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AHHOTAIUA: DTa CTaThA [I0KA3bIBAET, KaK CII0CO0 OBECTBOBAHUSA [I0CTOEBCKO-
ro B «IIpecTynjeHny ¥ HaKa3aHUU> He TOJIbKO CO3/laeT y YUTaTess OXU/JaHue OCy-
IeCTBJIeHUs CLleHapUs BUHBI, HA CAMOM JieJie [IpeJJiarasi eMy CIleHapuil CThifia, HO
1 3ab6pachbIBaeT YuTaTeJIe IPSAMO B roJIOBY PacKoJIbHUKOBA IIPEX/ie CO3aHUSA JOJIK-
HOM IUCTaHIIUK MeXZY HaMH U ero Cloc060M MBICTUTD. [TocKoIbKy PackonbHUKOB
coBepuiaeT yOUICTBO B IIEPBOH YaCTH, YUTATeJb OKKUAAET Pa3BUTHUSA II0BECTBOBAHUA
II0 CIIeHapUIO BUHBL: IPeCTYIJIEHNe, PacKasiHIe, HaKa3aHue, HcKynieHre. Ho nmose-
CTBOBaTesb JJOCTOEBCKOTO MpeziaraeT HaM CIieHapyuil CThIAa, He UMEIONIUN JeTKO
3aUKCUPOBAHHBIX CTAAUi pa3BUTUA. CThIl OTHOCUTCA K YeJIOBEKY B LieJIOM, BUHA
3axBaThIBaeT ropaszo 6oJee y3Ky0 061acTh — 06JaCTb YeI0BeYeCKX eicTBuil. B
«IIpecTymyieHUH 1 Haka3aHUU> JIOCTOEBCKUI MCCIIefyeT, KaK OCTPbINA 1 60Jie3HeH-
HBIH CTHIZ 3a ce6d caMoro BBIHYX/iaeT PacKOJbHUKOBA COBEPIINTH IIPECTYIJIEHHE.
B KoHIle mecToi 9acTy PacKoNbHUKOB, HAKOHEII, IPU3HAETCS B CBOEM IIPecTyIe-
HUU (¥ 5TO BaXKHBIN 3Tall — IIpU3HAHKMeE BUHBI) — HO IIPU 3TOM COBCEM He IIPOsBIIsA-
eT packasgHuA. JIOCTOeBCKUI TaKUM 06pa3oM He JjaeT YUTaTelo 0OpPecT YyBCTBO
YCTOWYMBOCTH B Te4eHKE BCETO POMaHa: MbI O’KH/IaeM — HO He TI0JIy4aeM — pa3BUTHA
[I0BECTBOBAHN 10 CLIeHAPHIO BUHBI BIUIOTb /10 3aKJTI0YMTEIbHBIX CTPAHHUI] 3IMJIOTA.
J0CTOeBCKUH yCUIUBAET CBOIO CTPATErrIO, COXPAHASA CLleHapUi BUHBI aKTyaJIbHBIM
1 paboTaOIMKM B CO3HAHUH IPYTHUX ePCOHaXel poMaHa. [TOCKOIbKY G0IBIINHCTBO
IepcoHaXKell paccMaTpUBalOT PacKOJIBHUKOBA KaK HOCUTENS HPAaBCTBEHHOTO JyB-
CTBa, OHU OXUJIAIOT OT Hero 3a60ThI 0 Apyrux. Ho aToro He nmpoucxonut. ITocKonb-
Ky YUTATeJX Pa3aessaioT OXKUaHNA IePCOHaXKel, UX yAUBJIeHNe CTAHOBUTCS HAIIUM
ynuByeHueM. ITo Mepe TOTro, KaKk repoy «9UTa0T» PacKOJIBHUKOBA — €ro JIUIO, CJI0-
Ba ¥ ZIEMICTBUSA — MBITASACh IOHATD, YTO VM /IBIDKET, — YUTATEJIH JeJIal0T TO JKe CaMoe.
HecooTBeTcTBHE MeX/y TeM, 4er0 MbI OKHUZaeM, U TeM, YeMy Mbl CTAHOBHMCS CBU-
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ZleTeJIsIMU, 3aCTaBJIsIeT HAC CTPOUTD NIPEAIIONI0KEHUA Aablie. PaCKOJIbHUKOB CMO-
)KeT yBUzeTh B cebe HPAaBCTBEHHOE YyBCTBO, KOTOPOE B HEM HIIYT II0OBECTBOBATEIb,
YUTATeNN U repou-HaBGII0aTeNy, He paHblie, YeM OH 0CO3HaeT U IPU3HAeT B cebe
HOTPeGHOCTh B APYTOM, KaK 3TO HPOMCXOUT B KOHLe SMUJIOTA, KOTZa OH MOBepra-
ercsi K COHUHBIM HoraM. JIIo60Bb — caMoe MOrydyee HpaBCTBEHHOE YYBCTBO U3 BCEX
9yBCTB — MO3BOJUT PacKOJIbHUKOBY OCTaBUTb B NPOILIOM CBOM CThbl, MPU3HAThb
CBOIO BUHY Y BOCCOEJUHUTLCSA C Y€JI0BEYECTBOM.

KnroueBble cii0Ba: CThblJ, BUHA, PACKasgHUE, UAEHTUYHOCTb, HUTWIN3M, IIOBe-
CTBOBaTeJIbHbIE CTPATeTUH, IeTeKTUBHBINA pOