala XX v. Neizdannoe. Perepiska (M., 1988), p. 554. Later, by an irony of fate, Gorky
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phenomenon as ‘a historical U-turn of the liberal bourgeoisie from democracy to
reaction, to chauvinism, and to anti-Semitism.’*" In the Soviet state founded by Lenin, the
ideas of proletarian democracy prevailed, so Suvorin, considered as a symbol of petit
bourgeois opportunism, apostasy, and sycophancy, was removed from the public domain,
with the ban lasting some eighty years.

In the post-Soviet period, particularly marked by an attempt to relocate the
Russian ‘liberal idea’, an interest in Suvorin has rekindled (see Introduction) and it has
been possible to review Suvorin’s contribution to the development of Russian social
thought. In one view, Suvorin’s eclecticism suggests a certain anti-dogmatism and
independence of thought; and is consistent with the view that Suvorin ‘did not consider a
theoretical and ideological purity to be a prerequisite for the achievement of political and

521

social goals.””" There is now a tentative working definition of Suvorin’s peculiar

ideological stance:

C-7 MoxHo cka3atb, 4To CyBOpHH CTaJl OJTHUM U3 CO3/1aTelell HHTEIUICKTYalIbHOM 6a3bl pyCCKOTO
KOHCEpBAaTHBHOI'O JIMOepain3Ma Ha CTaJM1 CTAaHOBJICHHS 3TOT'0 MJCHHO-TIOJIMTHYECKOT0 TEYEHHS.
I'maBHBIMHM NPUHIMIIAMHU CYBOPHUHCKOTO («IIpaBOro») BapuaHTta (popMHpOBaBILEHCS HICOIOTHH ObLITH

6yp>1<ya3Haﬂ MoOJACpHU3alusd U BHCAPCHUC .]'H/I6€paJ'II)HI)IX HeHHOCTeﬁ B KPCIIKOM HCHTPAJIN30BaHHOM

rOCY/IapCTBE C TIOCTENEHHO YKPEIUIIOMMMICS MPEICTABHTEILCKIMU YUPEKICHISIME .

This working definition has arguably proved serviceable for the treatment of some
large-scale issues, like Suvorin’s nationalism.?® 1 believe it might also, with some
adjustment, accommodate the subject of the present work, namely, Suvorin’s complex
relation to ‘the woman question’. Considered overall, Suvorin’s views on ‘the woman
question’ broadly reflect the trajectory of the progressive liberal idea of women’s

emancipation over half a century; but more particularly, they reflect a certain merging of

would be nailed down in a disparaging reference from Zinaida Gippius: ‘He is Suvorin by Lenin’s side. He
will go even further.” (Z. Gippius, Dnevniki, in 2 vol. (M., 1999), vol. 2, p. 118. Entry of 5.05.1918.)

Ny, Lenin, ‘Kar'era’, in PSS, vol. 22, p. 44.

*'' R. Romov, ‘A. S. Suvorin’, in Obshchestvennaia mysl' Rossii 18 — nachala 20 v.: Entsiklopediia

(M., 2005), p. 524.

2 Ibid., p. 523. On the variety of Russian liberalism, see for example: Rossiiskii liberalism: Idei i liudi, ed.
by A. A. Kara-Murza (M., 2007), p. 15-17.

> See for example: S. San'kova, Ideologiia rossiiskogo gosudarstvennogo natsionalisma vtoroi poloviny
19 — nachala 20 vv.: Istoriograficheskii aspekt: Avtoref. diss.... d-ra ist. nauk (M., 2009), p. 39-44;

I. Podol’skaia, ‘Aleksei Suvorin: Iz istorii russkogo natsional-patriotizma’, in Literaturnoe obozrenie,

4 (1999).
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liberal and conservative attitudes towards key practical issues arising with respect to the
social position of women. The research conducted in the present work suggests an
adjustment of the above definition of Suvorin’s ideological stance: as regards ‘the woman
question’, Suvorin arguably proved a liberal conservative, in that he defended the family
institution in its patriarchal model as a beneficial constraint on female nature and
questioned woman’s sexual freedom, which he linked with a strong resultant tendency to
prostitution in one or other form. On the other hand, Suvorin’s liberalism showed in his
support of women’s education and their right to work. However, he was not sure about
the balance of women’s freedom, since in his eyes, an educated and independent woman
is liable to undervalue and perhaps dismiss her original and fundamental mission, which
is assumed to be childbirth and the nurture of children. Besides, Suvorin held, more
controversially, that women’s liberation would inevitably lead to their supremacy over
men and would end men’s civilisation. Despite a strong element of conservatism, the
thrust of Suvorin’s publications on ‘the woman question’ appears to be pro rather than
contra women’s emancipation when measured against the norms already established in
Russian society.

As I have shown in my work, Suvorin, in his newspaper, displayed his attitudes to
‘the woman question’ by alternating his conservative and liberal views; this alternation
proved an efficient journalistic technique: it helped Suvorin to maintain the interest of his
readership, but also allowed him to probe into public opinion and to influence it. He
thereby enters Russian intellectual history as a pioneer in the manufacture of opinion
using modern media and in the actual development of this kind of media.

Relying on the assumption that in the case of a prominent personality (here a
‘writer with biography’), one should examine personal as well as public social life in
their cross-impact, I have tried to demonstrate that the conservative component of
Suvorin’s liberalism was amplified by, if not grounded in, his dramatic personal
experience of marriage, and that it finds certain of its roots in a condition of gynophobia
which was a deep and abiding factor in his make-up. His conservatism also reflects a lack
of self-confidence and a recurrent hesitancy and infirmity of resolution, which we may
dub his ‘decidophobia’, and which could be regarded as sequel to his raznochinets origins

and to the great pressures arising from the need to establish himself as he pursued a
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career in an unfamiliar social milieu. Suffering from a certain insufficiency or ‘lack of
character’, Suvorin more often than not succumbed to manipulation by strong and
domineering women, the crucial fact being that his career was determined and guided in
very large measure by his first wife. Suvorin’s personal complexes, dramas and traumas
are clearly reflected in his gynophobic and/or misogynistic journalism and they also
found their way into his fiction. In Suvorin’s fiction, a woman seems to assume the
central part, although she presents a deviation from the norm: now an unfaithful wife,
now a murderess, now a psychopath craving supremacy over men (together with some
possible combinations of these types). It is perhaps symptomatic that there are no happy
endings in Suvorin’s literary pieces; on the contrary, they mostly end with the tragic
death of the heroine; the central problematic is thereby removed.

In sum, Suvorin’s role is to be understood, first in the Russian context, as a
pioneer in the active manufacture of effective class consensus by modern mass media.
His journalistic methods were highly effective and drew upon energies released by his
own social life at the level both of his raznochinets personality and of his family, as I
have shown in detail. His gynophobia, although deep, appears not simply an accidental
and idiosyncratic condition, but was shared by others whose similar responses to social
change, notably in relation to the ‘woman question’, helped, as in the case of Suvorin and
Chekhov, to maintain and deepen acquaintance. Above all, I have tried to show that an
appropriate analytical biography of Suvorin helps, in large measure, to dissolve the
surface appearance of quaintness or peculiarity and reveals, if not the consistency, than at
least the developmental origin and tactical logic underpinning the views of a personage,

who, by common consent, ‘reflected and expressed the entire historic era.’

233



BIBLIOGRAPHY

A. [Avseenko V.], ‘Literaturnye éfemeridy’, in Russkii vestnik, 9 (1875)

Abramovich N., ‘Novoe vremia’ i soblaznennye mladentsy (Petrograd, 1916)

Abramovich N., Zhenshchina i mir muzhskoi kul'tury (Mirovoe tvorchestvo i polovaia liubov') (M., 1913)

Aivazova S., Russkie zhenshchiny v labirinte ravnopraviia (Ocherki politicheskoi teorii i istorii.
Dokumental'nye materialy) (M., 1998)

Aikenval'd Tu., Siluéty russkikh pisatelei (M., 1992)

Amfiteatrov A., ‘A. L. Suvorina’, in Zhizn' cheloveka, neudobnogo dlia sebia i dlia mnogikh, in 2 vol.
(M., 2004), vol. 2

Amfiteatrov A., ‘Anton Chekhov i A. S. Suvorin: Otvetnye mysli’, in Zhizn’ cheloveka, neudobnogo dlia
sebia i dlia mnogikh, vol. 2

Amfiteatrov A., ‘Oklevetannyi Chekhov’, in Zhizn' cheloveka, neudobnogo dlia sebia i dlia mnogikh, vol. 2

Amfiteatrov A., ‘Starik Suvorin’, in Zhizn' cheloveka, neudobnogo dlia sebia i dlia mnogikh, vol. 2

Amfiteatrov A., ‘Tiazhkaia nasledstvennost”, in Zhizn' cheloveka, neudobnogo dlia sebia i dlia mnogikh,
vol. 2

Amfiteatrov A., Zhenshchina v obshchestvennykh dvizheniiakh Rossii (SPb, 1906)

Amfiteatrov A., Zhenskoe nestroenie (SPD, s. a.)

[Anonim] ‘Iz khroniki samoubiistv’, in Otechestvennye zapiski, 10 (1873)

[Anonim], ‘K voprosu o polovykh snosheniiakh’, in Vrach, 2 (1894)

Appel'rod G., ‘Obrazovanie zhenshchin srednego i vysshego sostoianii, in Otechestvennye zapiski, 2 (1858)

Arsen'ev K., Za chetvert' veka (1871-1894) (Petrograd, 1915)

Avtonomova N., Otkrytaia struktura: lakobson—Bakhtin—Lotman—Gasparov (M., 2009)

Azarina L., Literaturnaia pozitsiia A. S. Suvorina: Diss. ... kand. filol. nauk (M., 2008)

Azimirova M., Zhenshchina i ee sud'i (SPb, 1896)

Bazhenov N., ‘Simvolisty i dekadenty’, in Pamiati V. G. Belinskogo (M., 1899)

Baraban E., “Zametki na poliakh feministskoi kritiki russkoi literatury’, in Gendernye issledovaniia,
9 (2003)

Barenbaum I., ‘Izdatel’skaia artel’ E. O. Likhachevoi i A. I. Suvorinoi (60-70-e gg. 19 v.)’, in Rol’ knigi
v demokratizatsii kul'tury (L., 1987)

Barteneva E., ‘E. I. Konradi’, in Zhenskoe delo, 1 (1899)

Bebutova O., Strast' i dusha (Roman v 2 chastiakh s épilogom) (Sofiia, 1924)

Beliaevskii A., ‘Iz istorii ideologicheskoi bor'by (Ideologicheskii krakh “novovrementsev”)’,
in Ideologicheskie i sotsial'no-psikhologicheskie factory revoliutsionnogo protsessa (Gor'kii, 1985)

Belinskii V., ‘Zhertva: Literaturnyi éskiz. Sochinenie g-zhi Monborn’, in PSS, in 13 vol. (M., 1953-1959),
vol. 1

Ben'iash R., Pelageia Strepetova (L., 1967)

B-ia N., ‘Zametki o nastoiashchem vospitanii zhenshchiny i vliianii ego na zhizn’ semeinuiu i
obshchestvennuiu’, in Russkii pedagogicheskii vestnik, 11 (1860)

Bertenson L., Iz vospominanii o D. V. Grigoroviche (M., 1916)

Bitiugova M., ‘K vospriiatiiu Dostoevskogo na grani 19-20 vekov (Zabytyi fel'eton A. S. Suvorina)’,
in Dostoevsky: Issledovaniia i materialy (SPb, 2000), vol. 15

Boborykin P., Vospominaniia, in 2 vol. (M., 1965)

Bogdanovich A., Tri poslednikh samoderzhtsa: Dnevnik (M., 1990)

Bogdanovich T., Liubov' liudei shestidesiatykh godov (L., 1929)

Botsianovskii V., ‘O. I. Senkovskii’, in: Entsiklopedicheskii slovar', izd. F. Brokgauza i I. Efrona
(SPb, 1900), vol. 58

Bulanova-Trubnikova O., Tri pokoleniia (M.; L., 1928)

Bulgakov F., Za zhenshchin: Trezvye mysli i veskie fakty (SPb, 1887)

Chekhov A., PSSP (M., 1973-1983)

Chekhovskii sbornik, ed. by A. Chudakov (M., 1999)

Chemena O., Sozdanie dvukh romanov: Goncharov i shestidesiatnitsa E. P. Maikova (M., 1966)

Chudakov A., ‘Neprilichnye slova i oblik klassika’, in Literaturnoe obozrenie, 11 (1991)

Chukovskii K., Dnevnik: 1901-1929 (M., 1997)

Chukovskii K., ‘Istoriia sleptsovskoi kommuny’, in Liudi i knigi (M., 1960)

234



Danilov S., Russkii teatr v khudozhestvennoi literature (L., 1939)

Debay A., Brak i bezbrachie vo vsekh polovykh i moral'nykh projavleniiakh (M., 1869)

Debay A., Gigienicheskie sovety dlia predokhraneniia organizma ot istoshcheniia (SPb, 1863)

De-Pule M., ‘Nigilizm kak patologicheskoe iavlenie russkoi zhizni’, in Russkii vestnik, 11 (1881)

D'iakov A., Nashi damy (SPb., 1893)

Dinershtein E., A. S. Suvorin: Chelovek, sdelavshii kar'eru (M, 1998)

Dinershtein E., ‘A. S. Suvorin i ego gazeta’, in NLO, 15 (1995)

Dionesov S., V. A. Kashevarova-Rudneva — pervaia russkaia zhenshchina — doctor meditsiny (M., 1965)

Dmokhovskii A., ‘O pravakh zhenshchiny v Rossii’, in Biblioteka dlia chteniia, 7 (1862)

Dnevnik Alekseia Sergeevicha Suvorina: Tekstologicheskaia rashifrovka N. A. Roskinoi. Podgotovka
teksta D. Rayfielda i O. Makarovoi (M., London, 1999, 1% ed., 2000, 2" ed.)

Dnevnik A. S. Suvorina / Redaktsiia, predislovie i primechaniia M. Krichevskogo (M.; Pg, 1923)

Dolgenko A., Russkii dekadentskii roman (Volgograd, 2005)

Dolinin A., ‘Parodiia li Tat'iana Repina Chekhova?’ in A. P. Chekhov: Zateriannye proizvedeniia.
Neizdannye pis'ma. Vospominaniia. Bibliografiia (L., 1925)

Dostoevsky F., PSS, in 30 vol. (L., 1972-1999), vol. 13: Podrostok

Dragan G., ‘Dnevnik Suvorina kak istoricheskii dokument’, in Vestnik MGU, Ser. 8: Istoriia, 3 (1983)

Dushechkina E., Russkii sviatochnyi rasskaz: Stanovlenie zhanra (SPb, 1995)

Egorov O., Dnevniki russkikh pisatelei 19 veka: Issledovaniie (M., 2002)

Egorov O., Russkii literaturnyi dnevnik 19 veka: Istoriia i teoriia zhanra (M., 2003)

Eikhenbaum B. Lev Tolstoy: Semidesiatye gody (L., 1974)

Epanchin N., Na sluzhbe trekh imperatorov: Vospominaniia (M., 1996)

Ermakov 1., Psikhoanaliz literatury (M., 1971)

Evripid, Tragedii, in 2 vol. (M., 1999)

Ezhov N., ‘Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin: Moi vospominaniia o nem, dumy, soobrazheniia’, in Istoricheskii
vestnik, 1 (1915)

Faustov A., Avtorskoe povedenie v russkoi literature: Seredina XIX veka i na podstupakh k nei
(Voronezh, 1997)

Feminizm: Vostok. Zapad. Rossiia (M., 1993)

Feminizm i rossiiskaia kul'tura, ed. by G. Tishkin (SPb, 1995)

Fidler F., Iz mira literatorov: Kharaktery i suzhdeniia (M., 2008)

Freud Z., “Tabu devstvennosti’, in Ocherki po psikhologii seksual'nosti (M., 2007)

Freud Z., Vvedenie v psikhoanaliz: Lektsii (M., 1991)

Gieroglifov A., ‘Obshchestvennoe prizvaniie zhenshchiny’, in Otechestvennye zapiski, 8 (1863)

Gindin V., Psikhopatologiia v russkoi literature (M., 2005)

Ginzburg L., ‘Chelovecheskii dokument i postroenie kharaktera’, in O psikhologicheskoi proze (L., 1981)

Gippius Z., Dnevniki, in 2 vol. (M., 1999)

Gippius Z., Sobranie sochinenii (M., 2002), vol. 6

Glinskii B., ‘Aleksei Sergeevich Suvorin: Biograficheskii ocherk’, in Istoricheskii vestnik, 9 (1912)

Glinskii B., ‘Bolezn’ ili reklama?’ in Istoricheskii vestnik 63, No 2 (1896)

Glinskii B., ‘Roditeli A. S. Suvorina’, in Istoricheskii vestnik, 8 (1913)

Gol'shtein A., ‘Iz vospominanii byvshei feministki: Doistoricheskie vremena’, in Preobrazhenie (Russkii
feministskii zhurnal), 3 (1995)

Gnedich P., Kniga zhizni: Vospominaniia (1855-1918) (L., 1929)

Gornfel'd A., ‘Eroticheskaia belletristika’, in Knigi i liudi: Literaturnye besedy (SPb, 1908)

Gribovskii V., ‘Chestvovanie A. S. Suvorina v Malom teatre’, in Istoricheskii vestnik, 6 (1907)

Gribovskii V., ‘Neskol ko vstrech s A. S. Suvorinym’, in Istoricheskii vestnik 10 (1912)

Grits T., Trenin V., Nikitin M., Slovesnost' i kommertsiia (Knizhnaia lavka Smirdina) (M., s. a.)

Gromyko M., ‘Chernichki’, in Sviataia Rus': Bol'shaia éntsiklopediia russkogo naroda (Russkaia
narodnaia zhizn') (M., 2009)

Gruzenberg O., ‘Literatura i zhizn’, in Voskhod, 2 (1895)

Tasinskii 1., ‘Roman moei zhizni’ in Sredi velikikh: Literaturnye vstrechi (M., 2001)
Tlovaiskii D., Melkie sochineniia, stat'i i pis'ma: 1857—1887 (M., 1888)

235



Tordanskii N., ‘Natsionalizatsiia Suvorina’, in Sovremennyi mir, 10 (1912)

Istoriia russkogo dramaticheskogo teatra, in 7 vol. (M., 1980)

Istoriia russkoi dramaturgii: Vtoraia polovina 19 — nachalo 20 veka (do 1917 g), ed. by Iu. Lotman
(L., 1987)

Istoriia zhenshchin Rossii: Zhenskoe dvizhenie i feminism v 1850—-1920 gg.: Materialy k bibliografii
(SPb, 2003)

Tukina I., ‘Dokor Shabanova’, in Kharizmaticheskiie lichnosti v istorii Rossii (SPb, 1997)

Tukina L., ‘Nigilistki’, in Zhenshchiny v sotsial'noi istorii Rossii (Tver', 1997)

Tukina I., ‘Ol'ga Shapir — ideolog rossiiskogo feminizma’, in ‘Ei ne dano prokladyvat' novye puti?’
(Iz istorii zhenskogo dvizheniia Rossii (SPb, 1998)

Tukina L., Russkii feminiszm kak vyzov sovremennosti (SPb, 2007)

Izmailov A., A. Chekhov: Biografiia (M., 2003)

Izmailov A., Pestrye znamena. Literaturnye portrety bezvremen'ia (M., 1913)

Jozan Em., Prezhdevremennoe istoshchenie cheloveka, zavisiashchee ot boleznei polovykh organov
i mochevykh putei u muzhchiny i zhenshchiny (M., 1868)

Karpachev M., ‘Raznochinnaia intelligentsiia kak fenomen politicheskoi kul'tury poreformennogo
vremeni’, in Osvoboditel'noe dvizhenie v Rossii (Saratov, 2003), vol. 20

Karpov E., ‘A. S. Suvorin i osnovanie Teatra literaturno-artisticheskogo kruzhka: Stranichki
iz vospomonanii “Minuvshee’’, in Istoricheskii vestnik, 7-9 (1914)

Kazakova L., Filosofiia igry: V. V. Rozanov — zhurnalist i literaturnyi kritik (Po materialam gazety
A. S. Suvorina ‘Novoe vremia’ (M., 2001)

Kazakova I., ‘Kritika i publitsistika kontsa 19 — nachala 20 vekov v tvorchestve russkikh pisatel'nits’,
in Preobrazhenie (Russkii feministskii zhurnal), 3 (1995)

Kasarkina T., ‘Filosofiia pola i problemy zhenskoi émansipatsii v Kreitserovoi sonate L. Tolstogo’,
in Voprosy literatury 4 (2001)

Kashina-Evreinova A., Podpol'e geniia: Seksual'nye istochniki tvorchestva Dostoevskogo (Petrograd, 1923)

Katalog russkikh knig biblioteki A. S. Suvorina (SPb, 1913)

Kel'ner V., Chelovek svoego vremeni: M. M. Stasiulevich (Izdatel'skoe delo i liberal'naia oppozitsiia)
(SPb, 1993)

Kholikov A., ‘Pisatel’skaia biografiia: Zhanr bez pravil’, in Voprosy literatury, 6 (2008)

Khutorova L., A. S. Suvorin: Sud'ba i vzgliady: Diss. ... kand. ist. nauk (Kazan’, 2001)

Kh-va A., ‘Pis'ma k russkim zhenshchinam: O neobkhodimosti vysshego obrazovaniia dlia zhenshchin’, in
Vospitaniie, 1 (1860)

Kolobova L., Russkii simvolism (M., 2000)

Kniaz’' V. V. Meshcherskii, Vospominania (M., 2001)

Konradi E., ‘Glasnye dramy intimnoi zhizni’, in Nedelia, 39 (1873)

Korman B., Lirika Nekrasova (Izhevsk, 1978)

Korolenko V., ‘Ob odnoi staroi knizhke: K godovshchine smerti A. S. Suvorina’, in Russkoe bogatstvo,
8 (1913)

Korchagina-Aleksandrovskaia E., Stranitsy zhizni: Stat'i, rechi, vospominaniia (M., 1955)

Kotliarevskii N., Kanun osvobozhdeniia (1855-1861): Iz zhizni idei i nastroenii v radikal'nykh krugakh
togo vremeni (Pg, 1916)

Kotliarevskii, N. ‘Ocherki iz istorii obshchestvennogo nastroeniia 60-kh gg.: Zhesnskii vopros v pervoi ego
postanovke’, in Vestnik Evropy, 2 (1914)

Kovalevskaia S., Vospominaniia. Povesti (M., 1974)

Kramskoi 1., Pis'ma: 1862-1875 (L., 1937)

Krasnov G., ‘Iz zapisok A. S. Suvorina o Nekrasove’, in Prometei, 7 (1969)

Krasnov P., ‘Russkie dekadenty’, in Trud: Vestnik literatury i nauki 11 (1895)

Krasnov P., ‘Satirik nravov (A. D'iakov)’, in Trud: Vestnik literatury i nauki, 28 (1895)

Kratkii ocherk izdatel'skoi deiatel'nosti A. S. Suvorina i razvitiia prinadlezhashchei emu tipografii
(SPb, 1900)

Krymov V., Za millionami (Trilogiia), Vol. 2: Khorosho my zhili v Peterburge (Berlin, 1933)

Kugel” A., List'ia s dereva: Vospominaniia (L., 1926)

Kugel” A., Literaturnye vospominania: 1882—1896 (Petrograd; M., 1923)

Kugel” A., P. Orlenev (M.; L., 1928)

236



Kulish Zh., M. K. Tsebrikova — obshchestvennaia i literaturnaia deiatel'nost' (Voronezh, 1988)

Lasunskii O., ‘I. S. Nikitin i molodoi A. S. Suvorin’, in ‘Ia Rusi syn!’: K 150-letiiu so dnia rozhdeniia
L S. Nikitina (Voronezh, 1974)

Leikina-Svirskaia V., Intelligentsiia v Rossii vo vtoroi polovine 19 veka (M., 1971)

Lenin V., ‘Kar'era’, in PSS, vol. 22

Leo A., ‘Sovremennyi vopros o pravakh zhenshchiny’, in Vestnik Evropy, 5 (1869)

Leonov M., ‘Ekspluatatsiia muzhskikh strakhov: Gazetnaia kampaniia protiv zhenskogo obrazovaniia
v Rossii 70-80-kh godov 19 veka’, in Gendernoe razvitie v Rossii (SPb, 2008)

Leskov N., ‘Russkie zhenshchiny i émansipatsiia’, in Russkaia rech’, 44, 46 (1861)

Leskov N., Sobranie sochinenii, in 11 vol. (M., 1956-1958), vol. 11

Letopis' literaturnykh sobytii v Rossii kontsa 19 — nachala 20 v. (1891 — oktiabr' 1917), vyp. 1:
1891-1900 (M., 2002)

Likhacheva E., Materialy dlia istorii zhenskogo obrazovaniia v Rossii: 1896—1828 (SPb, 1893)

Lipovskaia O., “Zhenskie imena v russkoi istorii’, in Vse liudi sestry: Biulleten', (SPb, 1994), vol. 3

Litavrina M., Iavorskaia, bezzakonnaia kometa (M., 2008)

Literaturnoe nasledstvo, vol. 83: Neizdannyi Dostoevsky. Zapisnye knizhki i tetradi: 1860—1881 (M., 1971)

Literaturnoe nasledstvo, vol. 95: Gorky i russkaia zhurnalistika nachala XX v. Neizdannoe. Perepiska
(M., 1988)

Literaturnyi protsess i russkaia zhurnalistika kontsa 19 — nachala 20 v.: 1890—1904.: Burzhuazno-
liberal'nye i modernistskie izdaniia (M., 1982)

Literaturnyi raspad: Kriticheskii sbornik (SPb, 1908)

Lokot' T., ‘V chem sila i znachenie A. Suvorina’, in Golos Moskvy, 14.08.1912

Lotman Iu., ‘Dekabrist v povsednevnoi zhizni: Bytovoe povedenie kak istoriko-psikhologicheskaia
kategoriia’, in Literaturnoe nasledie dekabristov (L., 1975)

Lotman Iu., ‘Literaturnaia biografiia v istoriko-kul'turnom kontekste: K tipologicheskomu sootnosheniiu
teksta i lichnosti avtora’, in O russkoi literature (SPb, 1997)

L'vov-Rogachevskii V., ‘V svoem dome (A. S. Suvorin)’, in Sovremennyi mir, 9 (1912)

Liubov' kontsa veka: Sovremenniki o sovremennoi liubvi (SPb, 1895)

Maiorova O., ‘K istorii pozhiznennogo dialoga: 1z perepiski N. S. Leskova s A. S. Suvorinym, in NLO,
4(1993)

Makarova O., ‘Ne bud’ Aniuty, kotoraia... imela na menia bol’shoe vliianie...’: Shtrikhi k semeinomu
portretu A. S. Suvorina na fone épokhi’, in Adam i Eva: Al'manakh gendernoi istorii, (M., 2006),
vol. 12

Makarova O., ‘Pervaia kniga A. S. Suvorina’, in Kniga: Issledovaniia i materialy (M., 2010), vol. 92

(forthcoming)

Makarova O., ““Sud’ba kakim-to rokovym obrazom stavit menia poperek Vashei dorogi...”: “Delo
Kairovoi” i ego sled v biografii A. S. Suvorina’, in NLO, 75 (2005)

Makarova O., “Uzh esli Suvorin, izobretshii ee, otvernulsia...”: “Delo Shabel’skoi” i uchastie v nem

izdatelia Novogo vremeni’, in NLO, 85 (2007)
Makashina, L., Vokrug A. S. Suvorina: Opyt literaturno-politicheskoi biografii (Ekaterinburg, 1999)
Makhonina S., Istoriia russkoi zhurnalistiki nachala 20 veka (M., 2004)
Masanov L., Slovar' psevdonimov russkikh pisatelei, uchenykh i obshchestvennykh deiatelei, in 4 vol.
(M., 1956-1960)
Matskevich D., ‘Zametki o zhenshchinakh’, in Sovremennik, 3 (1850)
Mechnikov 1., Etiudy o prirode cheloveka (M., 1903)
Merezhkovskii D., O prichinakh upadka i o novykh techeniiakh sovremennoi russkoi literatury (SPb, 1893)
Merzheevskii 1., Ob usloviiakh, blagopriiatstvuiushchikh razvitiiu dushevnykh i nervnykh boleznei v Rossii
i 0 merakh, napravlennykh k ikh umen'sheniiu (SPb, 1887)
Mikhailov M., ‘Zhenshchiny, ikh vospitanie i znachenie v sem'e i obshchestve’, in Sovremmenik,
4,5, 8 (1860)
Mikhailovskii N., ‘Pis’'ma postoronnego v redaktsiiu Otechestvennykh zapisok’, in PSS, in 8 vol.
(SPb, 1908), vol. 5
Mikhailovskii N., Vospominaniia (Berlin, 1906)
Mikheev M., Dnevnik kak égo-tekst: Rossiia, 19-20 vv. (M., 2007)

237



Mikhnevich V., Nashi znakomye: Fel'etonnyi slovar' sovremennikov (SPb, 1884)

Naumov B., ‘Russkaia literatura 60-kh gg. v otsenke ministra vnutrennikh del P. A. Valueva’,
in Literaturnoe nasledstvo, vol. 25-26: Literaturnaia i obshchestvennaia mysl' 1860-kh godov
M., 1936)

Nemirovich-Danchenko VL., Iz proshlogo (M.; L., 1936)

Nikitenko A., Dnevnik, in 3 vol. (M., 1956)

Novikov A., Nigilizm i nigilisty: Opyt kriticheskoi kharakteristiki (L., 1972)

Nordau M., Vyrozhdenie (M., 1995)

Novopolin G., V sumerkakh literatury i zhizni: V 80-kh gg. (1881-1895) (SPb, 1913)

Nymm E., ‘K voprosu o lichnom vzaimootnoshenii A. P. Chekhovai A. S. Suvorina v 1880-e gg.’,
in Russkaia filologiia (Tartu, 1998), vol. 9

Nymm E., ‘O literaturnoi pozitsii Suvorina’, in Russkaia filologiia (Tartu, 1999), vol. 10

Osipovich T., ‘Pobeda nad rozhdeniem i smert'iu, ili Zhenofobiia russkoi utopicheskoi mysli na rubezhe
19-20 vekov’, in Obshchestvennye nauki i sovremennost’, 4 (1994)

Ostapenko L., Gazeta A. S. Suvorina “Novoe vremia” v obshchestvenno-politicheskoi zhizni Rossii: Diss.
... kand. ist. nauk (N. Novgorod, 2002)

Ostrovskaia R., Varlamova M., Veize O., Mariia Ermolova (M., 2001)

Ostrovskii A., “Zapiska po povodu proekta Pravil o premiiakh imperatorskikh teatrov za dramaticheskie
proizvedeniia’, in PSS (M., 1949-1953), vol. 12

Panaeva A., Vospominaniia (L., 1928)

Paperno 1., Semiotika povedeniia: Nikolai Chernyshevsky — chelovek épokhi realizma (M., 1996)

Paramonov B., ‘Golaia koroleva: Russkii nigilism kak kul'turnyi proekt’, in Konets stilia (M., 1997)

Pavliuchenko E., Zhenshchiny v russkom osvoboditel'nom dvizhenii ot Marii Volkonskoi do Very Figner
(M., 1998)

Pecherskaia T., ‘Istoriia literatury 1860-kh godov: Problemy izuchennosti i izucheniia’, in Gumanitarnye
nauki v Sibiri, 4 (1998)

Pecherskaia T., Raznochintsy shestidesiatykh godov XIX veka: Fenomen samosoznaniia v aspekte
filologicheskoi germenevtiki (memuary, dnevniki, pis'ma, belletristika) (Novosibirsk, 1999)

Pecherskaia T., ‘Russkii demokrat na rendez-vous’, in Literaturnoe obozrenie, 11 (1991)

Pertsov P., Literaturnye vospominaniia: 1890-1902 gg. (M., 2002)

Petrishchev A., ‘Khronika vnutrennei zhizni’, in Russkoe bogatstvo, 9 (1912)

Piatkovskii A., O pravakh i znachenii zhenshchiny v sem’e i obshchestve’, in Damskii vestnik, 1 (1869)

Pietrow-Ennker B., “Novye liudi Rossii”: Razvitie zhenskogo dvizheniia ot istokov do Oktiabr'skoi
revoliutsii (M., 2005)

Pil'skii P., Problema pola, polovye avtory i polovoi geroi (SPb, 1909)

Pirogov N., “Voprosy zhizni’, in Morskoi sbornik, 9 (1856)

Pisarev D., ‘Zhenskie tipy v romanakh i povestiakh Pisemskogo, Turgeneva i Goncharova’, in Sochineniia,
in 4 vol. (M., 1956), vol. 3

Pis'ma A. I. Ertelia, ed. by M. O. Gershenzon (M., 1909)

Pis'ma russkikh pisatelei k A. S. Suvorinu (L., 1927)

Pleshcheev A., Chto vspomnilos', in 3 vol. (SPb, 1914), vol. 3: Aktery i pisateli

Podol’skaia I., ‘Aleksei Suvorin: Iz istorii russkogo natsional-patriotizma’, in Literaturnoe obozrenie,
4 (1999)

Pol. Gender. Kul'tura: Nemetskie i russkie issledovaniia (M., 1999; 2000)

Politicheskie protsessy 60-kh godov (M., L., 1923)

Poluboiarinova L., Leopold von Sacher-Masoch — avstriiskii pisatel’ épokhi realisma (SPb, 2006)

‘Pozitivisty o zhenskom voprose’, in Delo, 12 (1872)

Reifman P., ‘Zapreshchennaia kniga A. S. Suvorina (Iz istorii literaturno-obshchestvennoi bor’by 1860-kh
godov)’, in: Uchenye zapiski Tartuskogo universiteta, No. 251: Trudy po russkoi i slavianskoi
filologii, vol. XV: Literaturovedenie (Tartu, 1970)

Reitblat A., Ot Bovy k Bal'montu i drugie raboty po istoricheskoi sotsiologii russkoi literatury (M., 2009)

Reitblat A., ‘Predislovie’, in Vidok Figliarkin: Pis'ma i agenturnye zapiski F. V. Bulgarina v III otdelenie
M., 1998)

238



Repin L., Pis'ma k pisateliam i literaturnym deiateliam: 1880-1920 (M., 1950)

Riabov O., Russkaia filosofiia zhenstvennosti (Ivanovo, 1999)

Romov R., ‘A. S. Suvorin’, in Obshchestvennaia mysl' Rossii 18 — nachala 20 v.: Entsiklopediia
(M., 2005)

Roskina N., ‘Ob odnoi staroi publikatsii’, in Voprosy literatury 6 (1968)

Rossiiskii liberalism: Idei i liudi, ed. by A. A. Kara-Murza (M., 2007)

Rozanov V., Iz pripominanii i myslei ob A. S. Suvorine (M., 1992; 1* edition SPb, 1913)

Rozanov V., Liudi lunnogo sveta: Metaphizika khristianstva (SPb, 1913)

Rozanov V., Mimoletnoe (SPb, 1994)

Rozanov V., Opavshie list'ia: Korob vtoroi i poslednii (L., 1999)

Rozanov V., Poslednie list'ia (M., 2000)

Rozanov V., Priznaki vremeni: Stat'i i ocherki 1912 g. Pis'ma A. S. Suvorina k V. V. Rozanovu. Pis'ma
V. V. Rozanova k A. S. Suvorinu (M., 2006)

Russkaia literatura 20 v. (1890-1910) ed. by S. A. Vengerov, in 2 vol. (M., 2000), vol. 2: Nachalo veka
(Sinteticheskii modernism i bogoiskatel'stvo)

Russkaia literatura rubezha vekov (1890-e — nachalo 1920-kh godov), ed. by V. Keldysh at al. (M., 2000),
vol. 1

Rybakov F., Sovremennye pisateli i bol'nye nervy: Psikhiatricheskii étiud (M., 1908)

Sakharov V. ‘Geroinia, bludnitsa ili pokornaia raba?’ in Russkaia proza 18—19 vv.: Problemy istorii i
poétiki (M., 2002)

Saltykov-Shchedrin M., Sobranie sochinenii, in 20 vol. (M., 1976-1977), vol. 18, book. 2

San'kova S., Ideologiia rossiiskogo gosudarstvennogo natsionalisma vtoroi poloviny 19 — nachala 20 vv.:
Istoriograficheskii aspect: Avtoref. dis. ... d-ra ist. nauk (M., 2009)

Saraskina L., Vozliublennaia Dostoevskogo. Apollinariia Suslova: Biografiia v dokumentakh, pis'makh,
materialakh (M., 1994)

Savkina I., ‘Krizis identichnosti: muzhskaia i zhenskaia versii. Dnevniki i pis'ma Aleksandra i Natal'i
Gertzenov (1841-1846)’, in Zhenshchina v rossiiskom obshchestve, 3 (2000)

Savkina 1., Razgovory s zerkalom i Zazerkal'em: Avtodokumental'nye zhenskie teksty v russkoi literature
pervoi poloviny XIX veka (M., 2007)

Schopenhauer A., Izbrannye proizvedeniia (M., 1992)

Senderovich S., Chekhov — s glazu na glaz: Istoriia odnoi oderzhimosti (Opyt fenomenologii tvorchestva)
(SPb, 1994)

Shabalkina K., ‘Sotsial'no-politicheslie i filosofskie idei russkikh myslitelei pervoi poloviny 19 veka
o meste zhenshchiny v sem’e i obshchestve’, in Vestnik MGTU, 9, No 1 (2006)

Shabanova A., Ocherk zhenskogo dvizheniia v Rossii (Ivanovo, 1996)

Shaliugin G., ‘A. P. Chekhov i “bol'shaia” gazetno-zhurnal'naia pressa 80-90-kh gg. 19 v.’: Dis. ... kand.
filol. nauk (M., 1979)

Shchepkina E., Iz istorii zhenskoi lichnosti v Rossii (SPb, 1914)

Shchukin V., ‘Blesk i nishcheta “pozitivnoi erotologii”: K kontseptsii liubvi u N. G. Chernyshevskogo’,
in Voprosy filosofii, 1 (2002)

Shelgunov N., Ocherki russkoi zhizni (SPb, 1895)

Shelgunov N., ‘Tepereshnii intelligent’, in Delo, 10 (1875)

Shelgunov N., ‘Zhenskoe bezdel’e’, in Russkoe slovo, 7 (1865)

Shelgunov N., Shelgunova L., Mikhailov M., Vospominaniia, in 2 vol. (M., 1967)

Shestidesiatye gody, ed. by N. Piksanov (M.; L., 1940)

Shishkina T., Obshchestvenno-politicheskie vzgliady A. S. Suvorina: 1860—1870-e gg.: Diss. ... kand. ist.
nauk (Saratov, 1997)

Shtakenshneider E., Dnevnik i zapiski: 1854—1886 (Newtonville, 1980)

Shumskii N., Vrubel': Zhizn'i bolezn' (SPb, 2001)

Sirotkina 1., Klassiki i psikhiatry: Psikhiatriia v rossiiskoi kul'ture kontsa 19 — nachala 20 vekov (M., 2008)

Skabichevskii A., Istoriia noveishei russkoi literatury: 1848—1906 gg. (SPb, 1906)

Skabichevskii A., Literaturnye vospominaniia (M.; L., 1928)

Skabichevskii A., ‘Zhenskii vopros s tochki zreniia frantsuzskogo bul'varnogo publitsista’ in Sochineniia,
in 2 vol. (SPb, 1895)

Skal'kovskii K., Mneniia russkikh o samikh sebe: Malen'kaia khrestomatiia dlia vzroslykh (SPb, 1905)

239



Skal’kovskii K., O zhenshchinakh: Mysli starye i novye (SPb, 1886)

Skal'kovskii K., V teatral'nom mire (SPb, 1889)

Sleptsov V., ‘Zhenskoe delo’, in Zhenskii vestnik, 1 (1866)

Smirnova-Chikina E., ‘Tat'iana Repina Antona Chekhova’, in V tvorcheskoii laboratorii Chekhova
M., 1974)

S-na, A., ‘Mysli po povodu statei o zhenskom vospitanii’, in Russkii pedagogicheskii vestnik, 8 (1858)

Snessarev N., Mirazh ‘Novogo vremeni’: Pochti roman (SPb, 1914)

Sobolev Iu., Chekhov (M., 1934)

Sobolevskaia O., ‘Biografiia’, in Literaturnaia éntsiklopediia terminov i poniatii, ed. by A. Nikoliukin
(M., 2003)

Sokolov P., “Vospominaniia ob A. S. Suvorine’, in Istoricheskii vestnik, 1 (1913)

Solov'ev N., Mill, Comte i Buckle o zhenskom voprose (M., 1870)

Solov'eva I., Shitova V., ‘A. S. Suvorin: Portret na fone gazety’, in Voprosy literatury, 2 (1977)

Starygina N., Russkii roman v situatsii filosofsko-religioznoi polemiki 1860-1870-kh gg (M., 2003)

Stasov V., Nadezhda Vasil'evna Stasova: Vospominaiia i ocherki (SPb, 1899)

Stasov V., ‘Pis'ma k Suvorinu’, in Istoricheskii arkhiv, 3 (1956)

Strakhov N., “Zhenskii vopros’, in Zaria, 1-2 (1870)

Sukach V., ‘Rozanov V. V.’, in Russkie pisateli: 1800-1917: Biograficheskii slovar' (M., 2007), vol. 5

Suvorin A., Drama Konkurentsiia (SPb, 1860)

Suvorin A., ‘Gore ot uma i ego istolkovateli’, in Novoe vremia, 3.01.1886

Suvorin A., Ne poiman — ne vor: Poslovitsa v odnom deistvii, 2" ed. (SPb, 1899)

Suvorin A., O Dmitrii Samozvantse: Kriticheskie ocherki. S prilozheniem novogo spiska sledstvennogo dela
o smerti tsarevicha Dmitriia (SPb, 1906)

Suvorin A., Ocherki i kartinki: Sobranie rasskazov, fel'etonov i zametok Neznakomtsa (SPb, 1875)

Suvorin A., Pis'ma k M. F. De-Pule, publikatsiia M. Semanovoi, in Ezhegodnik rukopisnogo otdela
Pushkinskogo Doma na 1979 god (L., 1981)

Suvorin A., Rasskazy (SPb., 1913)

Suvorin A., Tat'iana Repina: Komediia v 4 deistviiakh, 4-e izdanie, ispravlennoe (SPb, 1911)

Suvorin A., Teatral'nye ocherki: 1866—1876 (SPb, 1914)

Suvorin A. S.: Trudy i dni, sostavlenie M. Ganichevoi (M, 2004)

Suvorin A., Tsar' Dmitrii Samozvanets i tsarevna Kseniia: Drama v 5 deistviiakh i 8 kartinakh (SPb, 1904)

Suvorin A., V kontse veka. Libov', 5" ed. (SPb, 1902)

Suvorin A., Vopros: Komedia v chetyrekh deistviiakh: 2-e izd. (SPb, 1904)

Suvorin A., Vsiakie: Ocherki sovremennoi zhizni (SPb, 1909)

Suvorin A., Burenin V., Medea: Drama v chetyrekh deistviiakh v stikhakh i proze (SPb, 1883)

Suvorina A., ‘“Vospominaniia o Chekhove’, in A. P. Chekhov: Zateriannye Proizvedeniia. Neizdannye
Pis'ma. Novye vospominaniia. Bibliografiia (Petrograd, 1925)

Sytin L., Stranitsy perezhitogo (M., 1985)

Taratuta E., ‘Ironiia i skepsis v izobrazhenii zhenshchin-emancipée (Na primere sochinenii
I. S. Turgeneva)’ in Potolok pola (Novosibirsk, 1998)

Teliakovskii V., Vospominaniia (M.: L., 1965)

Telokhranitel' Rossii: A. S. Suvorin v vospominaniiakh sovremennikov (Voronezh, 2001)

Terekhin V., ‘Protiv techenii’: Utaennye russkie pisateli (Tipologiia antinigilisticheskogo romana)
(M., 2002)

Tishkin G., Zhenskii vopros v Rossii: 50-60-e gody 19 v. (L., 1984)

Tishkin G., ‘Chernyshevsky i raskreposhcheniie zhenshchiny’, in N. G. Chernyshevsky: Estetika.
Literatura. Kritika (L., 1979)

Tolstaia E., ‘Mertsan’e i burlen’e: Chekhov i dekadenty v izobrazhenii 1. Iasinskogo’, in Fenomen pola
v kul'ture | Sex and Gender in Culture (M., 1998)

Tolstaia E., Poétika razdrazheniia: Chekhov v kontse 1880-kh — nachale 1890-kh gg. (M., 2002)

Tolstaya S., ‘Ch'ia vina?”’: Po povodu Kreitserovoi sonaty’, in Rancour-Laferriere D., Russkaia literatura
i psikhoanaliz (M., 2004)

Tolstoy L., PSS, in 90 vol. (M., 1928-1964), vol. 62

Tolstoy L., ‘Chto takoe iskusstvo?’ in Sobranie sochinenii, in 22 vol. (M., 1978-1985), vol. 15

Tolstoy L., ‘Tak chto zhe nam delat'?’ in Sobranie sochinenii, in 22 vol. (M., 1978-1985), vol. 16

240



Toporov V., Strannyi Turgenev: Chetyre glavy (M., 1998)

Tsitovich N., Otvet na pis'ma uchenym liudiam (Odessa, 1878)

Tur E., “Zhenshchina i liubov’ po poniatiiam Michelet’, in Russkii vestnik, 21 (1859), book 56

Turgenev 1., PSSP, in 28 vol. (M., 1965-1968). P., vol. 10

Tynianov Iu., ‘Dnevnik Suvorina [review]’, in Russkii sovremennik (M.; L., 1924)

Tyrkova A., Anna Pavlovna Filosofova i ee vremia (Petrograd, 1915)

Unkovskii V., ‘M. E. Saltykov-Shchedrin i ego sem'ia po rasskazam moego ottsa i lichnym
vospominaniiam’, in M. E. Saltykov-Shchedrin v vospominaniiakh sovremennikov, in 2 vol (M., 1975)

Valevskii V., Osnovaniia biografiki (Kiev, 1993)

Varneke B., ‘Vospominaniia o P. A. Strepetovoi’, in P. A. Strepetova: Vospominaniia i pis'ma
(M.; L., 1934)

Vernadskaia M., ‘Zhenskii trud’, in Ekonomicheskii ukazatel’, 60 (1858)

Vershinina N., Russkaia belletristika 1830—1840-kh gg.: Problema zhanra i stilia (Pskov, 1997)

Vinogradov V., ‘Psikhologicheskii rasskaz A. S. Suvorina s siuzhetom: zhenshchina, zadokhnuvshiisia
liubovnik i vymogatel’-kamerger’, in Siuzhet i stil' (M., 1963)

Vinokur G., Biografiia i kul'tura (M., 1997)

Vodovozova E., ‘K svetu: 1z zhizni liudei 60-kh godov’, in Golos minuvshego, 4 (1916)

Vollan G., ‘A. S. Suvorin’, in Golos minuvshego, 8 (1914)

Volynskii A., Bor'ba za idealism: Kriticheskie stat'i (SPb, 1900)

Volynskii A., Kniga velikogo gneva: Kriticheskie stat'i. Zametki. Polemika (SPb, 1904)

< Volynskii A. >, ‘V kontse veka, liubov'. Roman A. S. Suvorina’, in Severnyi vestnik, 8 (1893)

*“Zadirat’ nos vyshe mozga”, ili “Pochemu liudi takie driani?”’: Pis'ma N. D. Sanzhar' k A. S. Suvorinu,
Viach. I. Ivanovu, A. A. Bloku i A. S. Serafimovichu’ / Podgotovka teksta, publikatsiia, vstupitel’'naia
zametka i primechaniia A. A. Aksenovoi, in Philologica, 3, No 5/7 (1996)

‘Zhenshchina pered sudom g. Korsha i Neznakomtsa’, in Delo, 12 (1868)

Zherebkina 1., Strast': Zhenskoe telo i zhenskaia seksual'nost' (SPb, 2001)

Zhdanov V., Liubov'v zhizni L'va Tolstogo (M., 1993)

Zhidkova M., ““Svoiu lichnuiu dramu ona obobshchila i vystupila na zashchitu zhenshchiny voobshche”
(Pervye russkie feministy i zhenskii vopros)’, in Preobrazhenie (Russkii feministskii zhurnal),

5 (1997)

Zhivov, V. ‘Marginal'naia kul'tura v Rossii 1 rozhdenie intelligentsii’, in NLO, 37 (1999)

Zhizn'i tvorchestvo russkogo aktera Pavla Orleneva, opisannaia im samim (M.; L., 1931)

Zholkovskii A., “Topos prostitutsii v literature’, in A. Zholkovskii, M. lampol ‘skii, Babel' / Babel
(M., 1994)

Zhukovskaia E., Zapiski. Vospominaniia (M., 2001)

Zhukovskii Tu., ‘Zatrudneniia zhenskogo dela’, in Sovremennik, 13 (1863)

Zhuravleva A., Russkii dramaturgicheskii i literaturnyi process 19 v. (M., 1988)

Zhuravleva T., ‘Kniaz’ Meshcherskii o zhenskom voprose vo vtoroi polovine 19 veka, in
http//conservatism.narod.ru/tzhurav/woman.rtf

Zolotonosov M., Drugoi Chekhov: Po tu storony printsipa zhenofobii (M., 2007)

Zorkaia N. Na rubezhe stoletii: U istokov massovogo iskusstva v Rossii 1900-1910 gg. (M., 1976)

Ambler E., The Career of Aleksei Suvorin: Russian Journalism and Politics: 1861—-1881 (Detroit, 1972)

Andrew J., Narrative and Desire in Russian Literature, 1822—1849: The Feminine and the Masculine
(Macmillan, 1993)

Andrew J., Women in Russian Literature, 1780—1863 (New York, 1988)

Brooks J., ‘Popular Philistinism and the Course of Russian Modernism’, in Literature and History:
Theoretical Problems and Russian Case Studies (Stanford University Press, 1986)

Brooks J., When Russia Learned to Read (Princeton University Press, 1985)

Buckler J., ‘Her Final Debut’: The Kadmina Legend in Russian Theatre, in Intersections and
Transpositions: Russian Music, Literature, and Society (Northwestern University Press, 1998)

Carroy-Thirard J., Le mal de Morzin: De la possession a I’hystérie (1857—1877) (Paris, 1981)

241



Clack B., ‘Misogyny in Philosophy’, in Misogyny in the Western Philosophical Tradition: A Reader
(Macmillan, 1999)

Clifford J., From Puzzles to Portraits: Problems of a Literary Biographer (The University of North
Carolina Press, 1970)

Coole L., ‘Origin of Western Thought and the Birth of Misogyny’, in Women in Political Theory: From
Ancient Misogyny to Contemporary Feminism (New York; London, 1993)

Denzin N., Interpretative Biography (Sage Publications, 1989)

Didi-Huberman G., Invention of Hysteria: Charcot and the Photographic Iconography of the Salpétriere
(Cambridge, Mass.; London, 2003)

Dijkstra B., Evil Sisters: The Threat of Female Sexuality and the Cult of Manhood (New York, 1996)

Dzienniki Pisarzy Rosyjskich: Series Studia Rossica (Warszawa, 2006), vol. XVIII

Edmondson L., Feminism in Russia, 1900—1917 (London, 1984)

Ellis D., Biography and the Search for Understanding (Edinburgh University Press, 2000)

Elms A., Uncovering Lives: The Uneasy Alliance of Biography and Psychology (Oxford University
Press, 1994)

Engel B. Women of the Intelligentsia in 19" Century Russia (Evanston, 2000)

Engels F., “The Book of Revelation’, in K. Marx and F. Engels, On Religion (M, 1957)

Engelstein L., The Keys to Happiness: Sex and the Search for Modernity in Fin-de-Siécle Russia (Cornell
University Press, 1992)

Ferenczi C., ‘Freedom of the Press under the Old Regime’, in Civil Rights in Imperial Russia (OUP, 1989)
Foucault M., The History of Sexuality, in 3 vol. (New York, 1978-1986)

Gender and Russian Literature: New Perspectives, ed. by R. Marsh (Cambridge, 1996)

Gender and Sexuality in Russian Civilisation, ed. by P. I. Barta (London. 2001)

Gender Restructuring in Russian Studies, ed. by A. Rosenholm et al. (Univerity of Tampere, 1992)

Gheith V., Finding the Middle Ground: Krestovskii, Tur, and the Power of Ambivalence in 19" Century
Russian Women’s Prose (Evanston, Il1., 2004)

Gilmore D., Misogyny: The Male Malady (University of Pennsylvania Press, 2001)

Ginzburg L., ‘The “Human Document” and the Construction of Personality’, in On Psychological Prose
(Princeton University Press, 1991)

Gottlieb V., Chekhov and Vaudeville: A Study of Chekhov’s One-Act Plays (Cambridge, 1982)

Grenier S., Representing the Marginal Woman in 19" Century Russian Literature (Westport, CT, 2000)

Healy D., Homosexual Desire in Revolutionary Russia: The Regulation of Sexual and Gender Dissent
(University of Chicago Press, 2001)

Heldt B., Terrible Perfection: Women and Russian Literature (Indiana University Press, 1992)

Hirdman Y., ‘The Gender System’, in Moving on: New Perspective on the Women’s Movement (Aarhus
University Press, 1991)

Holmgren B., Rewriting Capitalism: Literature and The Market in Late Tsarist Russia and The Kingdom of
Poland (University of Pittsburgh Press, 1998)

Horney K., “The Dread of Woman: Observations on a Specific Difference in the Dread Felt by Men and by
Women for the Opposite Sex’, in Feminine Psychology (New York, 1967)

Hubbs J., Mother Russia: The Feminine Myth in Russian Culture (Indiana University Press, 1988)

An Improper Profession: Women, Gender, and Journalism in Late Imperial Russia, ed. by B. Norton and
J. Gheith (Duke University Press, 2001)

Kon L., The Sexual Revolution in Russia: From the Age of the Czars to Today (The Free Press, 1995)

Lederer W., The Fear of Women (New York, 1968)

Maegd-Soep C., The Emancipation of Women in Russian Literature and Society: A Contribution to the
Knowledge of the Russian Society during the 1860’s (Ghent State University, 1978)

Malkin A., Semiotics of Misogyny Through the Humour of Chekhov and Maugham (The Edwin Mellen
Press, 1992)

242



Mandelker A., Framing Anna Karenina: Tolstoy, the Woman Question, and the Victorian Novel (Ohio
State University Press, 1993)

Marcus Tulius Cicero, Tusculanarum quaestionum (Antverpiae, 1591)

Matich O., Erotic Utopia: The Decadent Imagination in Russia’s Fin de Siecle (Wisconsin University
Press, 2005)

Matich O., ‘A Typology of Fallen Women in 19" Century Russian Literature’, in: American Contributions
to the Ninth International Congress of Slavists (Columbus, Ohio, 1983), vol. II

McReynolds L., The News under Russia’s Old Regime: The Development of Mass-Circulation Press
(Princeton University Press, 1991)

Mill J. S., On Liberty, Representative Government, The Subjection of Women (London, 1942)

Mjor, K., Desire, Death, and Imitation: Narrative Patterns in the Late Tolstoy (Bergen, 2002)

Misogynism in Literature: Any Place, Any Time, ed. by B. Zangen (Frankfurt am Main; New York, 2004)

Misogyny in Literature, ed. by K. Auckley (New York, 1992)

Misogyny, Misandry, and Misanthropy, ed. by H. Bloch and Fr. Ferguson (University of California Press,
1989)

Mgller Peter., Postlude to the Kreutzer Sonata: Tolstoy and the Debate on Sexual Morality in Russian
Literature in the 1890s (E. J. Brill, 1987)

Nadel 1., Biography: Fiction, Fact, and Form (Macmillan, 1984)
Nordau M., Degeneration (University of Nebraska Press, 1993)
Novarr D., The Lines of Life: Theories of Biography, 1880—1970 (Purdue University Press, 1986)

Offord D., The Russian Revolutionary Movement in the 1880s (Cambridge University Press, 1986)
Paperno 1., Chernyshevsky and the Age of Realism: A Study in the Semiotics of Behavior (Stanford, 1988)
Paperno 1., Suicide as a Cultural Institution in Dostoevsky's Russia (Cornell University Press, 1997)
Pushkareva N., Women in Russian History: from the 10" to 20" Century (N.-Y., 1997)

Rancour-Laferriere D., Tolstoy on the Couch: Misogyny, Masochism, and the Absent Mother (Macmillan,
1998)

Rayfield D., Anton Chekhov: A Life (HarperCollins, 1997)

Rogers K., The Troublesome Helpmate: A History of Misogyny in Literature (University of Washington
Press, 1966)

Rosenholm A., Gendering Awakening: Femininity and the Russian Woman Question of the 1860s
(Helsinki, 1999)

Sexuality and the Body in Russian Culture, ed. by J. Costlow, S. Sandler, J. Vowles (Stanford University
Press, 1993)

Shirer W., Love and Hatred: The Troubled Marriage of Leo and Sonya Tolstoy (London, 1994)

Sirotkina I., Diagnosing Literary Genius: A Cultural History of Psychiatry in Russia, 1880—1930 (The
Johns Hopkins University Press, 2002)

Smoluchowski L., Lev and Sonya: The Story of the Tolstoy Marriage (New York, 1988)

Straus N., Dostoevsky and the Woman Question: Readings in the End of a Century (London, 1994)

Stites R., The Women’s Liberation Movement in Russia: Feminism, Nihilism, and Bolshevism, 1860-1930
(1* edition: Princeton, 1978, 464 pp.)

‘Tatyana Repina’: Two Translated Texts: The 1888 Four-Act ‘Tatyana Repina’ by Aleksei Suvorin and
Anton Chekhov’s 1889 One-Act Continuation; With an Introduction and Appendices, transl. and ed. by
J. Racin (Jefferson, North Carolina, and London, 1999)

Tridgell S., Understanding Our Selves: The Dangerous Art of Biography (Peter Lang, 2004)

Wirtschafter E., Social Identity in Imperial Russia (Northern Illinois University Press, 1997)

Women and Russian Culture: Projections and Self-Projections, ed. by R. Marsh (New Berghahn Books,
1998)

Writing the Lives of Writers, ed. by W. Gould and Th. Stanley (St Martin’s Press, 1998)

243



APPENDIX
Translation of Quotations

Introduction

32* a distemper or sickness, which, when it is of any continuance, is incurable, and the name of this disease
<...> a passion for women, to which the Greeks give the name of philogyneia <...> But those feelings
which are the contrary of these are supposed to have fear for their foundation, as a hatred of women...**

Chapter 1

1.1 When I was 19, I also fell in love with Tat'iana, but she was a girl, not a woman. We met at night, with
great care, in spite of dangers; we kissed, but went no further, because, believe it or not, we had no idea
what to do. At least, I did not, but I do not believe she did, either — she was about 17.

1.2 I never used a brothel in my life and only visited one in Paris when I was 55 or so, as a journalist. <...> |
had my first woman only after I got married, and, by the wayj, it is probable that I have lived as long as I did
because I never patronised these hotbeds of terrible, life-shortening diseases.

1.3 I, most likely, would have lived out my life in Bobrov, but Aniuta egged me on, cheered me up and
generally exercised a huge influence over me. When I was offered a position at a Voronezh college, I
mentioned this to Aniuta in passing. But she pushed me on to go to Voronezh and to make all the
arrangements.

14 She (very agitated)
No, he will buy no hat for me
My cheer will for nothing be
And hopes are futile.
<>
I know, beau’s will come a-running,
Each one will fight to do my bidding,
They’ll buy me dresses, coats, hat
And you, my friend, remember that.

He (enters in deep thought)

...To take, or not to take: that is the question:

Whether ‘tis nobler in my silence suffer

The shouts and insults of estranged wife,

Or in dishonour and against convictions settle matters now...

1.5 Pamphlet No 1. Pamphlet No 2 will follow in two months and so it will continue, in this sequence, till the
year of 1861. The publisher will, personally and without assistance, endeavour to, firstly, familiarise the
public with the domestic manufacturing and credit industries and, secondly, explore whether a literary
enterprise is viable without the pressure of the periodicals. A. Bobrovskii.

1.6 This Duniashka was having a really good time of it, was beholden to no-one and, you know, was a totally
out-of-hand jade. You see, she was, firstly, always a fashion-monger and, secondly, without any restraint.
<...> You better not hanker after her, because she will get everything from you tomorrow as well, and all,
you know, so nicely, she’ll just about kill you with her caresses, but have it her own way whatever you do.

1.7 Belinskii was one of the first to say: “The provinces are awful.” And awful they are, because they often turn
a decent man into either a supple bow or a doormat. Suppleness is one of the main features of provincials
and follows naturally from the uncertainty of their convictions, from their spinelessness.

1.8 I am not a self-reliant individual, I like to be propped up from all sides, positioned appropriately and told:
‘Well, there you are, just keep standing like this’ — so now, being weak and indecisive, I'm starting to
despair, not knowing what to do with myself after the closure of the newspaper.

2 Translated by C. D. Yonge, in: Cicero’s Tusculan Disputations (New York, 1877), p. 137.
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I’'m starting to miss my abandoned Voronezh lately, its life and all the goings-on. <...> I'm quite tired of
literary endeavours these days. In fact, I'm rather disgusted with them.

You know, I’m ready to return to Voronezh, really I am! <...> Could you let me know whether they will
take me back to the Cadet Corps if I come back in spring? <...> There is nothing left for me in Moscow
and Petersburg is simply out of the question.

One could not blunder one’s way through as a contributor to Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti and Vestnik
Evropy, one had to know what one was about, one could not be found to be ignorant about historical,
literary-historical and similar facts. That forced me to study and read and read again, read lots of books and
study languages: French, German, and English. We studied and we worked at the same time. It was really
hard.

[Neznakomets] ...managed to shift the focus from the then clumsy editorials to the lively, witty feuilletons,
where, as though in a kaleidoscope, low-brow readers could discover the contemporary goings-on, names,
facts, sad reality, politics, life stories; one could hear jolly laughter, awakening, rousing, calling from
darkness to light, stirring one’s hopes for better times ahead and dismissing everything dilapidated and
useless.

Korsh got himself a Sunday clown for his oh-so-proper Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti, who, just like
Zagoretskii, could call himself ‘an awful liberal’. <...> Everyone, who secretly devoured Kolokol, were
able to settle — openly — for those titbits that the columnist from Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti managed
to steer past the censors.

In his column, he makes jests, — frequently banal, ones, and exercises his wit at the expense of both
authors and readers in such a way, that the reader frequently wonders where these jests end and what this
Baron Brambeus actually thinks himself.

All the estates earnestly united in an outpouring of devotion to the Monarch and joy at his escape.
However, there was a certain disunity as well, which was only natural at such a tense time: no estate, no
group wished to own up to the villain and pointed fingers at every one else; many said that the malefactor
was either of the landed classes or in their employ. Given that such opinions were expressed as early as in
the evening of the 4™ of April, I thought it utterly inappropriate to release my book then, as it dealt rather
harshly with the landed members of a certain party. <...> My intentions in writing this book were utterly
loyal.

The author of the book in question was rather nimble in his choice of words, strove to express himself
mostly through hints and innuendos and, in order to avoid an accusation of direct support for subversive
activities, put in assorted reservations and quasi-loyal discourses.

It was difficult to find a person more honest, readier for action in a good cause, truer to his convictions,
which he strove to promote in his literary work and adhered to in his private life.

I can’t think of anyone else who was so true to his principles, whatever the circumstances. <...> You asked
the other day whether I ever loved anyone — he is the one I loved, was madly in love with. Were he only to
say a word, I would have given everything to him.

Dear reader and you, my esteemed censor, duty-bound to scan these pages — you are home at last. In a few
minutes, you will be able to truthfully say: this book is well and truly loyal. <...> You can say that all is
well and let my book go on its way to renown, or to its resting place on the dusty shelves of bookstores.

This scoundrel Karakozov spoiled everything for us. Life was better, calmer before him, we had faith in our
future. Now we, who wish more or less well to our Motherland, kept the faith; we kept it because, verily,
we cannot expect a better Monarch than this one any time soon. <...>I’ve always loathed nihilists, and my
stomach revolts at the mere thought of them now and their lack of substance is revealed with blinding
clarity.

Actually, we never had any nihilists as such; we had theories, as is always the case, because the younger
generation always goes further than their fathers and demands more from life. <...> I am the most humble
and loyal person imaginable, was never involved in any political ‘intrigues’, not only never wrote any
subversive leaflets, but don’t even read them in Moskovskie vedomosti any more, not involved in any
‘treason’, I am not a nihilist now and won’t ever become one.
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I know that I am empty — I have nothing left, I must reinvent myself and I am truly impatient to do so, but
I have no idea of whether I can manage. <...> When I wrote ‘Alenka’ <...> I used up my entire store of
observations, I realised that I had nothing left and so did not write anything else, did not even attempt to. I
started Vsiakie because my friends insisted that I should, but I got bored with them. <...> Now, given my
four children (and the fifth one due by the New Year), I am compelled to write again. Well, down-and-outs
breed like rabbits and necessity is the mother of invention. Would you imagine, I wrote general and
bibliographical articles for Russkii invalid of over a year and have already stopped blushing over passing
judgment over everything. It’s sad, but one has to live somehow, you know how it is with children.

She caught up with her teacher, who became her friend. She read the same books that he did, she was
mentored by the same people, his closest colleagues from Sovremennik and Russkoe slovo, she attempted
— and often successfully — to gain economic independence, she took part in a variety of ‘affairs’ —
practical, scientific, literary — which she conducted more or less independently; she became a pedagogue
and finally she transformed her family life. She always strove to be an independent person, to have her own
‘worth’ — in other words, to be an active, rather than passive, entity.

One would have liked to know whether the problems in the Society for Female Employment might be
eventually resolved amicably and, if so, how soon would that happen? It would be pleasing to have one’s
vanity flattered, of course, but it would be even more pleasing if, for instance, those girls eking out a living
by copying papers for 5 kopecks per page and eating God knows what, could have more rewarding jobs.

Would it not have been fairer for men to seek to emancipate themselves from women, rather than the other
way round? <...> Naturally, women would have been flocking to these emancipated men then, just as the
men seek out emancipated women these days. Manufacturing would have evolved even further, because the
garments necessary to attract emancipated men would have had to be more elegant, spectacular, and grand.
Men would have been dispensing lottery tickets at posh receptions.... <...> Both men and women would
have been hastily reaching for their wallets... And this is the point; we reached the heart of the matter. One
can only ‘reach for the wallet’ if one earned the money in it oneself; these days, women do not give the
matter any — or, at least, not enough — thought, they have fathers, husbands, lovers for that; emancipated
men would not be inclined to hand their money over to women, so women would have actually to work
energetically, to act rather than to talk. Thus the woman question would be resolved to the common benefit
and the balance that bothers our emancipated women would be restored.

Coming back to the 18" century, I think that anyone with a real-life grasp of history will agree that Russian
women were never so emancipated as during that century, which may be safely called a ‘female kingdom’.
<...> I am quite convinced that the desire of women to emulate men is, to a certain extent, healthy: a
woman was able to develop an iron will and robust health those days, whereas both are so rare amongst
modern women; I should imagine that nervous breakdowns and female sicknesses were considered
exceptional during the last century, whereas now one encounters them on a daily basis.

The emancipation of women, however, coincided here with a strong drive to luxury living, which — given
the low education census — had some unfortunate consequences. <...> Luxury, first and foremost, led to
lechery and terrible moral laxity in sexual relations. <...> So, where are the results of their [female]
endeavours, where are the characters known for inspiring deeds, for socially useful work? There is only
Princess Dashkova; everyone else is better known for their ‘sensual freedom’. It is quite remarkable that,
even to this day, we are unwilling to differentiate between ‘freedom of the heart’ and ‘sensual freedom’ —
and many a Russian maiden has been a victim of the latter.

All that was said above, naturally, was meant as a lesson to the present and we do believe that this present
is superior to the past anyway: then, a solitary woman poisoned herself for love, but now, the entire
Zhenskii vestnik takes poison monthly and suffers grievously in the contortions of their death agony. They
take poison because of their passionate, insatiable love for humanity as a whole...

I visualize <...> a maiden. She’s seen it all, experienced everything, but somehow things go wrong, so it
looks as if there is nothing for her to do. ‘My husband does not understand me, no-one wishes to
understand my aspirations. Ah, men are so lucky! They are independent, they are free, they have so much
to do, so many amusements!.. Ah, if I was only born a man!” And so she paces the room, pale, distraught,
and dreams only of being born a man. She sits down. Gets up after a while and paces again... Gazes at the
street, then at the portrait of Ms [Elisabeth] Blackwell, then plays some trifle on the piano, picks up a book
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by George Sand and reads. After one page, switches to Lord Byron and reads again, then grabs [Adam]
Oechlenschlidger and scans a page from that, not taking much in. It is as though my maiden tests herself:
how much do I actually know? She answers to herself: yes, quite a bit, plenty of languages to start with. So
she paces again and thinks: ‘There’s nothing for me to do, for all of that. I'm bored, miserable, no-one
understands me, no kindred soul anywhere.’ <...> And she’ll never comprehend that she is bored because
she attempts much, but never follows through. Sloppiness, that’s what it is...

They say that one should not try to knock a brick wall down with one’s forehead, which is perfectly true,
but our ladies craving for work, are mostly scared even to approach that wall, to try to knock it down, make
a hole using something other than one’s forehead: nowadays, there are plenty of adequate tools for such a
simple task around. Our ladies, those that whine about employment, are mostly work-shy, ready for
nothing, bereft of both general and specialist education. And those that are different look down their noses
at their sisters. <...> You boast of intellectual work... <...> Well, it is easy enough to produce a
compilation! <...> Why don’t you try to show energy and courage instead, why don’t you prove to us that
you are worthy of an independent position in the domain of men, that you are of the same kind as [?] Biard,
[Lydia] Becker, [Harriet Taylor] Mill, Emma Esmond, [Elisabeth] Blackwell, Princess Dashkova — that
will make all the difference. Moral fortitude always inspires respect... May I ask, though: what kind of
moral fortitude do you, modern Russian women, possess? A vast majority of you read nothing but novels,
any old fad distracts even those of you who are considered to be educated, a diamond brooch makes you
forget your duty, obsequious compliments corrupt you, any vulgar loud-mouth intimidates you...

They say: we should encourage women; we should not reproach them or mock their endeavours. Oh yes, of
course, this is all wonderful. May I enquire, though, how old are these women that should be so
encouraged, that are so scared of reproaches and mockery? <...> It is not worthy — this initiative, this
moral force that hasn’t found its feet at such an [advanced] age... Serious, diligent labour, moral purity and
fortitude conquer all... Initiatives dealing with hair cuts, male habits and superficial literary chatter are
worthless, however. ‘But wait, this is only the beginning; the first try is bound to be a flop’ — they say. —
‘Masses adore nonsense and superficiality and thus the inner life fades.” Well, that being the case, let me
expose that emptiness, that corruption, that pitiful aping — perhaps, there will be fewer casualties this
way...

Even should she get married, a woman with such an average education is worthless to her husband as an
assistant, unless he disposes of a certain capital. There is not the slightest doubt that we are all aware of it,
thus it is all the sadder, that, knowingly, we do absolutely nothing to give our daughters an education to
free them from their absolute dependence on marriage.

A woman actually needs a job, looks for it and, usually, does not find it; journalists dealt with this subject
extensively, even cleverly on occasion — so long as one excludes a few overly excited pieces and the
whole of the Zhenskii vestnik. Indeed, so much was said that it was fitting to expect some initiatives, some
practical applications. These duly came. An all-female bookbinding business appeared and disappeared,
female typesetters appeared and disappeared, the Society for the Promotion of Female Employment
appeared and proceeded to dawdle, the Philanthropic Society for the Protection of Governesses appeared
and hardly anyone is aware of its existence — and not even its members know what it is about. <...> The
future of Russian women is hidden by a coarse veil, which obscures everything.

Just as my correspondent, I <...> am perfectly ready to say: ‘A woman with character and determination
will never remain unemployed,’ but I always thought and, indeed, still do think that, firstly, there are very
few women with character amongst the women requiring work, secondly, that character alone is often
insufficient to get a job and thirdly, that there are far too many women who talk a lot and do nothing. They,
through their chatter, emptiness and occasional cynicism, made the very term ‘female employment’ bereft
of sense and plainly laughable. ‘Female employment’ turned into a dirty pun in their mouths and, as soon
as one attempts to defend it, they bury one under a mound of dubious jokes.

The woman question is not an integral part of public consciousness yet and, one imagines, would become
so only when serious attention is paid to the education of women and when positive developments in the
life of women stop being exceptions.

Many of our countrywomen also made their way to this Swiss city (Zurich); should they believe, however,
that it is all as simple as reading a few popular physiological books, it would have been a hundred times
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better for them to stay at home and, having married their compatriots, to present their motherland with —
instead of unripe fruits of science — healthy infants with potential to grow into useful citizens.

It turns out that my female compatriots became offended and one of them — not actually Zurich-bound, but
considering herself suited more to birthing newspaper columns than children anyway — resolved to take
the wronged ones under her wings and so prepares a column now dealing with the following subject: “What
is better — to have children or to study’ — and, naturally, demonstrates that to study is better. In my
humble opinion, though, a question such as this could only have evolved in an idle and sufficiently
deranged brain.

...Co-education of men and women is universally accepted as not entirely appropriate. I do believe that this
is as it should be, in the interests of both sexes as well as of parents, who would be naturally more
comfortable sending their daughters to single sex auditoriums instead of mixed ones. This may well be
offensive to our young men and women, may indeed be interpreted as distrust of their... how should I put
it? — well, of their sense of moral values; however, we should not forget that the very fabric of our lives,
our traditions are far from a guarantee that every young man, seated next to a young lady, would
concentrate on science alone and ignore her pretty face, lovely hands and fresh maidenly voice.

...the woman question migrated from the theoretical into the practical domain a while ago, and one does
not need to be terribly smart and diligent to realise that it is not a utopia, but an essential requirement of our
times. No half-way decent man, coming across it in the sphere of journalism, would dismiss it with a silly
joke or a vulgar insinuation. It is apparent, however, that Neznakomets has never encountered it before,
which amply demonstrates that, in terms of evolution, he is equivalent to a bushman.

It is clear now why you treated Mrs Liadova with such arrogance in your miserable letter. It [the letter]
clearly follows from your previous blabber about female personality; it is the logical conclusion to all those
scandalous columns of yours which, unfortunately, our best journalists have condoned for so long.

By way of settling last year’s scores, I cannot bypass the woman question, all the more so that certain
gentlemen of the ilk of Piatkovskii and Minaev, as well as some employees of Delo have the gall to claim
that I consistently expressed hatred towards female education. <...> I mean, really — is it possible to
seriously debate whether it is better to study or to have children? It would seem obvious that both are in the
purview of a woman and a man, that love and its natural consequence — children — existed, exist and will
go on existing, that there were, are and will be particularly well educated women not ashamed of loving,
giving birth and bringing up children, that educated mothers are much better than ignorant ones, etc. etc.
<...>1do not deny that there are women who will be fully absorbed by science, and they won’t even think
about love; but these women, just as men of the same sort, are an exception and a pretty weird one, for that
matter, while we are talking about masses.

Well, it would seem that I am guilty of speaking to women the same way I am accustomed to speaking with
everyone else. I can’t help that and, I suppose, have no desire to, because I respect women far more than
those of opponents of mine, who take it as their duty to treat women as delicate flowers, liable to lose their
scent and wither at a careless touch.

Mr [pedagogue, 1. I.] Paulson announced that the courses for women seeking emancipation have resumed.
Seeking emancipation, indeed! I could never really comprehend this; more to the point, I believe that a
woman always remains a woman. <...> This, perhaps a somewhat superficial point of view, does not stop
me from dealing with the matter philosophically, too. I accept any and all principles in an idea, liberal as
well as radical ones. <...> This has nothing to do with its practical application, though. I might bewitch a
woman with my super-progressive attitude in the woman question, but I will keep thinking: You poor,
misguided sheep! You’ve no idea of history, nor any practical experience. Never, not in any society, nor at
any time was a women liberated via her intellect, education or virtue; but always, even during the most
barbarous of epochs, when women were locked up, she was liberated... through harlotry. The only free
woman is a courtesan. <...> A virtuous woman does not even have the rights of a man, whereas a courtesan
even has privileges. An honest woman is destroyed if she betrays her husband; a courtesan is a ruler, a
despot in love, she is above the law. And how many virtuous women are envious of courtesans! Fair
enough, too... Being an honest man, I must admit that, were I to have children, I would have wished my
daughters to be great beauties, first and foremost. Should they have this ravishing quality, I would have
groomed them for glittering careers. Everything that charms: grace, music, wit, mastery of dance, bodily
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strength and perfection — I would have developed all these in them and, at seventeen, would have
summoned them, depicted for them the history of courtesans and blessed them to join... Fathers, do not
fret! I'm childless, remember?

Our women positively devour [John Stuart] Mill. He well and truly served them up a book which should
not only be essential reading, but some sort of a catechism for them. Indeed, Mill’s reasoning is as
convincing as a theorem in geometry and as clear as distilled water. I am not quite certain of its effect on
conjugal relations and government decrees, but I am confident that it will stop the pointless chatter of
manly women and feminine men about the equality of the sexes and women’s right of entry into all the
professions open to men. Theoretically, the issue is settled; practice remains, however, replete with
countless roadblocks; more effort is required to remove those than to build the railway network, which did
away with barriers and sentries.

...I even heard that one woman was permitted to deliver several lectures on the methods of teaching small
children. Can you imagine — a woman at a lectern! This is quite indigestible for many of us, in peacetime
<...> A woman on stage, woman singer, woman circus rider — that is altogether different! There, a woman
displays either herself or her skill; and it is perfectly acceptable for her to display herself or her skill, you
know, but to demonstrate her knowledge, to instruct — it is totally unnatural and, many believe, quite
beyond her physical capabilities. Who knows? I am not too familiar with the subject, but it pleases me to
think that the administration is past pointless scaremongering and considers useful things to be useful at all
times.

So what would you have me do? — and something I must do to make money, I am literally crushed by the
costs and even indulge in craven despair sometimes. [ have a thousand projects in my head, but cannot
commence a single one — firstly, because of lack of initiative, but, secondly, daily hassles and toil required
to meet daily needs remove any possibility of a longer-term, solid undertaking.

I am seriously thinking of publishing a daily newspaper in Berlin, something calm, strictly loyal to the
constitution, respectful of the principle of monarchy in general and of the Russian reigning dynasty in
particular, yet utterly pitiless towards all else and free of negotiations and <illegible> Pokhvisnev and Co.
Berlin is a wonderful place for this kind of propaganda, so long as one does not overstep certain boundaries
and if the Berlin administration does not expel one at the behest of its Petersburg counterpart. Naturally,
this is a dream, but had I been single, without family, I would have jumped at it.

Let us as well, dear reader, [wish success] to all those Russian women who avoid the political limelight and
set their steps towards diligent toil and difficult, yet useful activities to benefit our poor motherland.

Now is a difficult time, but if you consider the prices of accommodation and firewood, it becomes
particularly difficult. This very difficult time <...> is particularly appropriate for a novel, not for a literary
novel which is beyond my meagre strengths as a writer, <...> but for a feuilleton-novel, where fictional
characters will feature on a par with the living ones, under their own names. This should enliven it
tremendously, transform it into something they haven’t yet found a name for; it will be a novel, a feuilleton,
a historical essay, memoirs, vaudeville, something betwixt and between — pick your own name. I don’t
care about form — reader’s interest is the most important thing for me.

Despite her youth, she had resolved for herself all the questions, directly or indirectly touching upon
women, already — and resolved them definitively at that, without concessions and compromises. Were she
to describe her life to you earnestly, explain her aspirations, you would have been shocked by the depth of
her depravity, her total moral degradation.

A woman, being a superior organism to a man, ought to be superior to him in her intellect also. It is rather
easy for her, because she matures earlier and feels a lesser urge for physical pleasures, than men do. <...>
Time will come for women to lead the world and then it [the world] will see how pitiful all these crowd-
pleasing fantasies are. The current civilisation, built by men’s intellect, ought to be supplanted by a future
one, created by women.

Beauty and elegance are weapons in the hands of clever women, weapons fit to achieve clever objectives.
<...> To dispense with a hair-do, to become slovenly, to emulate men — this is as smart and well thought
through as for soldiers to attack unarmed.
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...Courtesans have already achieved a lot, but much improvement, mental acuity and gymnastics are still
required. Ce que femme veut, Dieu le veut — that I understand... Ancients used to have Eleusinian
Mysteries, open only to the initiates. [Suvorin himself skips part of the text with a notation: ‘lllegible’.] 1
can imagine a highly developed woman, having rational aims and ambitions, concerned with things other
than her monetary gain. I can visualize her as a courtesan [Suvorin skips part of the text with a notation:
‘This is perfectly legible, but the cynicism of thought, rather than cynicism of expression, does not allow me
to read it’.] The tradition of the 18" century women, who gathered around themselves everything best and
most developed was overshadowed by the revolution. What a pity! Whatever else is said, the revolution
was a setback for the woman question.

...Does Mr Shchedrin agree with the hero of Blagonamerennye rechi, Teben'kov, that the woman question
was resolved by la belle Héléne? 1 don’t know about Mr Shchedrin, but I am certainly in full agreement
with Teben'kov. Let them call me a vandal, but this is the truth personified, the wittiest, most wonderful
truth imaginable... Tell me, for goodness’ sake, what does the woman question consist of other than the
very solution la belle Héléne came up with? What do the leading thinkers grapple with, which prejudices
do they strive to dispense with, which subject did Georges Sand apply her colossal talent to? Simplify and
normalize everything properly — and you will come up with the very same solution that la belle Hélene so
thoughtfully and bravely reached. Is her deed not the greatest manifestation of personal freedom? <...>
Men of the day saw the vast importance of the protest of this woman-ruler clearly enough, for they
launched a prolonged, terrible war that led eventually to the destruction of the city to which the daring
queen escaped with her lover. Naturally, after such a scandalous affair, men strengthened their domination
over women and are still oppressing them to this very day. To put it plainly, this despotism will continue
till women understand the real meaning of what la belle Héléne did and follow her example. Only then will
the true liberation of women come, only then will the struggle for female employment triumph in all the
professions.

The foundation for the serious medical education of women is being built and there all the reasons to
believe that, in the near future, Russian women will not have to look for knowledge in German universities.
They did not struggle in vain, they continued to pursue the goals of education despite constant mockery and
abuse for a reason: persistence is nearly always rewarded.

‘When there is nothing else to talk about, there is always the woman question” — one of my acquaintances
often notes. That is true enough, too, it is an excellent, eternally new subject. Sometimes I think that it was
invented specifically for journalists, but I instantly reject this thought as offensive to the spirit of our time
and concur that the woman question is inexhaustible because it is a yardstick of the progress of the
evolution of humanity; in other words, how successful men are in making ropes for their own fat necks.
However, I refrain from speaking about this for a reason. No-one sensible would dispute that the male
proponents of the so-called woman question are the most virtuous sheep of all in the global flock and ought
to be adored by women as such. However, it is not sufficient to call them ‘virtuous sheep’; these are
suicides, these are sheep that weep the tears of joy at the abattoir’s door and say, full of self-denial: ‘Kill us
as soon as you may, then roast us and serve us up to the darling women.” Clearly, when I describe such
horrors, I refer to the end result, that is to that distant time, that new geological epoch when women, with
the assistance of male traitors, will conquer and enslave us. <...> You are aware that I am one of the
supporters of the natural evolution of the woman question. As a moderate liberal, I naturally support and
promote everything that is moderately liberal; however, I am one of those moderate liberals who do not
close their eyes to the final outcomes. <...> Weighing all this up, I say that the final outcome of the
resolution of the woman question will be disastrous for men, therefore those of us who fight the ‘outdated’
attitudes to women are making a rope for their own necks, because it is beyond question that everything
wrought by men for their rest and relaxation — all that will be demolished as being against the interests of
women. I could paint you a picture, but I worry for the poor heads of those who fear the woman question
very much anyway, even though it will only become truly dangerous in some five hundred years or so: till
then, we will continue to lord it over the female tribe.

Womenfolk, though, could have shown themselves to advantage and earn the gratitude of the descendants
even now. <...> Currently women should strive so that men do fewer unsavoury deeds. <...> Naturally, a
man — well, a more or less considerate man, at least — will start by offering explanations; none of these
explanations may be accepted...<...> It might be useful to establish a defensive society for this purpose,
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named: ‘Female society for mutual assistance and for the taming of men’. I am quite certain that the work
of this society would be more beneficial than that of all the contemporary societies.

Room temperature leapt up ten degrees at once. <...> A woman entered the room and brought in warmth
with her. Russian women are the warmest of women. All my life I have loved Russian women quite as
much as tea; in death I give them my blessing, as they say, for their life achievement. This warmest of
women is, at the same time, the most progressive one. I have always loved her: when she had long hair and
when she cut it; had I lived longer and saw her shaving it off — I would have loved her clean-shaven. I
loved her when she was meek and submissive to her husband when he was present and played up behind
his back; I loved her when she stopped listening to her husband and, having dispensed with modesty, told
him: ‘My dear, I love another, so you stay here and I will go there!” And so she left, calmly, without haste,
without hand-wringing, without pathos or endless monologues — because the warmest woman of all is the
sincerest one at the same time. <...> Yes, I loved her, this sincere, warm and progressive Russian woman, I
loved her always, at all the stages of her evolution — when she read Dumas and Paul de Kock and when
she blushingly devoured anecdotes from Girtl’s Topographical Anatomy, which she preferred to any novel.
I'loved her when, in despair after a prolonged, silent meditation, she sought solace in debauchery and when
she put a gun to her mouth and collapsed, disfigured and without breath, I loved her always — when |
defended her and when I mocked her. <...> How wrong were those liberal philosophers, who berated me
for inconsistency, for attacking a woman today and defending her tomorrow. Oh, be ever blessed, you
warm Russian woman; keep ever and unto eternity knocking and pushing at doors in the certain hope that
they will open to her who knocks. Farewell!

She was lying on a sofa and, when she saw me, he said: ‘My darling, my pet, forgive me, I deceived you.’
<...> I started asking her what happened and saw it in her face that she was surprised at my ignorance.
<...> She was dying. She breathed sadly two or three times and her eyes stopped at me. I sat by her on the
floor. <...> 1 was utterly lost. <...> I asked to be taken to the Likhachevs.

The reason for the murder was, most probably, Komarov’s hopeless love; having realised that there was no
reciprocal feeling, he went berserk and resolved to kill both himself and the poor, blameless woman. <...>
Anna Ivanovna is survived by five children, still in sore need of her attention and care. <...> She was a
wonderfully good and clever woman.

Upon the inspection of the room where this all occurred, they found a sealed, unaddressed letter on the
table, in which Mr Komarov asked for no-one to be blamed for the murder and suicide he committed and
requested that no investigation into his motives be undertaken, for this secret was known to himself and his
victim only.

Koni was the prosecutor in this case and Suvorin came to him with a request to be told the whole truth.
Koni dissembled, naturally. Suvorin was close to suicide. He used to sit in Koni’s drawing room and pour
his sorrows out to Shchedrin, who listened sympathetically, but, upon Suvorin’s departure, mocked and
criticised him.

The terrible tragedy that has befallen you and your family is the work of blind, implacable and all-powerful
fate, the chain of events which your will could not affect, which was utterly beyond its power to influence,
which it could not possibly prevent. Consider the distribution of parts in this drama of yours. — You, a
kind, weak, tolerant, trusting person, a realist in the realm of feelings and an idealist in sensual matters
(please don’t be angry with me for speaking plainly) — in other words, a theoretician at heart. <...> She —
well, she is a strong, dominating personality, whose life had already been slipping away and which she
reclaimed, by leaving the soul alone and over-emphasizing — morbidly and persistently — her bodily
instincts... And, finally, he — this murderer, who managed to evade justice. <...> A literary groupie, a
person of questionable education and equally questionable means, unemployed, bereft of future plans —
former seducer from Heidelberg. <...> And this person, this parasite, encountered the two of you. You —
so busy and trusting, and she, protected from him by her moral purity, but unwell, nervous, moody. People
like him are adept in sapping the strength of their victims. — He is tolerated, he is put up with and he
becomes a familiar fixture; he is listened to — and he confesses his love; he is asked for a favour — and he
becomes a model lackey; — he is slapped — and he comes back, providing ample justification for a new
slap. And so he erects an entire edifice on the basis of his ‘proven’ devotion, he cleverly and insidiously
induces compassion, which, in women, is so often linked to that other, stronger, feeling — he does not even
attempt to rise to her level — he, being always so meek, yet true, poor, yet devoted and, being always
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somewhere down there, drags her down to his level. His strategy is certain — her delicacy and politeness
suggest the first step, compassion determines the second and her craftily aroused and morbid physical
nature does the rest. What a victory! She — the guardian angel and manager of a talented man and unique
writer — will come to him, she — a noble and clever being — will accept him as her owner, however
temporary — will surrender her proud heart to him — and will bathe him, this vulgar and moribund
creature, in her luminosity. <...> It is not a run-of-the-mill parasite, this one, who conquered such a wife of
such a husband, and such a seduction is head and shoulders above anything he accomplished in Heidelberg.
And so all stops are pulled out — and everything is clouded over in the woman, all the absurd emotions and
half-recognised instincts are aroused in the woman. The victory is certain, it seems. And yet, at a critical
moment — her life force takes over, the old feelings, duty and sense of responsibility triumph over the
semi-attachment and semi-compassion and the battle, so well prepared and conducted, is lost. What is left?
The objective is not met — she did not stoop to his level — he cannot rise to hers — departure and parting
are announced and are, likely, necessary — and only his old life, that of a spurned and despised parasite,
remains. That is not acceptable, though, a way out is needed, an opportunity to be something, anything at
all, anything but a zero. His heart overflows with anger and vengeance for the pointless humiliations, for
the wasted labour of seduction — anger against everything and everyone, who silently, eo ipso, by their
very existence, restrained and restrain her. — Vengeance is called for, a definitive and even a faintly
romantic one. <...> What could you do against such a person? <...> Could you prevent his playing
variations on the morbid nature and the kindness of your wife? <...> No, dear Aleksei Sergeevich, I believe
that you were, as indeed you should have been, powerless under these circumstances. This disastrous man
entered your life like a wedge and it was not within your power to prevent the catastrophe caused by his
way of life and nature. It is so painful and sad that you had to encounter him under such circumstances —
but so it has fallen out and it was not up to you to prevent the termination of his existence in the way that it
— because of him and him alone — occurred.

So now you say that Suvorin was deceived by his wife. <...> True enough, but whose fault is it? — His!
What was Anna Ivanovna? In all likelihood, a kind, sincere, but a perfectly ordinary woman. He taught her
languages — excellent and most appropriate! He anointed her as a progressive one — silly and laughable!
You see, he subverted her soul and moral values by this anointment and this new status.

It will be rather sad if the fate of our society follows the pattern of the Suvorins. A pitiful, hapless
condition, where everything sacred, spiritual has rotted away or broken. <...> Modern progressivists are
just scum, aching for pure destruction. <...> A riot of uncontrolled flesh leads to the events we saw in
commune-dominated France, with women — like maddened furies — running the streets and setting the
city ablaze with their kerosene lanterns.

At the time, I was looking for an ideal woman and, not surprisingly, nearly chose Shelgunova. I say
‘nearly’ because, despite all exciting acclamations, despite all my yearning for an ideal and capacity for
adoration, I was disturbed by her critical approach and I felt unable to accept Shelgunova’s attitude to the
emancipation of women. <..> To her, truly free women were Panaeva, certain French women she met in
Paris. <...> Their worship sometimes resulted in me being evicted from the room, for more convenient
enumeration of their progressive deeds.

I lost a great deal in my late wife: being a weak-willed, less than energetic person myself, I used to take
from her what I lacked — and she had it in abundance.

In these three years of negotiations, I felt my enmity towards you rising. <...> I felt getting mentally ill,
losing self-control. Had my mother been with us, she would have stopped you and saved me from the errors
which I, no doubt, was making as well.

Chapter II

2.1

2.2

Iintend to publish several issues, containing, in addition to what may have already been read by my
readers, comments on the current events and questions of the day. Each issue will consist of three chapters:
1) short fiction, 2) former feuilletons, more or less updated and revamped, and 3) notes on contemporary
issues.

For many years, he turned up every Sunday and amused his public in a rather popular newspaper. Now, he
lies motionless, without speech, as poor as he was ten years ago — as a pauper, in fact, robbed by illness of
his last means of existence. <...> Lately, they were saying that he is past it as a writer. That is a terrible
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thing to say about a journalist. <....> Indeed, it does not take long for a writer to lose it <...>in an
unrelenting fight for a crust and in uncertainty about the future! <...> To turn from a little king into
nothing, from a prominent mercenary into a cave dweller — that’s the way to lose one’s mind or to have a
nervous breakdown. It is so much better to die a timely death, die with dignity <...> without giving the
mocking, self-satisfied audience an excuse for a hurtful smirk or an equally hurtful condolence.

An entire month of talks, negotiations, arguments, unbearable stress, fighting with myself and sleepless
nights... <...> My head spun, I didn’t know what to do, what to focus on. I considered pronouncements and
advice of my friends and acquaintances carefully, but did not see anything except for the fog that obscured
everything: faces, clothes, situations. <...> I decided to suspend activity, to wait for the sun to shine.

...On the street, at home, in literature, we get a snub everywhere, be it direct or condescendingly-ironic.
You, men, even without brains and talent are free to enter everywhere — but we, brains and talent
notwithstanding, we have to beseech you for the right to show them...

What is all this prattle on the woman question to me, when they are indifferent and only perceive my work
as pathology. <...> I am a woman! Between a negro and a child — there’s her place! <...> Which female
talents are rewarded best? Falseness, dissimulation, lack of moral values coupled with a lack of education,
cunning, lust, and the qualities of an accomplished seductress... The courtesan — that is who they kneel
before, whom they worship with incense, whom they pay most.

I know only that women, even the remarkable ones, are not made of stone and, having cleaved to a man,
not just unremarkable, but rather defective, they marry, become mothers, housekeepers, sink into the trifles
of life and, naturally, cannot nourish their talents, which perish without blooming. It’s a hail-ravaged wheat
field...

Life is hard...<...> the soul hurts, the brain hums, one craves knowledge... And? They laugh at you, they
trip you up, they prescribe impossible things, and they confine you into a golden cage or... No, I can’t go
on. This cannot be borne, this is torture.

Oh, my dove with knitted brows... <...> Your voice — it is gold and fortune both, if you would only work
on it a bit, you would gain both fame and money with it even now, in the provinces. But you only mess
around and just carry on: I need nothing, I want nothing. <...> They say that love makes one energetic,
upbeat, ready to do anything for the loved one. But I see the opposite in you: you go soft, mope about,
suffer needlessly. Niusionok, darling, please, try at least a little and show that you are not a naughty child
but a woman.

I wish to say once more that my soul is so filled with you that there is no space left for any other thing.
<...> Only one thing is constant: attraction to you. Incredible: there is not a minute, it seems, when I don’t
think of you, don’t imagine you near.

You said once, jokingly, that I'm your sole relative and it touched me deeply. <...> You know, I am
idiotically attached to you. Time, distance, nothing can alter my feelings for you. <...> You know, there is
an astonishing harmony between us. I think that no-one understands you as I do.

Common sense says: don’t, don’t think about her! What kind of a match is she to you and you to her? ‘Her
blood boils now, but time quells all things” — and you? Loneliness, longing, dreams of your own home, of
your own dear person who would be near, loving, tender, faithful, a guardian angel, who would lighten up
your life and it’s hassles, who would make working near her a joy, who would banish grief, comfort you
with kisses, support with firm hope in life, an easy, joyful outlook on the future. Guardian angel — as if
there were any... <...> It is necessary to accept one’s fate, to forget, to suffer so as not to suffer later, to
steel oneself in one’s loneliness and firmly, once and for all say to young hapiness: farewell! It is not for
you, and if it flickered on the horizon of your life, on its evening’s horizon, it is only an accident; be happy
with the past minute, don’t ask happiness from fate and calm down. My darling, my dear wonderful
Niusionok, how I would wish to be young, healthy, and fresh! How I wish you happiness, oh my God! How
I wish it!

I enjoyed fun and games quite a bit, having stayed for three days in a village, some 40 miles from Kursk,
with a girl, whom Niusia has every reason to be afraid of. Had I stayed a few days longer — it would have
been a romance, but I ran away before consummation, having taken it half-way there, though. You would
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agree that it is rather interesting for a writer to meet a 23-year-old beauty of the steppes and become the
subject of her adoration.

I hope that you do intend to lecture your Kursk maiden appropriately. Or else, everything she wrote to you
is the truth, in which case she is a rather ordinary girl, possessing not a hundredth of the independence she
boasted of <...> ...If a 22-year-old girl immediately starts behaving like the Kursk maiden, it shows either
moral cowardice, not so common among the protestants she tried to pass herself off as, or just simple
vanity; if it works out well — fine, otherwise — you can take the blame. Thus, if the Kursk maiden coped
with all that, she must be seriously unbalanced, you are better off without her. <...> Last year’s girls bear
no comparison with Lidiia Ivanovna. That one, at least, escaped from her milieu, gained her independence
<...>passed many trials, whereas these semi-privileged maids are ever idle, squander their maidenhood,
yet hunger for forbidden fruit under some romantic circumstances.<...> What can you possibly expect from
the young ladies? Support for your aims, advice, help? Never. Proper housekeeping? That, to their shame,
is questionable too. Only the conjugal bed is left: and if that is the only substance in the ‘contemporary’
girls, who are not even close to perfection, but are only more or less trained mediocrities with a grammar-
school type education, you are fully within your rights to demand from your wife at least a rare beauty, that
eternally essential ingredient of womanhood in the absence of either exceptional intelligence or talent.
What a curse of fate lies heavily on the literati, scientists and intelligentsia in general, where one is
everything, but the other half is a nothing, zero, or even more often a negative value. A merchant takes
capital, an aristocrat — a pedigree cow, but with money, a landed gentleman — a new country estate, a
peasant and a commoner — a worker, only the members of intelligentsia usually get involved with
pretentious trash like the Kursk maiden and at best with children of nature. Women who have inspired the
labourers with pen and brain to anything at all were one in twenty or thirty, whereas their wives turn out as
women that look at their husbands who mobilize their fatherland, as helpless scribblers. Truth to tell,
though, your role — as first-rate and almost unique journalist is spectacular, and even an ordinary wife will
see that and will boast of your pen, but what will she give you? She will be stopping you, cool down the
heat of your talent, teach you caution and petty thrift.

When one loves, one pities, and love itself often grows from pity for a man, particularly often amongst
women. And so I believe that your love for me grew partially from pity — you could not have missed the
anguish of my loneliness, even though I was never alone — partially due to your worship of my public
figure, which has a certain reputation. ‘He’s so smart and yet he loves me’ — you often repeated this to me
yourself. You love not just an Aleksei Sergeevich, as one loves Ivan Ivanovich, Petr Pavlovich, but the
well-known Aleksei Sergeevich, who they write and talk about. Should we live together, you — I am quite
certain of this and have substantial reasons for saying so — you would soon be ready to swap me for
another unknown, but younger and healthier who would be able to reciprocate your passion, whereas I
cannot do that.

Anna Ivanovna wrote four times to you, and it would seem that you did not get any of these letters; yet two
of these were sent on the same day. <...> At any rate, you cannot complain about her: there is no doubt that
she is available to you. Should you firmly believe within your soul that you will gain your personal
happiness with her, then act without any delay whatsoever. <...> However, you should consider first
whether instead of the intended happiness you are likely to get the boring and silly drudgery of the most
ordinary kind. That is the question.

I, naturally, answered instantly that she must not, knowing very well what these questions were aimed at.
<...> In the opinion of Anna Ivanovna, she has only two ways out left: either suicide, which she would not
have the guts to commit — or to give herself to the first man she meets, so that she can live with you
thereafter, without hindering you with conjugal bonds. To what extent one is better than the other — is
questionable. Her words revealed something that seemed to be calculated — and that, I must admit,
perplexed me somewhat.

Please do not think that to say, as calmly as possible, everything that I tell to her about the futility of her
love for you — means nothing, no, it’s actually quite hard, particularly so when I’m being blamed, for
hitting the sore spot and destroying a cherished dream. Still, I always remain on firm ground, as I try to
prove to Niusia that in her love lies the demise of your fame and your reputation, — and that argument
means a great deal to her.
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I’ve made my bed, and I don’t know how I'll lie in it, but I must. I feel like a devil tangling with a baby!
And the saddest thing is, that there is no way to convince the baby that it cannot possibly end well, neither
for the devil, nor for the baby. <...> Even though you are within your rights to laugh at me, you understand
that both my and her circumstances are taking a tragic rather than a comic turn, and I am so scared of
tragedy — I had my fill of it! — for myself, and most definitely do not wish it on her. <...> She, like
everyone in love, believes that this is something eternal and unchanging, and it will be awfully hard for her
to see that the ‘eternal’ passes, diminishes, disappears, being replaced by indifference. <...> I’ve always
told her that. Passion must be responded to by passion — but where am I going to find it? <...> You do
understand, that I do not wish to compare myself to anyone, but we, writers, are such that only very few of
us enjoy a family happiness. When the brain functions, when the intellect is preoccupied with matters
outside of woman’s ken, when the more the head works, the less there are urges of a certain kind, it is
always appropriate for a woman to prefer any rake to you. <...> Niusia, also, is interested in nothing in
particular outside the domain of love. To introduce her into the realm we inhabit is not likely to be an
enjoyable or even a potentially successful task. I thought sometimes that she understands that her love is
not such a lasting feeling, that it is an impulse, wild, turbulent, that she is afraid of it passing and so rushes
to secure the loved one. He stalls — that annoys her, stirs, and magnifies her desire. And yet, it would have
been so much better to wait, so much better for her to enter the conservatoire, concentrate on her education.

Excessive intellectual pursuits, deep thinking, continuous wakefulness, sustained mental effort, by
concentrating one’s vital energies in the brain, deprive the sexual organs of these energies, and the organs
wear out and gradually lose their procreative capabilities. Thus, we have scientists afflicted by anaphrodisia
and idiots who are extraordinarily productive sexually.

What a conundrum: I had a paralysis, a small one so far, but nasty enough; my right eye, right cheek and
the right part of my tongue refused to cooperate; <...> my lips lost sensitivity and open crookedly. <...>
This accident happened the other day, without any preparatory work or warning, unless one treats the
following as such: since I arrived in Piatigorsk, I started feeling unwell, nervous tension, shortness of
breath, weakness; I moved to Zheleznovodsk; I got better initially, but then my weakness returned, fever
started torturing me; they dragged me over to Kislovodsk to the famed Narzan; after a few baths —
paralysis.

Regarding Niusia, I would have liked to say a great deal, but can’t write much. <...> I have no wish to turn
her into my nurse, and she would not be able to sustain this ‘incomparable’ assignment either, and, given
my nervous exhaustion and paralysis, albeit local, making love, you would agree, is not so convenient. And
with Niusia, this is the only thing one can do. <...> She is a passionate, terribly sensuous person, with an
unconquerable yearning for pleasure; made lazy by the lack of education; she can’t seriously tackle any
task; her head developed in one direction, that of unlimited freedom; were she prettier, she would have
become a famous courtesan. <...> Let someone turn up to take my place, you would see how rapidly she
would cool to me. <...> Enticing traits in her, in Niusia that is — lots and lots of them. You will believe me
if I say that that the nervous breakdown that I now feel and even physically feel, is at least partially a result
of that struggle with myself that I sustained. <...> You reproach me for the lack of consistency in my
letters to her, but do understand that I am torn in half, prudent today, reckless tomorrow, and when reckless,
one thinks: to hell with conventions and relationships, even a few days, but of happiness! And then, what
will happen to me, to her, to her relatives — who cares? Life passes by, while one is dithering!

When all was said and done and I had to go to the Department of Press, to sign the contract <...> I did not
have the guts to. Elena Osipovna kicked me out from her salon, where I was relating all my misgivings and
fears to her.

And so today I write to you with all sincerity of my heart, which, as worn out and tattered as it may be, still
retains its core, that which I live by and which saved me before. And that good in my heart speaks loudly
for you and of you and thanks you in a loud voice for your sincere help to me, which I once was the
beneficiary of. <...> Without your help, I would not have had my newspaper...

The name of the ironic deity which guided the ship of his career in those times, most difficult for the
Russian press, — was not greed. It was simply the ‘desire for the greatest success possible’. That
determined everything. So that the ship would not founder unexpectedly (like the lease of Peterburgskie
vedomosti) — it was imperative to rid it of the burden of any firm and insistent convictions... In order for it
to succeed with ‘society’ as well — it was necessary not to fight with the opinions of the majority, but to
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sail the currents of the views of the masses, steering the ship into the mainstream, pandering to the ever-
changing views of the crowd...

The ferment of the sixties, perhaps, all the worse for them, made them sceptics about the ideas that the
generation reared by the reactionary eighties presumptuously lived by. What the young editorial staff felt to
be the mandatory programme, the calm sceptics felt to be a mere experiment... That was both the good and
the bad trait of the older generation. Good, because it precluded them from reaching absurd conclusions,
which, in the heat of an argument, following the straight line of the purely axiom-driven, reality-
independent politics, the editorial group of the ‘eighties’ often ended up with. Bad, because it supported in
them their propensity to impressionistic compromises, which so conveniently fitted every idea to the
circumstances, that it could end neither in categorical triumph, nor in categorical crash. <...> The older
generation, led by Suvorin personally, were specifically insured from such sharp, painful crises by their
sceptical impressionism, particularly responsive and shifting and capable of the widest amplitude.
Constitutionalism and anarchism, religious idealism and nihilism of the sixties, militant nationalism and the
broadest possible cultural cosmopolitism, all mingled exotically and cohabited rather cosily there.

One of the best columnists of the time, a real journalistic and societal force, Suvorin appeared in Novoe
vremia during the period of stagnation for the ‘thick journals’, when the Mohicans of radicalism already
had one foot in the grave, but, most importantly, when the battle cries of the previous decades had
weakened and were fading in popular consciousness. <...> Novoe vremia stood out in the daily press
thanks to the certainty of its pronouncements, the rare unity and iron cohesion of its major, average and
even quite negligible talents. It managed to surround itself with the aura of a certain moral hypnosis <...>
among the ‘bureaucrats’ and ordinary petit bourgeois readers. Its [newspaper’s] success and substantial
socio-political weight are due not only to the above-mentioned integrity of its public profile, but, most
importantly — to our petit bourgeois fright, our pack-running morality and weakness. <...> Novoe vremia
is a fact of our lives, one of its aspects, one of the chronicles of our psychology, one of the indicators of our
apathy and moral passivity.

The heavy, crushing tread of the boring and tedious ‘headmaster’ of ‘national politics’ — Katkov —
fractured into the graceful, easy on the eye, soft pirouettes of the Novoe vremia journalists. Katkov was
imperious, he was <...> the ‘moral arbiter’ <...> compared to whom the government was simply an
executive organ. How different was the elastic, polyphonic Novoe vremia. At times, it copied and is still
copying Katkov’s gait of the stern ‘saviour of the motherland’. For it, however, it is just that — a gait —
chosen to suit the most stupid.

He swapped the social influence of an independent publicist for the influence of a newspaper entrepreneur,
who moulds public opinion to the ever-changing views and needs of the powers, external to society and
forcing their will onto it. <...> To create a surrogate public opinion, required by extra-societal powers and,
being a voice of the bureaucracy, to assume the persona of a public entity — is not all that simple. <...>
Suvorin, backed by the monopoly provisions of the system of public concessions <...> created a veritable
public opinion factory.

A feuilleton, however serious, is always a bit of a clown, and one can always find a bell in its hat. <...>
Clearly, his [Suvorin’s] current audience, plutocrats-intellectuals, wheeler-dealers and empiricists, literati
and scientists, are amused and entertained by the wittiness of Apraksin Yard.

Novoe vremia, operating as a barometer, discovers for society the opportunities implicit in its aspirations,
expectations, and hopes. The deliberate appeal <...> of Novoe vremia to the ‘average man’ cannot but be
welcomed. Mr Suvorin remarks very correctly, that we have that average person; we have a good and
honest worker who actually has made Russia, who has paved her way of life and developed what we call
now ‘public mind’ and ‘public spirit’.

In the publishing world of Petersburg the primacy <...> beyond any doubt or appeal belongs to Aleksei
Sergeevich Suvorin, who has in his Malen'kie pis'ma embodied with an unparalleled skill Gogol’s, or an
imaginary ‘inspector-general’. Just look at the aplomb, the deeply-felt brashness with which he reviews all
the matters under the sun. Everything is understood by him and is within his reach, all is familiar to him; he
is omni-competent; he knows how to instruct anyone, to point out how things should have been done and
which is the correct way to choose.
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Nothing — special, nothing — private, nothing — personal, nothing — particular and partisan;
everything — for all of Russia, for the ‘totality’ of Russia, generalised — what ‘the people and the state
require’, what is required by ‘Russian history, as it is currently being created’: here is the slogan and
quietly adopted path of the entire team.

Can’t you see how repetitive all our journals are — their opinions are in the public domain already and,
believe me, they will all fall, undoubtedly fall, should they choose not to sniff the air and should they be
unable to develop their sense of smell to an acute level.

Curious female readers, clearly, are wetting their lips and thirst for the discovery of all those interesting
things and adventures that Nikolaev should experience at Balunskaia’s. We ourselves, overcome by the lust
of a writer, hunger for the privilege to reveal these fascinating adventures. Sadly, against our own will, we
must postpone this story: we are constructing not just a novel, but a feuilleton-novel and are duty-bound to
obey the occurrences and news of the day, rather than our author’s inspiration. And so, in the next chapter,
we will be unable to slake the impatient thirst of our female readers: we will transfer our story to a different
milieu. Our women readers should not get too angry with us, though: we will get back to the ‘wild lady’
and, believe me, an entire row of characters and events will be unveiled apart from her — spiritists of both
sexes, hashish smokers (there will be a magnificent description of their visions: we have commissioned one
of our staff authors to do this), hypnotists of all kinds, clairvoyants, etc., not to mention ladies with
businesses of every kind.

As to Sacher-Masoch — I believe that he will be delighted to enter into a relationship with you. <...>1
don’t know him personally — and, frankly, I am not an admirer of his novels. These are too ‘literary’ and
‘titillating” — both good things — but unbearable after excessive mastication.

I hate those educated women — that female body, female soul, stifled by the corset of indigestible and
inapplicable knowledge; it is a body, feeling an onset of fever, for which there is no remedy, it is a soul
with repressed impulses, it is something between a German scientist and Magdalene, repentant that she is a
woman. When I see these women, I tell them: “You are so clever, you are so good, you argue so
convincingly, you shine such a bright light on our boring life!” To myself, though I say: ‘Poor thing! You
would have been so much better off marrying a cobbler and sniffing leather, rather than science!’

For women, however, love itself often includes the seeds of death; love itself causes sickness and suffering
which are unknown to men. Where he only dwells in the garden of delights, a woman often drinks poison
as well, which leads her to an untimely grave. <...> You have heard so many times that so-and-so is an
exceptional girl, strikingly different from her coevals, full of enthusiasm, idealistic impulses, talent, love of
knowledge; her heart is, seemingly, not made for personal happiness, for blossoming in the fold of her
family, her intellect is so wide-ranging that it would seem necessary for the well-being of all of society; but
give it a few years and either it all disappears, impulses wane, love of knowledge, requiring leisure, could
not be satisfied, her female personality slackened, diminished, or you hear about something like a totally
unexpected stroke that this now universally mourned deceased has suffered.

...expose hypocrisy and falsehood of these personalities, who, under the guises of ‘new’, ‘learned’,
emancipated women, even hiding behind academic degrees, gained not through toil and scholarship, but by
intrigues and slyness, actually bring by their behaviour disrepute upon both the ‘new principles’ that they
affect and the degrees that they, so to speak, stole, by not having a genuine claim to them.

I am quite certain that Anna Ivanovna does not satisfy you in great many things, particularly these days;
that, however, has nothing to do with feelings and you are in full possession of hers, they are all
concentrated on you and you are their sole focus; she lives and breathes by you. Your choice was a very
successful one, in my opinion. Of all the women who have passed by you ever since 1875, only Smirnova
could have been preferable. She would have been a fit representative of your publisher’s home, she would
have put it in order, she could have shared thoughts with you on any subject, she would have loved you and
you would have loved her. However, she would not have loved you the same way as Anna Ivanovna does
and you would not have felt that easy with her love. A lot is gone from her feelings by now, a great many
things are blunted by years and thoughts and she rather needs the heat of a young love to warm her, than
giving warmth herself. <...> Also, Smirnova would have limited your freedom, she would have made quite
a few purely superficial demands upon you, which you would have fulfilled and, likely, even learnt to live
with eventually, but those would have taken a bitter toll on your inner self. Now, you are an absolute ruler
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in your house, almost a God, then you would have been a host and a husband of a self-aware wife, which is
not the same; I don’t think that marital bonds chafe you now, whereas they would have then. <...> Still,
Anna Ivanovna is not educated, is not a hostess, nor a companion, friend, advisor. And, wherever you look,
litterateurs, journalists, philosophers, artists, all this bohemia, in short, are mostly married this way, three
quarters are like this. <...> It would seem to me that there are only very few women who are capable of
being their companions and advisors...

Anna Ivanovna Suvorina, or Niusia, as she was called in the family, was a very nice and pleasant woman,
but <...> she never played any role in the family, probably because of her nature. As she herself told me,
she mattered so little that the could not even order a dress to her taste, at the time of our discussion she
craved for a black satin wrap, and even that she could not manage despite all the money thrown around all
over the place.

I’ve missed you all, even though I know that the joys awaiting me at home are rather marginal, at best. I
know, above all, that everything will continue as before, that is, that everyone will be looking after number
one and everyone will look conspiratorially, as though each one of them is possessed of a profound idea or
a great sorrow. <...> As I visualise this nice picture, <...> I become thoroughly sick.

All of humanity is prejudiced. <...> Here is another prejudice for you — women. How much hypocrisy
there is in their treatment by the press and by men. Everyone pretends to defend them. To hurt a woman.
It’s impossible, it’s horrible — to hurt a woman. A woman? As though she is a small child, a creature so
feeble and weak that she cannot defend herself. There is not a brass farthing worth of candour in this. A
woman was always a slave and a slave she remains; and a man, by his defender posture, only covers his
hypocrisy up and gilds the pill. Mind you, when men talk amongst themselves about women, only the body
is left, only it is under discussion. Women probably like it, though: I feel sometimes that they value the
body most in themselves, that they almost beg for generalisations of this sort: all women are the same.
Some live their lives straight from trashy novels and write them too, others only live this way. Then comes
the differentiation: some have extended, meaningful affairs with worries and suffering, with pains of love,
friendship, sacrifices, others — nice, brief, purely physiological ones, bereft of pain and suffering but
replete with taking waters, baths, masquerades, champagne, and vodka. These latter ones are always
happier than the former ones: the worst they can expect is satiation, but that is not so bad for a woman.
<...> Problems come only if some unusual, sensitive, and warm male falls for them. They’d torture him to
death. Some of these are utterly heartless, almost wooden. They care for nothing except their sexual urges,
and stop at nothing in satisfying them — destroy all, ruin anyone’s life, take everything you want and to
your heart’s content.

Men are fools too. Every married man becomes more stupid, even with a good wife. This is a law of nature
and the State has accepted that, by protecting marital cohabitation. A married man’s horizons close in,
become trivialised, thinking becomes more cautious, more conservative, humbler. Should a good, clever
woman even have a positive influence on a man, it is always to the detriment of his personal development
if she is his wife. She starts thinking for him and his brain gratefully lessens the work effort. Great men
never had great wives, nor great women — great husbands. These are totally incompatible entities. It makes
sense, too: if even the most earnest love opens the way to trivial yearnings, marriage opens the way to the
trivial yearnings of one’s wife, her ambition, her vanity, etc. And where a man, paying his dues to
marriage, can cope sometimes, a woman never can. Should a smart, talented woman marry you — forget
her personal development, her talent, her future. In the best case she will take over a part of intellectual
work of her husband and diminish his energy, in the worst — she will become devalued in all the
contradictions of marriage. No gain for anyone.

I would have liked to see you often, but it gets so very awkward for some reason. <...> You mentioned
once that I am a shallow personality. That is probable, but everyone’s depth is rather relative. I only know
that I could never cope with any emptiness; be it with an illusion, <illegible> 1 strove always to fill it; I
become so edgy that I do not know what to do with myself. I did a lot of silly things for this reason and did
myself quite a bit of harm by substituting an illusion for a very real emptiness. I could have written an
entire novella about it. I don’t know you well, not well at all, but you always reminded me of something
amiable, warm, nice. <...> It’s a few hours since I wrote this to you, and I feel it is all rather silly. It’s as
though one wanted to start an amorous correspondence and gushed out earnest sentences and facts. <...>1
should abandon this trivia, these lines. Then, I reconsidered: it would not diminish her to read this...<...>
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All T want is to say a few simple, warm, earnest words, without sense or reason, but straight out of my silly
heart...

28.04.1881. We are leaving Petersburg. <...> Krylov and Suvorin are seeing us off. <...> Suvorin brought
Liuba [Smirnova’s daughter] a box of chocolates for the journey. He promises to visit us in the Crimea.
Everyone tells him to go to Paris, to Charcot, but he does not feel like it. <...> Showdown with Nikolai.
04.05.1881. I received such a letter from Suvorin that Nikolai asks me to terminate the relationship; he says
that I’m acting in bad faith otherwise. 14.05.1881. Another letter from Suvorin, wild, disjointed, both
Nikolai and I are starting to think that not all is well with him. 25.09.1882. The Suvorins live in Yalta,
things are not good. Anna Ivanovna’s room has no privacy. 25.10.1882. Anna Ivanovna says that, if she
were rich, she would have given Tolstoy a few thousands, for him to add a new ending to Anna Karenina,
so that she survives. 09.02.1883. Suvorin is in a domestic hell still <...> Suvorin made a will, in which he
leaves the bulk of everything to his daughter and her children. That is all Kolomnin’s doing. Anna
Ivanovna has started having abortions, so as not to give birth. As soon as she would become pregnant,
Kolomnin would convince Suvorin that it was not by him. Scenes of jealousy! He is calculating: more
children, less inheritance. Suvorin’s sons by his first wife are also against Anna Ivanovna and stand by
Kolomnin. 12.03.1883. The Suvorins dropped in. He talks of his new play about Potemkin and she — of
buying hats in Paris. 19.06.1883. Had tea at the Suvorins’. <...> Anna Ivanovna goes on about her
husband, if he were like Kolomnin, he would have showered her with diamonds and velvet dresses, that she
would have loved to be his wife, if only for a month. And he: ‘Sure, you mean you would have wanted to
strip me bare.’

No-one ever idealised a decent woman as Dumas idealised a courtesan. Is she too degenerate or too decent,
for gentlemen to shoot and fight a duel over her? And, indeed, isn’t a decent woman prose? Poetry is only
movement, nerves, passion, impulse, languor. Every girl has a poetic period of her own, when love wakes
up and bewitches her with unknowable charms, giving a poetic air to her own charms, her own
sthoughtfulness and joy. However, when a girl becomes a woman, poetry, even if it remains, takes on a
calm and gracious hue, shading into prose. Marriage is the grave of love. Someone said that a long time
ago, which makes it the grave of poetry too. Should poetry regain her sparkle in a woman, should her eyes
shine with that particular light that draws one in and promises everything, when impulses return,
unmotivated sadness now, unmotivated joy then, she is ready to fall in love with another, if not already in
love. Note, though, that she no longer is a decent woman, because decency, by definition, involves marital
fidelity, faithfulness, family cares, duties of a mother and a wife. <...> Thus, a decent woman is prosaic by
necessity, which is why men neither shoot nor duel on her account. Happiness, though, real happiness,
quiet, calm happiness of the soul — is it not prose? <...> It is so rare, though, so rare. My God, why is it so
rare?

We feel that the Medea legend is the expression of folk wisdom, an expression of the desire to address the
question of children and of the position of a mother, <...> for us, though the cardinal point is that Medea
turns out to be a particularly strong personality. <...> Even though this playwright of genius [Euripides] is
no admirer of women and his plays are full of anti-feminist rhetoric, he created a mighty image of this
woman, unequalled in world literature. Extraordinary intellect, decisive logic, hellish will, boundless love,
yet full of tenderness, strong protest against the enslavement of women — it is all there. As one reads this
play, one is reminded of Hamlet’s and Chatskii’s thoughts, of the sermons of the defenders of women in
their fight for the rights of the fair sex.

It goes without saying that we gave Medea contemporary features and even wished to russify her. Thus, our
Medea is comprehensible to the crowd, to the majority of the public. That is her failing as a literary piece,
but also her stage advantage. And we wrote for the stage, we aimed to serve Russian actresses.

5.11.1882. Was at Strepetova’s, where I met Anna Ivanovna. <...> I suspect I interrupted her intimate
conversation with Strepetova on the subject of the Kolomnins. Anna Ivanovna clamps down when I’m
around... 18.11.1882. Visited Strepetova. Anna Ivanovna was there <...> came for her orders, would
Strepetova require something in the newspaper, a column perhaps, or an article of some kind?

13.02.1883. [First night of Medea]. Theatre only half full. The reception, though, cost three thousand at
least! Calls, stomping, waving of handkerchiefs, initially for Strepetova only, then for Suvorin as well.
Suvorin was terribly scared and did not want to appear, thought they’d boo him. <...> Strepetova’s
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performance feels deeply provincial to me. She slaps her thighs, jumps around the stage and bellows in an
unnatural voice. <...> Public goes mad, though, that’s exactly what they came here for.

I hate her all the more and ever more,

The more I realise that I’'m obliged

To her for much. No, never should a man
Apply to women for succour

And women manly in their mind and body
We shun. Let every woman see

Defender, husband, father in her man

And should not be able to say: ‘Observe,

I helped you, I defended you from this.’
Forget his peace and happiness, that one
Whose wife’s a comrade of an equal strength:
Then love and caress turn to duty and

The delicate obedience itself

Departs for lack of faith, because

When husband feels the challenge of his wife,
What happiness can adversaries find?

Naturally, women like to think that, should they rule, things would have been much improved. <...> Had
they been able to assume the place of men and take over the entire world, there is not the slightest doubt
that humanity, for that reason alone, would have created something just as refined, fragrant and elegant as
they are themselves. It is likely that they plan to do it, too, so God bless them; otherwise, can one explain
their desire to learn, their competition with men in the practical application of science to life? Believe me, it
is all fully thought through and we must keep this in mind.

08.02.1884. Domestic life would have naturally sorted itself out otherwise, if someone only wanted to sort
it out. Everyone is being disruptive rather than constructive, though, and I turn like a millstone, possibly
smashing lives along the way and pounding myself in a mortar. 22.02.1884. On occasion, one only wishes
for a kind of selfless, sacred love that only mother and daughter might be capable of, perhaps. Antigone
existed, after all. Such love would have lulled, consoled, warned, removed all unpleasantness, would have
known how to come and go in good time, how to be indispensable, how to converse, console, brighten up
one’s life. <...> Anna Ivanovna has stopped dining at home altogether. Take a look at other people’s
houses — everything is different. We are not a home; we are a hotel, without a hostess, but with a house-
keeper. 28.02.1884. I am ageing fast and badly, with that egoistical ageing that grumbles and wishes for
something else, something that is unattainable, in fact — strength, health, and good cheer. 1.03.1884. I
really felt unwell. Depression. 24.03.1884. I intend to go abroad next Tuesday. I really don’t want to, it’s
like going to the next world.

31.05.1885. The very first thing I bumped into at Zheleznovodsk were the Suvorin family. They dine at the
restaurant at the railway station and occupy the entire table d’hote, there are ten of them or so: governesses,
aunties, children. <...> Anna Ivanovna herself is dressed & la Serpoletta, in a crimson silken blouse and a
knee-length skirt. <...> Suvorin himself is at Essentuki, with the Kolomnins. Aleksandra Alekseevna has
diabetes. 1.06.1885. I ran into Suvorin in the street. He’d just come back from Essentuki, was getting out
of the carriage, actually. He’s depressed, wants to go to Petersburg. 13.06.1885. Suvorin is constantly at
his wife’s side: escorts her to the baths and to the Mariinskii springs.

Zheleznovodsk is a female kingdom, one could say a kingdom of psychopaths. <...> There is a common
objective here — pleasure, love, both sides, a man and a woman, aim to gain them,; it is the opposite of war,
where adversaries, in attacking, seek to destroy each other; here, adversaries aim for life, joy, the best
enjoyment possible within the limitations of human nature; the resisting woman can only resist to obey her
sense of duty, but in the absence of it — and it is so easy to drop it, being such a ponderous thing —
resistance is senseless. Anyone who has grasped these rules may pick the flowers of pleasure without
restraint, everywhere. <...> The entire repertoire <...> [of women] consists almost entirely of love and
easy conversations, tinted by love. Heaven punishes them for love much less severely than men,
sometimes. Sleek Don Juans, those heart-breakers, come here legless, with damaged spine marrow and are
being wheeled around the park and to the baths in their wheel-chairs. Skirted Don Juans, though don’t have
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that risk and truly enjoy themselves swapping lovers and coming to the springs in order to satisfy their
heart’s desires, which settles their nerves better than any mineral water.

During our last conversation, you startled me by your candour, you were never so open with me before and,
even though this candour is not to my benefit, it is better than dissembling and falsehood. You clearly
stated that you are not prepared for any sacrifices, that you must have love, that you might have been able
to tolerate the situation were I the same as I was three years ago or so. That is impossible, it’s like asking a
man on his death bed: why the hell are you lying there, get up and dance.

In winter I received such a letter, anonymous, naturally, about you that I tore it up and burnt it...<...> Mind
you, I can say to you with absolute certainty, given that I demonstrated it already, that I can tolerate my
wife’s infidelity. It is much harder to tolerate the scandal and mockery of a cuckold. There are so many
cornutos around, though that it is preferable to accept oneself as a cuckold, rather than pretend that one is
so attractive that the wife remains faithful, when she actually is scattering her favours to all and sundry.
Possibly, you might even accept that your wife presents you with someone else’s children, from lovers, but
one cannot possibly reconcile oneself with that. This is doubly base — vile to the husband and even to the
legitimate children. <...> A lover only takes his pleasure and would not lift a finger for the children he
fathers and saddles the wronged husband with. <...> Who can tell when one lives both with the husband
and lover — one does not write these things down.

...possibility of someone else’s child — that brings on both jitters and indignation in me. I can’t possibly
accept this, I can’t think about it without horror. <...> There is only one way out — divorce. And all the
advantages are with you, you have your entire life in front of you, but for me — there is death only. Please
consider this carefully, discuss it with your family, even. <...> That I’'m unbearable to you — you told me
this yourself, even though you used kinder words. I have no wish nor capability to play a banal and stupid
role. <...> Petersburg will be so good for you and, given the freedom of morals and love there, it would be
difficult, perhaps, to find a better moment to part.

I did not know her [Anna Ivanovna’s mother] well till she wrote me a certain letter, when I was in the
Caucasus, when my relationship with you was in its infancy. <...> Among other things, she wrote that I
should have proposed marriage to you as a formality only, to calm you down, to deceive you, that she
realised that you were no match for me, nor I for you and that she would have endeavoured to arrange
matters so that thereafter we would have separated and that [ was free to use that letter as documentary
evidence to declare that my proposal was not genuine, as it was made at a mother’s request. <...> Later, I
came across some of her letters to you, as well as yours to her. <...> According to your letters and hers
particularly over the last few years, I am tolerated but only just, my death is eagerly awaited and
arrangements are being made for my will. In one of these letters your mother said that you ought to take me
in hand, as she would have done with such an old husband.

Your purely female qualities and talents were always secondary to me, but now they are of no importance
whatsoever and it’s obvious why: these qualities have to be enjoyed, but I can’t do that any more. I am old
and sick and, after a life filled with unrelenting, back-breaking labour, <...> I long for some pleasant rest. I
do not have this rest and am not likely to get it, either. <...> You offered me an abundance of what I could
not use, what was in fact a burden to me — excuse my frankness — but you gave very little of what you
had, what was the most precious, most indispensable to me — your intellect and your talent.

I am either going mad or am already there. Regardless, though please give me a hearing. It is vital. I cannot
talk to you about this. You don’t like reading letters, but this is the last one. <...> Your appearance here
yesterday demonstrated clearly that you do not wish to live with me, that my environment is a burden to
you, that all your affections lie elsewhere. <...> You realise yourself that, since I deprived myself of the
pleasures of bed, you got substantially healthier, your headaches disappeared, you stopped complaining of
pains in your legs. Thus you benefited either from just this, or from something else — I shall not try to get
to the bottom of it. I'm the first to applaud this, even though I am not indifferent to female charms, I even
desire tenderness sometimes and you don’t know what that restraint you complained of costs me. Was it
genuine or forced abstinence, you never enquired, but I am well aware which one. Fear of having children
by lovers, or even by me, as I know that these can only be weak, sickly ones, that is what raises the
question between us <illegible> and it can be resolved by either of two ways: to stop having children and
wait for my death, while enjoying a certain freedom of affection, or to divorce.
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You said many times yourself that it was not me who married you, but you who made me marry you, so I
can’t possibly consider your marrying me as anything exceptional. You made a mistake and complained to
your mother bitterly that she hadn’t smacked you enough. I made a mistake as well, though, and at least as
bad as yours. <...> My advantage, however, is this: I offered divorce to you many times, an opportunity to
sort our mess out once and for all. Why did you not accept? Children. They would have been well provided
for, though and I would have only retained the right to see them. You do not want a scandal? Is the existing
situation, knowledge of which is not exclusive to us, any better? Another marriage is not an option for me,
so that low and demeaning comedy which is incumbent upon divorce I naturally would have taken upon
myself. You would have been free as a bird, you would have been honestly rid of the suffering you
constantly complain of to me and others, of the ever bitter and hurtful necessity to lie continuously and
deceive, and I would have been rid of your reproaches, of your enmity that is so transparent in your latest
letters.

Aleksandra Alekseevna is insane. <...> Mr Kholeva, who is not inclined to accept the seriousness of the
condition of Aleksandra Alekseevna, will be able to make use of her insanity, as the matters of honour
always come second after animal instincts.

06.09.1885. Attended theatre, the Suvorins’ box in fact, and was rather out of place there, tried to talk of
their loss, but they stifled this conversation and I can’t offer condolences properly. Anna Ivanovna is in
mourning. Suvorin is seemingly more concerned about his son than his daughter. 11.10.1885. Kholeva
wears a black band on his sleeve now that Kolomnina has passed away and, with sorrow all over his face,
talks to people about their relationship. 02.12.1885. I went to Suvorin, to demand an explanation for the
continuous attacks on Nikolai in his paper. <...> Suvorin gave me ‘his word that nothing of this kind will
ever happen again’ and assured me that I remain the only woman that he recalls with the purest esteem. In
the hall, as I was leaving, he said in French that his family is disintegrating. I did not understand him
initially, but the actors’ gossip that Nikolai brought home that very evening explained everything. Suvorin
is terribly jealous of his wife’s relationship with somebody and they are having awful rows every night.
One morning, he woke up in fury and took her to Moscow for two weeks. 24.12.1885. Suvorin hints at
family problems, at his relationship with his wife, says that he is going to write a play about it. <...> Anna
Ivanovna looks utterly lost, her eyes are utterly glazed.

There is nothing worse than spineless people, and no-one is as deceived and as easily tricked as they are.
<...> All wives cheat on their husbands, and a husband is always depicted as ridiculous, or is crucified by
the author as a villain. <...> Love is an important, supreme feeling, and no-one may utter a word against it.
Business, children home — it is all as nothing. Fine.

Suvorin pleased me greatly: a short story in the Christmas issue of his paper is replete with power and
charm and is terribly brave. It so lively and succulently constructed, that it splatters the reader not only with
the hot blood, but even with semen... I know of no equal to this small, but excellent short story in bold
realism and being true to life. I feel that he would have refused to print this masterful short story, except
that he wrote it himself.

Your short story is truly excellent. You never wrote anything so good before. You should reflect: is this not
your true genre, which you discovered only so late?!.. This is very deep, clever and strongly constructed.

There is enough material in this short story for an entire novella, which may contain enough analysis to put
Dostoevsky to shame. And what an analysis — not the ‘excavation of the privy of the soul’ (as Pisemskii
used to put it), but an immersion in passion and in punishment for it by the self-same passion (the passion
of a lackey). This is not ‘trifles’, but rather predominantly ‘crime and punishment’.

Suvorin’s lackey does not come across properly to the reader — his tyranny over the victim is barely
shown, which is why one lacks that compassion for her that the author ought to have tried to generate
because of the requirements of artistic verisimilitude, but also to give the reader a focus for reconciliation
with her, in order to enable him to pity her as a creature who has been through all this suffering. At least,
that’s how I feel, yet he may feel so as well. Otherwise, it was all too easy... Far too easy.

The author condemned women, their emancipation, the violation of family duty, love affairs, every rule that
is so pleasant to violate and make this violation part of one’s list of rights and obligations.
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They preach love in novels, novellas, plays, comedies, opera, ballet, they preach it in painting, sculpture, in
all the Arts; nature itself pushes it, it fills the universe. Who preaches continence and family duties? For
every such preacher, there are thousands of others, preachers of female beauty, grace, charisma, charm,
temptation. <...> Crimes motivated by love are consistently absolved in courts and in the court of public
opinion as well... <...> It is perfectly clear that inwardly, we see breaches of trust, marital infidelity by
either man or wife as trivial.

Marriage is the discipline of love. Children put serious obligations on both mother and father. However, the
desire to escape this very discipline remains and is often justified by various reasons; this desire was once
bound by fetters of iron, yet fetters broke at the touch of love, and now these fetters are but threads which
are so easy to tear, and tear they actually do, be it openly or in secret and will go on tearing ever more.

What is there to worry about? Everything is running smoothly and no book about women can do anything
about it, because nothing can destroy the close alliance between men and women for the defeat of the very
same men — and so men surrender.

I have never reflected upon matters — couldn’t or did not have time. Mishaps should have taught me, but
they did not. If only there was someone to advise me, to push me along, to point out my mistakes to me, to
reprove me, to argue — but no-one was ever there for me.

Chekhov and I befriended each other quickly, never quarrelled, but argued often and fiercely — at least, for
my part. My husband adored him, as though Anton Pavlovich had bewitched him. To please him, let alone
to do his bidding, was literally a pleasure for him.

I loved him as a man, more so than as a writer. He was close to me in spirit, because of our origins. <...>
am beholden to him and he — to me, we are beholden to each other as we were kindred spirits. I
contributed my literary knowledge, particularly that of foreign literature, my experience, advice sometimes,
and he ‘rejuvenated’ my soul, as I liked to put it.

In art he resembles a setter in a snipe shoot, meaning that he deploys a devilish instinct and always burns
with passion <...> Being short on theories, he inevitably had to develop his rich natural gifts, so inevitably
he developed his instinct into a remarkable intellect.

He dislikes empty words, whining and despair and he is a friend to the most ordinary people. <...>
Everything about his writings is plain, ordinary, universal... <...> It is as though he wants to say that one
should live plainly, like everyone, and strive for, do one’s utmost for the improvement of this plain,
ordinary life, rather than heroic endeavours — and not to try to set the Thames on fire without cause.

I can’t give you a short story that I feel to be wholly disgusting, not for anything, otherwise I would have
scribbled weekly in your paper and had a lot of money. With your permission, of course, but I do intend to
keep the same policy for the future, i. e. not to send you things that revolt me. One must spare at least one
paper — and preserve the reputation of Novoe Vremia at the same time. Leave this to Peterburgskaia
gazeta, they will swallow anything.

...woman always was and always will be the slave of man! <...> She is wax — tender, plastic wax — from
which man can mould what he will. <...> Devoted, unthinking slave! <...> Noble, exalted slavery! <...> In
this, in this alone, is hidden the true significance of a woman’s life!®

I’'m now working on and intend to continue with a tiny subject: ‘the woman question’. Please do not laugh,
though. I am building a natural foundation for it and creating a ‘History of sexual authority’. <...> Woman
is ever passive. She gives birth to cannon fodder. She never exceeds the man in the political or sociological
sense. <...> As far as creativity goes, she is a goose. <...> The undertaking, as you see, is much too solid,
not appropriate for <...> our feminist journalists-emancipators and skull measurers.

28.02.1884. Grigorovich was here today. <...> He calls himself ‘the biggest rake around’ and when he
talks about it, he does so with certain fury. “When I like a woman, I do so wish to twist her like a pretzel,
crumple, pester, conquer her. They love that. The more one crumples them and rages, the more they like it.’
An expert. 22.11.1886. Maslov told of a young woman, the daughter of a Marshal of the Nobility, who was

2 Translated by R. E. C. Long, in The Black monk and Other Stories by Anton Chekhov (London, 1916),
p. 69.
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staying on the ground floor of the hotel ‘Rossia’ in Yalta. A man of around 40 was always about her. Some
footmen had a peek through the window into the lighted room, around midnight (the curtain did not reach
the windowsill), and there they both were, stark naked, exercising — mind you, she was trying her hardest
to arouse him.

Women who have sex (or, to use the Moscow expression, hump) on any sofa aren’t rabid, they are decrepit
cats suffering from nymphomania. <...> I have seen quite a few wayward women and have sinned many
times personally, but I do not believe Zola or that lady who told you, ‘Wham-bam, and it’s done.’
Dissipated people and writers like to make out they are gourmets and fine connoisseurs of fornication; they
are daring, decisive, inventive, they have sex 33 different ways, on virtually everything but a knife edge,
but all that is just talk, in fact they have sex with their cooks and go to one-rouble brothels. All writers lie.*

You say that women love from compassion, marry from compassion... What about men? I dislike it when
realist writers slander women, but equally dislike it when women are hoisted upon shoulders <...> and they
set out to prove that, even if she is not quite up to a man’s standard, a man is a scoundrel nevertheless and a
woman is an angel. Man and woman are a matched pair, except that men are smarter and fairer.

I expect I shall find that staying with the Suvorins cramps my style somewhat. <...> Before lunch — a long
conversation with Mme Suvorin on how much she loathes the human race, followed by how she bought a
jacket today for 120 roubles. <...> Between lunch and tea I pace from corner to corner in Suvorin’s study;
while we philosophize his wife is butting in with inopportune comments from time to time in a deep bass
voice or trying to bark like a dog;”’

We have endless talks with Suvorin; Suvorina keeps changing her dresses every hour, she sings love songs
with feeling; she scolds and talks without cease. She is a restless, frivolous woman, a day dreamer and an
eccentric to the marrow of her bones;

[Letter from Feodosia] Suvorina <...> has an amazing capacity for ceaseless chatter about nothing in
particular, but it is the chatter of a talented and interesting person and so one can listen to it without tiring,
like to a canary. <...> In the evenings she sits weeping on the sand beside the sea, and in the mornings she
laughs and sings gypsy songs.”

Two weeks with the Suvorins have passed in a moment. <...> All that he told me was very interesting. He
has an enormous experience. Anna Ivanovna treated me to slaps in the face, lectures, and some chartreuse.

I got seized by a whim, for boredom: sick of the golden mean, so loiter and complain about the lack of
original, crazy women... In short, ‘and he, a rebel, craves for tempest!’* Everyone says with one voice:
‘Well, my friend, you would have liked Kadmina!” And so I study Kadmina little by little and, based on
what they are saying, believe her to be an exceptional personality.

Imagine a newspaper feuilleton in dialogue, sometimes witty, sometimes trite, which in an easy, lively
language tells you about women, art, the Decameron, Petersburg, Moscow, provinces, Jews, bankers,
money, life and death, love and hatred, the press, Bismarck and hypnotism and whatever else — and you
have an impression of Tat'iana Repina by Suvorin.

Not to retreat... To fight for all... to solve all problems... that’s our motto. We don’t mind government
experts. We tell the officials what to do. We cut the Gordian knot. Like Aleksandr the Great, we create new
empires. We excite passions, we shed tears over the needs of the people...”

Yes, despite all else, we create public opinion. We make a daily meal for people to take with their tea or
coffee in the morning when their heads are rested after a good sleep, when their brains are fresh. We

%% Translated by D. Rayfield, in Anton Chekhov: A Life (HarperCollins, 1997), p. 181.

*7 Translated by R. Bartlett and A. Phillips, in Anton Chekhov: A Life in Letters (London, 2004), p. 130.

* Ibid., p. 142.

* A quotation from Lermontov’s poem “The sail’.

% Translated by J. Racin, in ‘Tatyana Repina’: Two Translated Texts: The 1888 Four-Act ‘Tatyana Repina’
by Alexei Suvorin and Anton Chekhov’s 1889 One-Act Continuation, With an Introduction and Appendices,
translated and edited by J. Racin (Jefferson, North Carolina, and London, 1999), p. 95.
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energize their brains with our news, and they live by that until next morning. Yes, we are a great power... a
new breed!’

A nervous age! A peculiar phase has come over women, and they throw themselves into the sciences and
into all kinds of social movements, onto the stage. They run out of the family and exhibit themselves
everywhere to challenge men. They run after life, wrestle with it. They want more and more, but their
nerves fell apart like a beggar’s rags. They cry out: ‘Our time has come; it’s better to have fame, even as a
courtesan than simply to vegetate.” >

Tat'iana Repina got her moral bit between her teeth, so to speak, and so became a definitive example of a
recent type of both sexes common in our society, namely a psychopath. <...> This image, complete with
even the minutest attributes of an absolute psychopath, is reproduced <...> with an astonishing accuracy.

Do you know what I’ve been thinking? What if an actress took real poison on stage and actually began to
die? <...> Convulsions would torment her, she would cry, and writhe about in despair. She would gasp in
agony and her groans would echo throughout the theatre. <...> I'd like to hear the song you’d sing.”

9.04.1883. We talked of Strepetova. Suvorin said that her familiarity infuriates him. 26.11.1884. Strepetova
came. Her hatred of Savina grows and grows. She does not visit the Suvorins lately, because they praise
Savina there. 19.11.1886. There is no play [7at'iana Repina] there, only the part. [Suvorin] Wants to give it
to Savina and his wife and Strepetova both are throwing tantrums. 6.12.1886. Strepetova did not visit us for
two or three years, but came all of a sudden. Nikolai, in a most naive way, asks her why she does not
appear as Tat'iana Repina. She tells how she stayed with the Suvorins in summer and how he quarrelled
with Anna Ivanovna almost daily. Now, when Suvorin gave the role to Savina, she told Anna Ivanovna:
“Your husband is as scoundrel.” She sprang up: “That’s a bit too much!” 13.12.1886. Suvorin announced the
other day that he proposes to give the role of Tat'iana to both Savina and Strepetova, in turn, but today
there is news: there will be no play at all. 1.01.1888. Strepetova tells Nikolai that there is no point in him
ingratiating himself with her any more, that she has broken with the Suvorins.

Tat'iana Repina, in my opinion, is not a tragic figure after all, but a character, a type. She is in all respects a
progeny of theatrical bohemia. Tat'iana is one of those Russian provincial actresses of whom they say:
‘She’s fireworks, not a woman!’ Her entire life is for show, which is the basis of this role... She even dies
ostentatiously, as it were...

You may recall that when, at a rehearsal, I told you that you were being too gentle in the last scene, which
contradicted the words of Repina about an actress really dying on stage, you replied with a rather angry
look on your face: ‘Well, you want me to die in truth, fine!’ I watched you in this act during the first
performance, from way back in my box. You got more and more distraught. Notes of earnest suffering
were issuing from your breast. <...> Your entire body, your raised arms, the heart-rendering sound of your
voice encompassed so much struggle with death, so much absorbing tragedy, that the audience froze with
horror and pity. Several people rushed to you, tried to restrain you — you convulsed in their arms and they
literally carried you, moaning, to a chair. The audience could not bear it! An almost unique event in the
annals of the theatre took place: the auditorium became the stage and the stage — the auditorium.
Hysterical weeping and shouts erupted in both boxes and stalls; the stalls audience turned round, men and
women started leaving both boxes and stalls. Actors stopped performing. I saw only the scared and
bewildered actors on stage; I saw you get up from the chair and collapse, amidst the incredible noise, tears
and weeping of the audience. I rushed to the stage and kissed your icy hands. Still tearful, still greatly
excited, you asked: ‘Happy now?” — ‘This is terrible, you can’t do this, but it is unrivalled, it is perfect!’

Mme Ermolova in the leading role of this comedy is an actress such as has never been seen by anyone on
the Russian stage. Her performance in the last act is a work of genius in all senses of this word, the
immensity of which was never equalled even by such stars of dramatic art as Mademoiselle Rachel,
[Adelaide] Ristori, Sarah Bernhardt. It is fitting that, during the final scene of the last act at the first
performance of Tat'iana Repina, six ladies with major hysterical attacks were carried out from their boxes
and stalls.

*! Translated by J. Racin, in ‘Tatyana Repina’, p. 96.
2 Ibid., pp. 97-98.
3 Ibid., pp. 125, 126.
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Some provincial psychopath was running along the Tretiakov gallery in tears and in a trembling voice
begged to point Repin’s* Tat'iana out to her [*genitive case — comment by Chekhov] which she had heard
so much about and by which she wished to induce a hysterical fit.

The flaws in your play are irremediable because they are organic. Take comfort in the fact that they flow
from your good qualities; I have reread your play again. It contains many good and original elements which
up to now haven’t appeared in dramatic literature, but unfortunately, it contains a number of drawbacks (for
instance its language); You have what is missing in others. With great pleasure I would do my best to
exploit your talent as long as we are alive. What you didn’t use, I would steal.>

(A groan is heard)

— Why are hysterical women allowed in here?

— Who fainted?

— They are trying to take her out, but she won’t go... Who is she? Sh-h-h!

— Yesterday, another woman poisoned herself at the Hotel Europe.

— Yes, they say it was the wife of some doctor.

— Why did she do it?

— The fourth one to poison herself the way Tat'iana Repina did. Tell us, old man, why are they poisoning
themselves?

— Madness. Nothing else.

— Why do they imitate each other?

— Suicide is a contagious disease.

— So many crazy women around now.

— Tat'iana Repina’s death has poisoned the air. All out ladies are catching the disease. The men who
abandon them drive them mad.

— Even the air in the church is poisoned. I feel it. What tension!

— Has the doctor’s wife been autopsied?

— Not yet. They say her husband deserted her. They also say that Sabinin also deserted Repina. Is it true?
— Yes-s...

— 1 was there when they autopsied Repina...™

Woman in black (coming out from behind a pillar, staggering). Who’s there? Take me away... take me
away... (groaning) I am the sister of Ivanov, the officer... the sister. I have taken poison... out of hatred...
he betrayed... Why should he be happy? My God! (shouting) Save me... save me! (sinking to the floor)
Everyone should take poison... Everyone! In this world... no justice! Out of hatred... Everyone should
take poison... (groaning and writhing on the floor) She is in her grave, and he... he... To betray a woman
is to betray God... A woman has been destroyed. (tearing her clothes and screaming) Save me! Save me!
Save me! (Curtain)*®

It may be that neither will you be able to create such a strong character ever again, nor will I ever succeed
in performing like that once more, but one such evening in life is sufficient. Those were the minutes of total
satisfaction. And is that not enough? Let them say about you that it is outrageous to write scenes like this
one — and about me that it is scandalous to perform like this on stage, but we ruled the crowd then and
moulded it as we wished.

Chapter II1

3.1

3.2

I would very much like to read your novella, the one they were reading at the Kuz'minskiis and which is
being talked about so much. You know how much I love your work and this piece is of particular interest to
me. I can’t wait till you publish it. I'd be obliged if you would write to Kuz'minskiis, so that I could borrow
it for a day from them.

We are utterly befouled, we lie through our teeth and out-pharisee the Pharisees themselves, but, when I
feel the profound truth in every word, it shocks me so much that I regret that such a book did not exist
when I was young, because it would have saved me from many a nasty thing that I have actually done —

** Translated by J. Racin, in ‘Tatyana Repina’, pp. 165, 170, 166.
¥ Ibid., pp. 152-158.
3 Ibid., p. 163.
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how could I possibly say that there is some kind of cynicism or even infringement of moral purity here? I
have to say that you wrote nothing like this before; none of your works have this ring of truth, which we all
need so badly and which is so amazingly simple.

A woman’s mission in life is to be a mother and a mistress of her home. This is the first and best thing of
all. <...> Zwei Kindersystem and concepts of this kind only corrupt the female body and cause it to
degenerate; nervousness, psychopathy, exhausting maladies and extreme irritability that affect a modern,
educated woman not only in Russia but everywhere, all result from this voluntary corruption of the female
body and its mission.

This is odd: it looks as if a woman indeed hinders a man, as if she is in his way, barring him from spiritual
perfection; as if a man, who is proud of his mind, his talents, and his aspirations, feels that he is earthbound
and vulgarized by a woman. I recall Balzac’s saying: ‘one night spent with a woman takes away from you
the amount of energy sufficient to write a book.” A man does realize that all his lofty deeds and intentions
get ruined if touched by a woman. <...> Everything that weakens a man, that makes him idle, dull, and
spineless has its roots in a woman.

Turgenev paints love in soft, poetic colours and he is only interested in the time when love grows and
evolves. <...> Tolstoy, on the contrary, puts the emphasis on family life. <...> Tolstoy picks up his
characters exactly where Turgenev abandons them <...> and commences his merciless examination of their
lives, sometimes even following them to their graves along his ‘path of prose’. If you follow Tolstoy’s
writings closely, you will find that his ideas of love and marriage seem to be a ribbon, which changes
colour from pink to black as the writer gets older, as his analysis matures, as he parts with his illusions. He
does not lavish the poetry of love on his readers, <...> he seems to be in a hurry to poison love with
suffering and animal passions.

All this [Greco-Roman] culture, all this high creative tension <...> it was all born and matured without any
romantic love, with women nearly enslaved, lacking any position in social life. Women gave birth, nursed
children and ran the household, <...> whereas all the state and social affairs, all that required lofty ideas,
mind, talent, genius, enterprise, high art — all that was being done exclusively by men...

In the sixties, Petersburg commenced both to defame the history of Russian women and to gave rise to the
so-called woman question. It announced that a Russian woman was a slave, that she was being humiliated,
that she was just a play-thing and that she should become aware of her rights. They talked about family,
woman as mother and housewife with scorn and indignation.

A great deal of confusion in ideas and privileges arouse. Sham marriages, daughters fleeing their parents,
wives ditching husbands, husbands abandoning wives... <...> So many tragedies, so much weeping and
disappointment! It is too early to write a history of this period yet, but, when the time comes, it will be
impossible to read it without indignation...

The right to enjoyment without obligations or children — that was the sermon women found exciting,
because, once this objective is achieved, i. e. once women stop having babies, they become equal to men,
or even superior by being freer, because men cannot quite relieve themselves of the burden of work
required to support themselves and their better halves, while these better halves are free to devote
themselves to love, to love and betrayal.

This is not that far from the next step, when the marriage is completely thrust aside and the real hostilities
start, the ultimate struggle for existence between men and women — and they will devour each other. Thus,
when Tolstoy says that life on earth might end because of abstinence and chastity, it is not so bad after all:
at least, it will end peacefully and quietly. <...> Should it end in hostility, in a fight for survival, however
— it will resemble the coming of the Antichrist.

The world will be saved by a woman who obeys God’s laws, not by the one who scorns these laws and is
concerned solely for herself... <...> Women who comprehend the true meaning of hearth and home would
never demand any other occupation for themselves. <...> Whatever it is a woman might invent, whatever it
is she might produce in intellectual and artistic spheres — she will never invent anything better than
children.

Women and girls of the sixties, who sacrificed so much at the altar of politics and Cupid, have indeed
produced nothing remarkable either in literature, or in science, or in the fulfilment of their supreme
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mission; that is, they have failed to produce a single extraordinary man, but they must have produced a lot
of weak, worthless and sickly people, without concern that, in every child, they produce whole new
generations.

It goes without saying that the average Russian man populated Russian land; an average Russian is a good
worker, who appreciates the value and power of intellectual pursuits. <...> He has begun to take with a
pinch of salt all those allegedly indisputable historical and economic ideas and fashions. <...> Russian
thinking definitely starts to work on its own. <...> In this average zone of Russian consciousness, however,
there is probably no fusion between old canons and new ones.

D'iakov displays <...> even more spite and fervour when he talks about the degradation of the family.
<...> Zhitel' condemns modern Russian women, blaming them for venality, the craving for base
gratifications, being unfaithful to their husbands and countless other vices. <...> While demanding from a
woman an absolute fidelity and submission to her husband, he never makes any such demands of a
husband, and he looks at any sign of a woman’s independence with deep mistrust.

Christianity may not incorporate anxiety for the fate of the human race if it is truly based on love of one’s
neighbour and on love of people. Having accepted, however, that sexual love is degradation, sin and
deviation from Christian teaching, one must also accept that Christ despaired of humanity and could see no
outcome for it but self-destruction. And I cannot imagine, intellectually or emotionally, that Christ
appeared on Earth to tell people to annihilate each other as soon as possible...

...This entire novella seemed a masterpiece in form and content to me. I sensed the truth in Pozdnyshev’s
words on education, women and marriage. <...> As I sensed this truth and was amazed by it, however, |
rejected all of Pozdnyshev’s extreme conclusions... And now, with his ‘Afterword’, Tolstoy confirms the
opinion of archbishop Nikanor all of a sudden, namely that the author of Kreutzer Sonata “put in his
(Pozdnyshev’s) mouth nothing less than his beloved, well-known Tolstoyan ideas...”

The author of the Kreutzer Sonata is a most fortunate person, not only because he ranks amongst the
world’s best writers, but because he enjoys one of the happiest family lives around as well. To desire more
happiness than he was allotted would be unconscionable, at least in the eyes of an average man. Thus, if
Tolstoy truly says that marriage is the fall of man, that celibacy and annihilation of the human race are the
highest objectives of a human being, nobody is going to believe him.

Tolstoy denies eternity to humankind, but, oh God, there is so much personal in it! I read his ‘Afterword’
the other day. Strike me dead, but this is more stupid and stifling than ‘Pis'ma k gubernatorshe’ [Gogol’s
letters to A. O. Smirnova-Rosset], which I despise.

You have kindly offered to publish some of my articles that deal with chastity. I do not think that they are
worth a book. Besides, as I learn more (a bit late, unfortunately) about the history of Christianity, I realise
that the issue of chastity is as complex and insoluble as the issue of the Kingdom of Heaven. So let those
who are able to produce healthy children, produce them without hesitation and let them make good citizens
out of the children, too.

I met Suvorin on Nevskii Prospekt — we haven’t met for several years. He is just back from Feodosia and
complaining about boredom, shortness of breath and indifference to life. <...> As he said goodbye, he
repeated again that he remembers me most kindly.

You should not have abandoned Marina Mniszech; of all the historical tarts she is just about the most
colorful. As regards her attitude to all things Russian, who on earth cares. Russians were Russians and she
was Mniszech; besides, she is too much of a skirt and way too petty to have had opinions which are worth
paying attention to.

What kind of heroes and heroines do our writers have? <...> Nothing new, the same old tunes. <...> Men
of letters are plainly not aware of many things that they ought to know well... Physiology, pathology,
psychology, these sciences are a closed book to them... <...> The world of morbid moral phenomena, this
strange and diverse world <...> barely exists as far as the authors of our novels are concerned. <...>
Phenomena that science has already accepted as existing, be they caused by sickness or aspects of human
nature (hypnotism, suggestion etc), which are no longer treated as delusions or superstitions, <...> our
writers still regard as irrational and keep on mocking.
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Now I see why you sleep so badly. Had I written such a story, I would have stayed awake for all of ten
nights. <...> It is both frightening and in accord with spiritism. <...> The idea is good, the story itself is
fanciful and interesting. You should write a dozen frightening stories like that one and publish them as a
book — it will sell well.

Your novella of yesterday is rather impressive. It is full of imagery, deep thoughts and true feeling. Your
piece stands out in our literature thanks to both its rich plot and elegance. <...> Mind you, I cannot stand
this blend of fiction and reality... <...> I believe that you deliberately, out of a principle (fin de siecle)
constrict this deep, serious understanding of the truths of life that you brim over with, you wrap it up in the
shabby rags of Romanticism. These erstwhile beautiful robes no longer attract anyone. Decadents in Paris
only fling them over their shoulders, after re-dyeing them in fashionable colours of a bizarre spectrum.

He liked Varen'ka a great deal and thought she was outstanding in intellect, education, originality,
independence of opinion and her captivating eloquence. She knew botany, she could distinguish between
geological strata, she knew a great deal of astronomy and chemistry, she wrote poems without a single
word about love in them, yet replete with nature, skies and love for humanity.

She talked of marriage with hatred and swore that no man ever would have the honour to be called her
husband or lover. She could only offer her friendship, but she wanted to be a leader in this friendship,
because she considered herself cleverer than any man and because she thought herself destined to do
something extraordinary and great.

Recognising that she was not tempted by anything, that she did not even want to think of marriage, he, in
one of those moments when, they say, one loses control, availed himself of the prerogative of a close friend
and became Varen'ka’s lover.

We are so mean and barbaric... If we have a family, we ignore it, if we don’t, we make it up of lovers and
all kinds of idle and bored scum. <...> I won’t have it so. Either they will shout about me from the rooftops
all over the world, or I will die...

You took me by deceit and by force, when I was not even thinking about love... <...> There were other
great powers in me and they were growing to benefit the people... I may have been a woman born only
once in a long while, but you destroyed these great powers in me by awakening my passion, which
consumed them.

I liked your novella a great deal. I devoured it in two sittings with such attention and interest which only
captivating pieces afford. There is a lot new and fresh there and one hell of lot of skill.

The first part, prior to the appearance of young Murin, seemed to be remarkable in its originality, and I
nearly screamed with horror when this cleric Murin entered and, with his useless and boring chastity,
ousted and overshadowed the image of Varia, sinful, yet unique in our literature. <...> This chaste Murin
lacks colour and the reader does not believe him, since he has no life experience nor any notion of sin and,
therefore, suffering. It is easy to talk about chastity if one has never been with a woman!

So, would it be possible to emphasize Vitalin instead of Murin? Let Vitalin shoot himself in the end, but it
is still better than having Murin. I think that you yourself feel that there is something wrong with Murin, as
his talk with Varia is the most boring part of the entire novella... <...> They won’t believe Murin, and all
that he says will be explained away as your desire to be heard and will be attributed to you.

There is little to say about the novel itself. Mr Suvorin has no artistic talent, so it’s not surprising that his
opus does not possess any notable literary merit. <...> The essence of the novel is in its numerous
quotations from the Church Fathers, in the string of miracles that are paraded in front of the reader’s eyes.
Hypnotism, clairvoyance, moralistic discussions on serious subjects — that’s what imparts piquancy to the
new opus of Mr Suvorin.

Should you lose your temper and start breaking furniture and throwing things, I’ll give you a hand. This
kind of mood is familiar to me, but I find it embarrassing to do it on my own: together it is just fine. On the
whole, there is a remarkable harmony between us. I think no-one understands you better than I do. It’s not
surprising that our friendship has withstood the test of seventeen years and I have a medal from you for
long-standing devotion.
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What kind of life have I lived? The life of an author. Sparks of happiness, mostly as a result of a successful
article or a well-received play, but I have never known that simple, true happiness, the happiness of love.

Hilda is a remarkable girl. I think that such girls and women only exist in novels and plays, though. A male
author is forever looking for ideals, he wants to ‘construct’ a woman to match him, to give her intelligence,
imagination, wings, but in real life they are all breeders and nothing more, inferior beings, nonentities or
nearly so by themselves, but who are necessary to inspire a man, to give him vigour, energy, and strength.
They do it with their love, with their passion; they can excite a man, but cannot sustain the excitement and
men fall from those heights, just as Solness did, and die.

Woman is gradually disappearing and her place is being taken by an archetypal female. This backwardness
of the educated woman is a real menace to civilisation. Retreating, she tries to drag man back with her and
arrest his progress, no doubt about it*’.

...Sensual cannot be ‘immoral’. A contact with human skin which ignites desire has an aesthetic quality:
there is no intellectual value in possession, but the former brings joy to my heart. This is the reason I value
perversity...

There is a lot of charm and pleasure in vice, but the consequences are well known and nobody can deny
them. Men get exhausted and madness, diabetes, strokes ensue. Salacious temptations require either young
passion or voluptuous cynicism of old age. The novel by Mme Rachilde is a bad novel, poorly written, but
she seems to be obsessed with sex for the sake of sex or, quite possibly, she indulges in memories of the
time when she was in much demand.

You should keep a woman at a certain moral distance, otherwise, true to nature, she will rapidly debase
herself and do you-know-what to ensnare you. It is easy to influence a woman by indulging her base
instincts: she learns quickly and is fully capable of astonishing even you later on. She starts with an
indignant acceptance, follows up with astonishment, then she starts laughing and noting things till she
finally deceives you without you knowing a thing.

There is no harm in sharing my experience. <...> A man starts to feel an urge of desire sometimes as early
as in the street, as he rounds the corner on his way to meet the beloved one. A woman by herself, on the
other hand, rarely gets excited. Consequently, she only starts to warm up when a man has already cooled
down. You understand? This is the reason why the so-called passionate women, who urge one to go on,
may not even be all that passionate... <...> The secret of famous seducers is in this information. Not to get
too excited oneself until a woman reaches boiling point. The reasons for the slow arousal of woman’s
sensuality are in her anatomy — easy enough to figure out. <...> I do hope that you will not be
disappointed in me for my theoretical earnestness. I do believe you need it, you wouldn’t have asked
otherwise...

My inner anxiety devours me and I have no idea what to do, how to go on living. I can see very well that I
am simply Mr Moneybags to Anna Ivanovna, nothing more. <...> My entire life has passed in labour and,
at my old age, as I stare into my grave, there is no one to sympathize with me, to care for me. <...> There is
no family, no mistress of the house, no focus to my life. There is a hotel with several owners instead, who
simply take money from the cash register and spend it to their heart’s content, as much as they will... <...>
I don’t have it in me to fight this scum, that would only infuriate me and stir up self-loathing. <...> This is
the anguish of a person thrown out of life, of the one who is plucked and shorn, who is not truly alive any
more, who wants to live and is unable to. <...> I often think that, had M. M. turned up some ten years ago,
everything might have turned out differently. As it is, though, it’s simply confusion, with tiny doubts and a
large measure of egoism.

14.01.1895. Evgeniia Vasil’evna [Krivenko] relayed nearly everything to me that he [Suvorin] was telling
them about his life, how he was in love with me and how nothing, he had to admit, came of it; how last
year he had an affair with Shabel’skaia in Berlin which cost him a few thousands. 15.01.1895. Suvorin
started to complain about his boring life, so I advised him to go to Berlin to continue his affair with
Shabel’skaia. He was very surprised and said that Evgeniia Vasil’evna made it all up; he swore at

37 Translated by R. Hingley, in The Oxford Chekhov, (OUP, 1965), vol. VIII, p. 92.
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Shabel’skaia obscenely and, finally, confessed that he had indeed had an affair, but not with her, nor in
Berlin (but in Baden) and not last year.

Hysteria, morphine and port wine have made her one of the wildest women ever produced by the Russian
intelligentsia, sadly replete with unbalanced characters as it is. <...> She was awful in her craving for
drugs. <...> She could do anything in that condition: shoot a person, throw herself out the window, rush
into the street stark naked, spit in the face of a total stranger, set her own bed afire... we’ve seen it all!

Pray tell, what on earth do you need my youth for, why do you keep regretting that I’ve grown old! Were
we young again, well, we would have probably fallen in love with each other and nothing but a tragic farce
would have resulted.

You did more harm to me than anyone else by turning your back on me. <...> You dragged my name
through mud without a shred of proof. You induced newspapers to deny me work, you drove me to
starvation. <...> I want you to know this: if I can’t last till my trial and end up in a madhouse, in a river or
elsewhere — just because my nerves have failed me, not by my own free will — I want you to know that
more than half of it is your fault.

Women imagine that they can do anything. They cheat on their husbands hundreds of times, but when that
husband finally catches them, why, they demand that he, an innocent person, takes the blame upon himself,
and what is more, the husband agrees: women are perceived as a weak sex, so a man ought to play the part
of a fool.

27.12.1893. He [Suvorin] looks distraught and depressed. <...> On our way home, we started to talk about
our relations. Suvorin said that he had only one relative: ‘Sofiia Ivanovna.” 25.01.1894. Suvorin is heart-
broken. They drove him to the point of contemplating quitting Petersburg with all manner of squabbles.
8.02.1894. We discussed our plans for summer. Suvorin invited me to Italy, he suggests that the five of us
go: him, me with [S.-S.’s daughter] Liuba and [S. N.] Shubinskii with [his wife] Katia. 26.12.1894.
Suvorin is complaining a lot about his anguish, old age, apathy and loneliness. He says that he finds it
difficult to write and even to read. 31.12.1894. Anna Ivanovna, it would seem, is starting to grow jealous
of me. She says that she saw me at her husband’s in the evening and that she must have interfered with my
plans as I was very stern with her. I am surprised: ‘I thought I was always pleasant with you.” — ‘No, you
are very pleasant with my husband.’

You write that you are a busy person and you do not know how to talk of your love. Oh, my dear friend!
Would I ever expect a declaration of love from you? <...> It is only our mutual friend E. V. [Krivenko]
who believes that we are in love. At our age, we are beyond suspicion. As though one can’t be just
cordially disposed towards someone and perceive him solely as a good companion and friend.

It’s a shame that it was Pascal who slept with Clotilde [protagonists of the novel Le Docteur Pascal by
Emile Zola] and not another, someone younger and stronger; old King David, fainting in the arms of a
young girl is a frosted melon on an autumnal morning, dreaming of still getting ripe; all in good time, you
know. What rubbish, though: how can sexual potency be a sign of a meaningful life, of health? Should only
a man who can have sex be called a human being? All thinkers were impotent by the age of forty, while
savages in their nineties routinely keep ninety wives each.

Ask for issues No’s 1 and 2 of the magazine Vrach and read the article ‘K voprosu o polovykh
snosheniiakh’. <...> It is right up your alley, meaning that you’ll find a few ideas that are dear to your heart
in this article. It talks about the brand that sex marks young age and genius with. You, the creator of a
maiden who faded and withered after copulation, should blow this kindly author a kiss.

...Assorted disorders of my nervous system, such as incorrect heart function, relatively rapid physical
decay, loss of energy, weakness of memory, recurring apathy, loss and sometimes total absence of interest
in life — ‘I do not have any desires for the future, I do not have any regrets about the past” — I attribute all
these abnormalities, to a considerable degree, to my irregular sexual life.

I visited Levitan in his studio. He is the best Russian landscape painter, but, would you believe it, he’s lost
his youth already. His painting style is not young any more, it is ostentatious. I think he’s worn out by
women. These nice creatures give you love and take only a trifle from men in return — their youth.
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Liza, Elena — these are not Russian girls at all, they are Pythias or something, ever prophesying, full of
excessive ambitions. Irina in Dym, Odintsova in Ottsy i deti, these are all lionesses, fervid, lush, insatiable,
forever seeking something — they are all rubbish. As soon as you recall Anna Karenina, all these
Turgenevian maidens with their enticing shoulders can go to hell.

A Russian writer seems to be afraid of Russian women, as if they would bite him, or exhaust him with their
love, or ruin him with passion and intemperance. For this reason or another, all our writers ‘created’
women rather than possessed them, flattered them rather than told them the truth. Griboedov, Pushkin,
Lermontov and Tolstoy — they all knew women. In Pechorin, Lermontov treated women with more spite
than any other. <...> Gogol, who created such fascinating male characters, who described their comical
features so precisely, did not touch women at all and only preached morality and family duties to a
governor’s wife from Kaluga (Smirnova). Dostoevsky hardly knew women, even though they kissed his
hands at the Pushkin celebrations; Goncharov was too inert for them in his youth and too polite to them in
his mature years — one does not get to know women this way. Grigorovich knows women well, but he
spoke only nicely and with gratitude of them, because of all the joys they gave him in his youth and during
his mature years. <...> Turgenev spent his entire life being a slave to one woman; it would seem that he
was constructing her opposites, sometimes dreaming of a passionate woman like Irina, sometimes of a pure
and poetic one like Liza, sometimes of a politically minded one like Elena, who hastens to say ‘take all of
me’. He had his hands kissed and was told ‘take all of me’ also, but it’s not likely that he took advantage of
those offers. <...> Saltykov did not know women, and his satire barely touched them. Ostrovsky knew a
merchant woman, though mostly by hearsay and by the innate intuition of his talent. Nekrasov preferred
cards to women; he despised the latter and bought them as females, as he needed. Pisemskii seemed to feel
the brutal truth, but it is unlikely that he had a chance to examine it in real life. Leskov knew women very
little and treated them with a feigned respect; I do not believe that Boborykin knows women, even though
he has ‘created’ a great many, all of them fully up-to-the-minute. Young writers, well... I am not convinced
that they know anything at all.

...Nietzsche, a German philosopher, now insane... He is a brilliant and versatile talent. There are clever
ideas about women in his works as well. <...> In the new [Christian] times, idealised sexual love emerged
as the replacement for friendship and woman came forth, complete with her ambitions for exclusive love
and — with her passion — dissolved the link between men and diminished all that used to be so lofty and
unselfish. <...> Consider: when a woman was being ignored, when she stayed at home having children,
men performed great deeds in politics, philosophy, poetry, drama, sculpture, architecture...

Our time is the time of woman’s work and education. Cocottes and women of education both lead the way.
One need not be ashamed of such proximity: opposites do meet. These neighbours have the same
ambitions: freedom, income, and independence. As women gain their freedom, however, the world
becomes impoverished in genius and the areas where talent shines so brightly — literature, arts, politics (an
art also) — swarm with mediocrity. Be it a mere accident or a natural consequence of ruined harmony, one
cannot deny that both in Russia and in Europe major talents are practically absent.

I recall reading a report about some women’s congress recently. One American lady said that the 20"
century will belong to women. This is very likely, however — should it actually happen — it will be the
age of a woman lowering man to her own level, rather than rising to his in spirit and talent. I am not going
to be alive in the 20" century, so am barely interested in it myself.

9.01.1895. We had all manner of heart-to-hearts. Suvorin complained about his loneliness, that his
newspaper and wealth do not make him happy, that he’s hardly known personal happiness, that life has
passed him by. He was so nervous and so distressed that one could hear tears in his voice. At certain points
he was simply unable to speak.

7.02.1895. Suvorin talked about the novella he wants to write. A woman intends to poison her lover, but the
lover kills her instead. He acted the last scene out, showing her sitting in an arm-chair, with him standing
behind and stabbing her in the chest. He saw it in a dream and proposes to write it up now.

Anton Pavlovich! May I ask you to cheer up our Aleksei Sergeevich once again, please! <...> It would
seem that you are the only person he loves and values. He is very depressed and, what is even worse,
unable to sleep. He cannot work as he used to do, which makes him deeply unhappy.

272



3.61

3.62

3.63

3.64

3.65

3.66

3.67

3.68

3.69

3.70

Were you able to come to Moscow at the end of April or at the beginning of May, we could visit
cemeteries, monasteries and suburban groves; pop into Troitse[-Sergieva Lavra], perhaps. <...> If the
weather is fine, our wandering round Moscow and its environs will no doubt be so pleasant that it will be
nice to recall even in our dotage.

The play was a success, it was sold out three times straight away and Suvorin cheered up. He was
particularly fond of [Liudmila] Ozerova playing Hannele and he predicted a great future for her. Suvorin
tended to be somewhat primitive in his theatrical judgements and often wrong. That was the case with
Ozerova as well. He took her hysteria for talent, and her frenzy — for artistic imagination.

19.07.1895. Suvorin is out of sorts; he curses his new theatre and says he is going to put an end to it. <...>
He has no plays to stage. He is sick to death of Petersburg, but unable to break away: he believes that if he
leaves town, he will never come back, die en route to wherever. 11.08.1895. A cold and grim letter from
Suvorin (from Berlin); he writes about his approaching death, about his weakness and that everything good
that came to him now is too late for him anyhow. He plans to go to Paris, then to Biarritz.

Suvorin claimed that he could guess correctly what the mob subconsciously desired. <...> In his theatre,
comedies and high-life melodramas were becoming indistinguishable from chronique scandaleuse and the
insinuations of the boulevard media, they acquired features of semi-lampoon bordering on semi-feuilleton,
<...>turning life into vaudeville and creating a style of acting all of their own. <...> As a rule, the same
female type featured (albeit with certain variations) in all these plays — an ecstatic, violent, hysterical
being with a traumatized psyche. The majority of plays simply rehashed ‘the woman question’ which was
typically interpreted rather banally and conveniently reduced to a love triangle.

I quite like melodrama, mind you... It’s such an obvious rubbish, but touching anyhow... Virtue triumphs,
vice punished... you leave the theatre well satisfied. Actually, I like happy endings... <...> It does not
always happen this way in real life, so it’s nice to see it on stage, at least.

Two such capricious and wilful people could not possibly get along and well before the end of season
Suvorin’s actors would talk about some extraordinarily sharp wrangling sessions between Strepetova and
Suvorin; she would furiously scold him in public, not just for the dirty tricks his business was full of, but
for anything at all that could have only affected such a sick and unbalanced women, who was constantly
getting enraged over nothing.

You should go and see Madame Sans Géne [a play by Victorien Sardou and Emile Moreau] with Iavorskaia
in the lead part. You can meet her, if you’d like. She is refined, well-presented, occasionally clever, even.
<...> Newsmen hounded her all winter in Moscow, but she did not deserve it.

30.04.1896. Yesterday Burenin spoke sharply to me on account of Iavorskaia. This particular actress is
definitely going to cause a falling-out between me and Burenin. He refuses to understand that the theatre
may not be lavorskaia’s theatre exclusively. <...> Iavorskaia pays specific attention to getting rid not only
of her real rivals, but even of the potential ones. 22.10.1896. She [lavorskaia] is woven purely of hypocrisy,
envy, lechery and lies. And her husband dotes on her. Would that he knew even a fraction of her past life.
11.12.1896. Showdown with Iavorskaia, correspondence with her, her complaints. She is rather an
accomplished torturer. <...> She flatters me, yet keeps befouling me at the same time. 7.02.1897. For this
actress [lavorskaia], I did more than for anyone else. Last year, I lent her 1200 roubles, I gave her husband
3000 roubles, I staged several plays especially for her.

Correspondence with Tavorskaia. What a tormentor she is, this woman. ‘It’s not her fault!” Her enemies are
guilty, those who persecute her, but she is utterly blameless. I wrote several letters to her. She doesn’t want
to understand anything. I have to give the theatre up.

I could have mentioned a few even less significant events, for instance a women’s club which was founded
with the express object of preventing men from joining; I could have also mentioned, by the way, that the
prototype of women’s clubs was a witch’s Sabbath. <...> A witch’s Sabbath is a symbol of the freedom
women strove for; in the olden times, when they believed in all kinds of devilry, women attained it only if
they became witches and, in this guise, did everything their thirst for freedom and love prompted them to
do. Now they can do all these things as they are, and in the 20" century, they will be even less affected and
stronger still. Oh, a Russian woman is a brave one and a diligent attender of the Bare Mountain...
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By the way, the second half of the passing century is marked by strong progress, both in electricity and ‘the
woman question’. <...> A woman always played the role of a housewife, house manager and enforcer of
order; she always knew how to avoid being lost in a complex network of family needs and it was she who
invented the very concept of family home — why can she not deal with the matters of civil order that
justice is concerned with? <...> I believe that, sooner or later, women will come to compete with jurists
and may even beat them at their own game, given women’s ability to defend both guilty and innocent
equally, using the Code of Laws, and their highly strung eloquence.

The 20" century, which I will not be able to live in, will show its citizens — at present still in the short
trousers — that women will continue challenging electricity with their innate energy. During the
Renaissance, Italian women excelled as both lawyers and public speakers — so, during the second
Renaissance, which is starting now, we shall have French, German, and Russian women as lawyers and
solicitors, too. One does not have to be a prophet to say this.

I am a journalist and only in exceptional cases a writer; my plays and my prose —I am writing a novel at
the moment — appeared strictly by accident; V kontse veka. Liubov' cost me a great deal of effort. ...I
snatched the spare time to work on it from my other jobs.

A mere woman will not be able to best one of our kind. Talents and skills being equal, she is still inferior to
a man. And what are her chances to excel against someone more talented? Our brain has been strengthened
by millennia of traditions and the blood flow to it keeps getting better and better with time. And what do
you possess? Your heredity is strong in the matters of love only and your nervous system developed
accordingly... Love and sexual functions take too much blood away from your head and brain... therefore
it is not nourished as well as ours.

I can easily point out men to you who are occupied exclusively with love and courtship; they change their
women regularly, but every such change causes tension and requires much more energy than, for instance,
a calm and habitual love life with one’s wife. My point is that such men, whose sole aim is the enjoyment
of women, gradually get dull and stupid by wasting their best life juices; they lose energy and become
useless in the end... As a matter of fact, such men resemble women, because almost the only preoccupation
of women is making love. How can they possibly compete with men? They can vanquish weaklings, mind
you — those very weaklings who make the hunt for women their lifework.

Over recent years, public demand for refinement and talent has declined. Trickery masquerades as art,
dissipation — as a special kind of morality induced by the 19" century, a century of both quick
communication and liaisons, with no time for careful consideration. <...> Love waxed with the speed of an
electric light and waned instantaneously, then transferred onto the next object, to wax and wane all over
again. Bodies grew exhausted, men were getting ever stupider, but richer in triviality; women — ever more
flippant and vulgar, yet richer in their love experiences.

...He also wrote a large novel V kontse veka. Liubov', in which he skilfully depicted a taste which is so
strong nowadays on the part of our society for the mysterious unknown. In this respect, he outstripped, as it
were, social thinking, because many years ago he had already verbalised the thoughts that, at the moment,
preoccupy Mr Rozanov, Mr Filosofov and various others.

Well, here is something major for you: if you would only allow me to properly develop an admittedly
delicate subject in Novoe vremia — on sex and sexual matters. <...> As a matter of fact, our views on
marriage and family are fairly ambiguous. The gospel offers no opinion, it even says at a crucial point: ‘it’s
better not to marry’. The fount of our 2000-year-old aversion to sex is right here, in this terrible line and it
seems to me that certain, utterly demonic, undercurrents entered the stream of our civilisation with this line
as well, having effectively disguised themselves as ‘meekness’ and ‘purity’ first...

Modern marriage is a stuffed animal. It should be thrown away along with Christianity, which is certainly
dying out. Love should be free, on one mandatory condition only: having had a child, the man and the
woman raise him themselves, at least <...> till he is 10 or 12 years old and can enter secondary school.
<...>...It might be an idea to create institutions staffed with well-paid males, for women and girls to
satisfy their carnal needs. Let’s preach Islam. It is ever so much more practical than Christianity.

Do you have anything left in you apart from ‘sacred sex’? You believe it is sacred indeed; so there is
nothing to prove. What else is left, though, if one does not accept that sex is sacred? <...> I recall, when
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Tolstoy published ‘Afterword’ to his famous novella where he preaches heavenly innocence and where
Pozdnysheyv is featured, I received a long and passionate letter from a certain gentleman, who eloquently
cursed Tolstoy for his sermon on continence; he said that there is nothing left for a Russian, if they are
denied liaisons with women (who love it to bits), but vodka and the noose.

Nobody deals with literary matters in our newspaper. Burenin scorns literature and jeers at it. You never
read, nor have any curiosity, dwelling on ‘sacred sex’. <...> As I know from SPb vedomosti, the newspaper
of my beloved son [Rus’, publisher A. A. Suvorin] preaches nudity, so a certain damsel wrote that Rozanov
and [M. O.] Men'shikov may well emerge naked soon, in red scarves and galoshes only.

I feel that she is one of those damsels who are nothing much even naked — not tempting at all. There is
plenty of such trash around. They are worse than prostitutes, because the latter have some sort of appeal at
least, while the former have nothing but a vulva, a foul one at that, which they busily push at all and
sundry.

You keep insisting that it is a baby that justifies coitus. As for me, I think that that is rubbish. Just rubbish.
Children are born wretched, delinquent, imbecilic, foul etc., because, whether inside or outside marriage,
they all copulate with the lecherous, drunk, <mangy?>, exhausted, <illegible>! Most of the people are
cattle, a kind of dung, somewhat better than dogs, or perhaps even worse than those in so many ways. What
kind of ‘great mystery’ is it, when it comes out of filth?

He always felt for Suvorin the deepest respect and love, which was close to enthusiasm; this was not out of
personal gratitude only (although, without Suvorin’s material support, Russian literature would have been
deprived of Rozanov), but out of absolutely disinterested attraction to this typically down-to-earth person, a
‘common man’ with the talent of a literary impressionist.

I heard some profound thoughts on virginity from A. S. Suvorin and from [the seminary lecturer]

A. V. Kartashov. The former said once: “Well, I did notice that when a girl loses her virginity (without
marriage), she loses everything. She gets befouled’. Of course, he did not imply any of the usual moral
judgements at all, he just shared an observation: ‘what happens’, ‘what results, ‘what follows thereafter’.

In just two days, I revised the first act of the play which I started recycling from my novel Liubov'last year.
I completed the first act and a part of the second one earlier. The first act is now done, but I don’t think I’ll
continue. It’s difficult to deal with a fantastical subject.

5.10.1897. The worst of it is being aware that I am not long for this world, in fact over and done with. I
can’t work as I used to and that depresses me. I can’t be idle. The wish to work is still there, but I have no
strength left whatsoever. 6.03.1898. My health is deteriorating and there is this inexplicable aversion to
doctors. <...> You just rage at this old age, that eats your energy and talent, that consumes your soul...
15.03.1898. I feel seedy. My temper is hot beyond belief. <...> It may all end with a ruptured vessel — and
off I go on my last journey. I feel awful for being unable to work. 8.09.1899. I’ve been trying to write.
Nothing comes out. I’ve been doing the second act of “The Heroine’ [recast of the novel], it looks pitiful.
Here is the time then to put an end to these exercises as well.

I wanted to continue with my comedy. [The lawyer and writer S. A.] Andreevskii suggested a conclusion.
The hero ought to get to know women carnally, then he could marry Varia, who used to live with Muratov.
This way, they are equal. Virginity is a terrible thing for a girl. Why did nature ever invent it? Animals do
not have a hymen. Why should Eve’s daughters have it, then? Is it an error of God and nature or the
foundation of a family?

I liked your new play, acts 1 and 2, and even find that it is better than Tat'iana Repina. The latter is closer
to theatre, while this one is truer to life. Act 3 lacks structure though: there is no action and even its main
idea is not clear to me.

An educated nobleman taking up the cloth is a hackneyed idea, it does not arouse any curiosity any longer,
<...> and with his virginity and his chastity they will see him as a eunuch. <...> Whether Varia’s father
knows about her sin or not is not at all important, to my mind. Of course, the sexual sphere is critical to our
lives, yet it does not determine everything, far from it; and it is not nearly always decisive. I’ll tell you
more when you send me act 4 (should I have something useful to say, of course).
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I’ve been racking my brains about act 4, and could not come up with anything, except that you should not
have nihilists at the end of your play. This is much too boisterous, too loud: a quiet, lyrical and touching
ending to your play will be more fitting. When your heroine grows old without achieving anything or
reaching any conclusions about herself; when she sees that she is uninteresting, unwanted, abandoned by
everyone; when she understands that all people in her life were idle, useless, and wicked (her father as
well) and that she had let her life slip by — is this not worse than nihilists?

I am glad that you have nearly finished your play and so I repeat that you should write both plays and
novels: firstly, because this is generally a good thing to do, and, secondly, because it’s good for you, it
brings pleasant variety to your life.

8.06.1900 My old age is over, now I am getting decrepit. Old age is tolerable still, but decrepitude is
particularly miserable. Not a gleam of hope. 25.09.1900. I am not going to be able to wield my pen for
much longer. I am at that particular stage of dying when I do not want to tell anyone that I am actually
dying; while all around me see it pretty clearly, but keep silent and do not show that they are actually ready
for my death. <...> In my old age I feel so lonely, that if it were not for my theatre or my writings, I would
be lost. I could hang myself. 27.09.1900. My family is getting smaller, but the expenses are growing, i. e.
the robbery is increasing month by month and year by year. <...> I wrote to Lelia [son Aleksei] that I
would like to have a break from all this trivia, that I would like to establish a family board to control
expenses. He replied that I was acting King Lear. Yet all I am acting is an old man, tired of all this anxiety
and malice. 5.10.1900. I talked to Anna Ivanovna about the dowry [for their daughter Nastia]. She turned
on me at once, as though I was blaming her. And she attacked me viciously, calculatingly, to prevent me
from putting a word in, so that I would keep my trap shut and let them have it their own way. <...>T’ve
been living for too long and I am in their way now.

On the 28™ of February 1901, Novoe vremia celebrated its 25™ anniversary with great pomp. It is rather
unlikely, though that anyone of those present at the ceremony could have possibly recognised it for what it
actually was — Novoe vremia’s wake. No-one could see that the 25™ anniversary was a turning point in the
life of the only Russian paper of its time, followed by its gradual decline.

It’s impossible to speak openly and frankly. The newspaper is becoming abominable. <...> The newspaper
depresses me. I am afraid for its future. There is a whole crowd of journalists there, most of them mediocre,
idling their time away. I said that a jubilee is a rehearsal for a funeral. That’s exactly how it is going to turn
out.

...Russian women played a prominent role in the life of Europe. This is easily explained: Russian women
are the most liberated women in Europe in both the straight and figurative meanings of this word, just as
Russian literature is the most liberal and humane in everything that concerns women, because Russian
literature is a literature of men and Russian men are particularly grateful to women for all the love they
give.

The issue of equality re-emerged only at the beginning of the 40s. Since then, it has been evolving faster
and faster, and the final victory of women is not far off, whatever men, both grateful and ungrateful, may
say about it. The 20" century will be the century of and for women, unless men do their utmost to self-
improve, smarten up and become worthy leaders for the fair half of mankind.

One has to admit that, inside any man, there is a deep-seated hostility towards women — and vice versa.
Man has subjugated woman, deliberately adjusted her to himself and imposed certain goals and duties on
her, quite different to those that she herself developed. Whether woman is equal to man or not is beside the
point. However, women have begun their struggle for equality; it is a struggle not entirely pleasant and
sometimes most unpleasant for men. Men of letters can discover some signs of mutual male and female
hostility even in the lives of liberated cocottes. I am referring to the most attractive side of this struggle,
however, to women’s right to study on a par with men. This is the most admirable of women’s ideas and it
is also the decisive one.

Our literature despite the enormous quantity of its organs has not encouraged women in this scientific
respect for quite a while, and a lot of ink has been spilled to prove the fact that women would never go far
in it.
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[Suvorin] spoke against women doctors, along the lines of ‘why the hell do we need learned women with
mathematics, Greek and Latin’ and, to clinch the argument, <...> told us about a woman doctor he used to
know who dedicated her entire life to sick people; she looked after other people’s children and spent entire
days treating sick peasants in a local hospital.

Women would have accomplished nothing, were they to allow themselves to indulge their whims, give way
to despair or try to impose their views on others. <...> All the good done by women over the last thirty or
forty years as doctors, nurses, midwives, medical assistants, professors, teachers, agronomists or just as
educated women — who could possibly ignore all that? <...> Compared with the past, the amount of
female intellectual labour has grown considerably.

Generally speaking, the issue of morality, dealt with ironically, satirically or very seriously indeed, has
been a thread throughout the entire past fifty years, both in Russia and abroad. <...> Consider: what is
called ‘boldness’ or ‘playing around’ for men, for girls, there is a word: ‘dissipation’.

A woman does not educate herself out of idleness, but for the sake of survival, career, social status or
marriage. <...> Moral ‘falls’ are known to occur, of course; but, when they do, women usually drop their
studies as well; thus, only those who take their education seriously tend to remain. May I ask, though:
where do we have more of these ‘falls’? In society itself, by any chance? This is a delicate, but an obvious
question. Is any family safe from this disaster, which is so often caused by instinctive and blind infatuation?

I believe that a higher education provides self-awareness, enhances intellect and adds something to one’s
sense of responsibility, primarily to oneself. Were it otherwise, we would not need it all that much.

I borrowed the main ideas and a couple of scenes from my own novel, but consider the play Vopros an
independent opus. It was created from the opening chapters and evolved into a play. The second part did
not feature in the play at all. <...> I singled out the question of virginity for the play and treated it
independently from the novel.

Where Mr Suvorin’s play is not a melodrama, it is a veritable verbal diarrhoea of fashionable subjects.
They talk about everything on stage: Neo-Christianity and ‘the woman question’ (Act 1), Marxism,
worker’s songs, botany, Ophelia, Antichrist, and Ubermensch (Act 2), the role of women in the Arts and
Goethe’s Faust (Act 3), the importance of family, falling stars, fallen women and angels (Act 4). Quite
often they talk a lot of rubbish. Of all the issues raised, there is only one which is relevant to the play itself
— one about a woman ‘with a past’. Not being a novelty, this issue is dealt with fairly incompetently. <...>
Apparently, Mr Suvorin wanted to say that ‘the truth’ often leads to tragic consequences. This idea in not
new either (pure Ibsen).

I want to be recognized as a free human being... I do not want to beg forgiveness, to abase myself... <...>
I do not want to prevaricate in front of those who are stronger, and those who are stronger should not dare,
should not have the right to question me about my past, to interrogate me as a criminal, as a slave... <...>
You are not fit to judge us: you violate the law yourself, you trample it in mud.

The author does not hint at any way to resolve the problem once and for all. Having raised a general and
very significant issue of family morals, he touches upon some details in passing only: he looks at its various
combinations, he complicates it, and finally, he stops with a question mark over the thesis of his play.

I encountered reviews which said that ‘the question’ raised in my play is simply not worth raising. They say
it’s a subject for a vaudeville, rather than for a serious comedy. <...> Virginity is considered nonsense, a
prejudice. The very word ‘prejudice’ was often used by the reviewers. It was sneered at, while the word
‘fall”’ was met with rude laughter, lacking both humour and wit. <...> In Petersburg, I was astonished by
the sheer number of women in the theatre. <...> Well, this is ‘the question’ for women, after all. They can
only benefit, if they would stop believing men that virginity is a prejudice. <...> Were virginity a mere
prejudice, you see, one ought to get rid of it as soon as possible. <...> At the first infatuation, once in love
for the first time, the girl should immediately say ‘Take all of me’, and of course, the man would be only
too happy to oblige. It’s a sheer pleasure for him. For a girl, though it’s not even a pleasure sometimes, but
a risk of pregnancy.

Here is a remarkable fact: the fair half of the human race has an organ which is absent in the fair half of the
animal world, primates included. The very thing they call virginity is missing. <...> All that Mechnikov
says as regards virginity is by no means essential. This very same question I tried to clarify in my play
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Vopros. <...> Sciences are not aware of any physiological role for virginity. I believe, however, that God
knew what he was doing when He made women so different from females of animal species. He chose
woman to be the guardian of the human race against degeneration, male lechery, male sexuality which
already manifests itself in boys, whereas the first love of a girl is often platonic, unrelated to sexuality...

Mankind is more and more inclined towards uninhibited, free love — not towards siring the best possible
future generations. The fewer children the better, perhaps it is best not to have any children at all. <...>
Who knows, though: the absence of powerful gifts, great talents and minds, which is so noticeable in our
days — is this the result, at least to a certain degree, of this obsession with the sole enjoyment of love?

Mr Mechnikov <...> calls this discrepancy, for example between early sexuality in men and later one in
women, ‘disharmony’. <...> He operates with facts proven by science and he avoids moral judgements.
These emerge regardless, however. Should a person choose to enhance this disharmony with incontinence,
lechery etc, he has to pay for it with tragedies of jealousy, suicide, murder, health failures, diseases and
premature death. <...> Whether this disharmony results from the fact that a man is a degenerate monkey, or
whether God made him so and he is the Crown of Creation (as I believe), there is only one conclusion,
regardless: one must perfect oneself, because this is the only way to live a long and potentially happy life.

...Now I am telling you my life story; I beg you, read it and give me some advice, show me at least a tiny
path and I'1l follow it, because if I let things slide — I feel I might kill myself. <...> I could have more than
once exchanged my peasant status for a “Your Excellency’ and riches; I was fortunate to have had plenty of
widowed generals as suitors, but I saw that they had no regard for my inner self at all, they just liked my
body, which aroused their desire (which, incidentally, is the cause of so much foolishness in life); I disliked
them and that ruled out marriage for me.

Apart form Dimitrii, I was also interested in Kseniia, the daughter of the Tsar Boris. <...> Those brief
notes that we can find in Russian chronicles are full of sympathy for Kseniia. These chroniclers knew that
she not only lived with the Samozvanets, but accepted disgrace as well — heaped upon her by many in
Russia and abroad — by wandering from one monastery to another in those troubled and violent times. It’s
rather remarkable that her Russian contemporaries, who were so scrupulous over a woman’s ‘sin’ and even
more so over a girl’s one, regarded this fallen dignity, this unwilling concubine, this nun — as a saint, who
suffered for others, with the entire Russian people and who, with this ‘disgrace’ and suffering, bought
herself eternal life and access to Heaven.

There is nothing worse than the impotence of old age.
I have desires, I have ideas, but I am too weak to realize them.

21.09.1902. My irritability is abominable. <...> You commit a senile folly and then put it right. <...> My
nerves are so frayed that I can’t cope with myself these days. In old age you just go mad, you get
thoughtless, irritable, weak-willed. 2.10.1903. 1 am sad. <...> It seems that I am not the only one
disintegrating, not only Novoe Vremia, but all of Russia as well.

I am glad that you are unable to banish me from your heart. Please, do not do that. Just leave a small place
for me there. You know, your writing makes me happy and I would have liked you to start a new play this
summer. You ought to write it, because it is only your physical powers that are waning, not the mental
ones. <...> Let’s write an 18" century drama together. <...> Or, perhaps, we should write one each. You
will write a major historical piece, strong passions, a mystery woman, while I’ll do a ‘kitchen-sink’ drama.
We’ve got to live, darling Aleksei Sergeevich, if not our own life, then someone else’s. For the time being,
though let’s keep small places for each other in our hearts and let us remember sometimes that there is a
kindred soul around, who will always be there in one’s hour of need.

Suvorin closely followed all the vagaries of the war; he fretted, worried, could not sleep, kept reading
articles and he wrote himself, trying to lift the morale of the Russian public. It was his year of travail; it
drained a lot of his energy and ruined his health. Also, the failures of the Russian army affected Suvorin
terribly and destructively. He became high-strung beyond measure and hotter-tempered than ever before.

To be honest with you, I see no point in fantasizing about serious matters and agree with one of my female
correspondents who says that a joint discussion of state affairs will lead to many marriages; it does not
necessarily follow, though that the ‘Russian population will increase significantly’, as my correspondent
believes. <...> On the other hand, I believe that women who are able to contribute positively to the work of
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even the most gifted statesmen with their intelligence and influence do actually exist. I do not believe that
women should confine themselves to love and children either. Not all of them have this opportunity
however, nor are able to remain satisfied with it. Our women have the right to vote, albeit via a male proxy.
I do not see any harm in women enjoying this right personally. This is in no way contrary to the idea that
Goethe called ewig weibliche.

She is despotic, ambitious, commanding, never selective about her means of gaining her objectives, nor
sparing of blood... <...> She loves life with all the fervour of her youth and wild passion; she wants to live
this life, to conquer it, even at the price of her own life, her sufferings. <...> She is a female Don Juan,
seductive, passionate, the one they are ready to die for because she imparts passions and ardour.

Female terrorists are ready and willing to turn executioners and eat human flesh. Among Russian women,
one finds both Marfa-Posadnitsa and Saltychikha. Our female terrorists are as bad as Saltychikha in their
cruelty and dissipation. They tell horrible things about debauchery. Decadents are the fount of obscenity. A
magazine exists which publishes only pornography, the history of prostitution, Marquis de Sade, Casanova,
etc. Emerging novelists know the female body inside out.

You <...> with your great mind, your big talent, endeavoured to overturn an old and absurd opinion of
women. You upheld and continue upholding an incredibly revolutionary idea. You worked and are working
now on the creation of the fifth estate. This fifth estate is — woman. For forty years, you have loved
woman, not women. You advocated her liberation from slavery. Your Medea, your Tat'iana Repina, your
Varia Bolotova — they are all women who protested against slavery, against morality created by men for
their own convenience. And so, your heroines stopped at nothing. Some of them perished, like Tat'iana
Repina, others, like Varia, triumphed. In this struggle you supported women with your enormous talent.
You wanted a woman to have the same rights of moral freedom as a man does; you wanted her to be no
more responsible for her deeds than a man is — not to be condemned as a sinner for a deed not only
pardonable, but considered somewhat heroic in a man.

Mme Mironova in her brilliant speech <...> said that I always loved woman, not women. This is true. To
love many women means to waste a lot of that noble energy which is needed so much for an active and
persistent work. I did not have any of Don Juan’s abilities, but I always thought highly of women, because I
believe that they contribute a great deal to the health of our nation and are responsible for so many things
even during the current period of anarchy.

[M. O.] Men'shikov told me today that I should try to write a novel <...> Well, I have no idea where to find
that creative tension, not to mention talent, which is imperative for the task. And, should I do so after all, I
would write a political novel. I do not have nearly enough observations of the younger generation, while
the older generation I dislike.

Vera: Full equality will only be reached when female culture emerges alongside the male one. This will
ensure the independence that woman needs so badly and, via her, humankind as well. Liuliusha: I think it’s
never going to happen. Vera: Well, it’s started already and women are even going to overtake men in many
ways...

Tseder: There is a certain sum which will buy a night not just with a woman, but with a virgin...
Liuliusha: You mean robbing, killing, raping?.. You feel so free to do anything in the mighty name of
revolution. Me, though — what can I do, being so light-minded?.. So, from me and also from all the girls
that don’t sell themselves — here you are! (she slaps Tseder, falls into an arm-chair and commences
sobbing hysterically). Curtain.

Since childhood, he had been surrounded with such comfort and happiness as is hardly ever available to a
genius, and he reached the end of his life as fortunate as he always had been. His life is an epic poem
without shocking dramas, without the terror which devastates the heart of a genius, chaining it and
tormenting it.

Suddenly we recognised ourselves as being white slaves of Anna Ivanovna. <...>I’ve lived through your
illness this winter. I know how grave and agonizing it is, so please let me and Misha do all the work in this
and do not commit the same error all over again. <...> We are not attacking, but rather defending ourselves
from the attack which has already reduced us to nothing; so this unfortunate clause [in Suvorin’s will]
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which assigned the leading role in our business to Anna Ivanovna all of a sudden should certainly be
corrected.

Having finished with my will, I’ll let my throat be cut. Should they cut me to death, it will be a natural
death still. <...> I am afraid of suffering. I am haunted by ‘The Death of Ivan Il'ich’. Klavdiia Ivanovna
would have resembled the peasant who attended on Ivan Il'ich, if she only chattered less, if she did not
provoke arguments with me, knowing full well how detrimental it is for me not only to talk emotionally but
simply to talk. She competes with Bogdan Veniaminovich [Gei]. She contacts doctors behind his back
these days. <...>I’ve known her for so many years, so I have no reasons to question her commitment, but
her oddities, all this tagging along after me everywhere, to Paris, to London, here: that does not seem to
constitute — how should I put it — a convincing proof of such a commitment. <...> I can’t get rid of the
idea that I look ridiculous and silly with such a trail. On the whole, my illness, actually a tragic one, looks
like something of a joke because of all this fuss.

I pity her, I really do. As an odd person, not as an actress. She is a weird, sick person, who has neither
commitments nor refuge. I am sure of that. She keeps looking for something, all in vain. Perhaps she just
wants to be happy. She has imagination, talents, but they are somehow imperfect, rudimentary. <...>
Herself, she is miserable and homeless and so is attracted to her likes.

I give up everything, even my theatre work, if I have to submit to this viper, this traitress who has been
hating me for 18 years only because, as a young man, I rejected her love. <...> You can’t allow Destomb to
appear at the theatre, to lord it there, to act as the directress in charge of Malyi Theatre.

Suvorin’s face is sallow, shrunken, badly wrinkled, awfully sick. He is aware of his grave condition. This
person Destomb attends him diligently: she is horrible to his family — she’s sent them all away. Suvorin’s
wife came here for two days, but she had never had a chance to talk to her husband in private — Destomb
was always around; she convinced Suvorin that his family wanted to poison him, so he is now afraid of
them. He wouldn’t eat a bite without Destomb approving it. What an awful, impossible situation for all of
them.

According to the will of the deceased, 20 thousand roubles go to the Malyi Theatre actress Destomb, who
was Suvorin’s personal assistant and who attended him during his last illness. Incidentally, when Suvorin’s
abscess troubled him too much, Mme Destomb sucked out the pus personally, because she discovered that
this alleviated his sufferings, while nurses refused to do this.

For me, though there is only death on the other side. And I tell you that this is good. It is good not because
death is a necessary link in the chain of life, but because she is quite an attractive woman. She is a strong
woman and a devilishly convincing one, too. She is not a skeleton with a scythe, but a beautiful, slim,
slightly pale woman, in a light-coloured dress, with blue eyes and a friendly smile. She invites one to rest
and to rest in peace. Nothing to be afraid of.

Fortune never abandoned Suvorin. His life was a success and his death was one as well. He died in a period
of ideological confusion, when befogged minds of the liberal and even parts of the democratic intelligentsia
have lost their traditional clarity and firmness in rejecting the reactionary powers of Russian society and
when the idea of an accommodation with the demands of mundane success is gaining broad popularity in
some strata of our society.

Conclusion

C-1

C-2

In my writings, I have never betrayed anyone, but my courage depended in any particular case on the
circumstances... If you find yourself in a vice-like grip, as the modern journalist often does, then who is
going to emerge unscathed? So, of course, I admit my faults as a journalist, but if, by any chance, my work
is ever assessed in an unbiased way, then I am sure that the result will be positive. And as a publisher, I
shall leave a formidable reputation. Yes, exactly and precisely that, a formidable reputation with not a
single blemish.

...if it is all right to sell cotton cloth, why is it not right to sell one’s convictions? Both cloth and
convictions are acquired items, and what can be acquired, can be sold. <...> After all, what is a conviction?
Is it not a sail driven by the wind of time and experience? But times keep changing, so the wind blows
either from the south or from the north, in a word, from all sides. Would it not be plain unnatural to move
against the wind?
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I can’t bring myself to portray the chaos which I’ve seen and which I’ve felt in my heart. It is horrendously
difficult. One simply can’t help being false and prevaricating. That’s the way things are now. <...> An
educated Russian person has never had to face these accursed questions, certainly not put so sharply as they
are put now; he has never become so confused and so concerned, and he has never been more aware of the
need to get clear, sensible, and solid supportive acknowledgement of his shaken convictions taken as a
whole. Convictions? Do we, the so called intelligentsia, have any? We don’t. There are some fragments,
some blurred images, and there is, of course, criticism, merciless criticism, leading to wreckage and
destruction.

One should give more freedom to personal opinion and refrain from imposing one’s own view, which is a
serious handicap in the newspaper business. Newspapers do not offer a collection of truths, but a collection
of views. I’ve been reproached for being a weathercock. But I am not a weathercock at all. Rather, as a
person without a really serious and solid education, and having therefore continuously to learn, to read and
to catch things on the fly, I’ve always given freedom to opinions and have actually been mainly
preoccupied with literary form.

Suvorin as politician, as a public figure <...> always stood aloof from the hereditary ruling class, so he was
remarkably sharp-sighted, and he was also edifying and interesting for many. His happily fortuitous origin
endowed him with a judge’s impartiality in all those political and ideological disputes where others were
interested parties. In the competition of class and economic interests he was absolutely free, since he could
pari passu assign himself to either camp.

To progress from a peasant hut via journalism to the heights of social thought and life at the top of a great
country, to acquire an indisputable influence not only on public consciousness, but on the whole
administration of the country — this is not only to play a major historical role, but also to reflect and to
express an entire historical era.

It is possible to qualify Suvorin as one of the founders of Russian conservative liberalism in its intellectual
basis at the initial stage of this politico-ideological movement. The main principles of Suvorin’s (‘rightist’)
version of this developing ideology were bourgeois modernisation and the promotion of liberal values in a
strong centralized state with gradually consolidating representative institutions.

281



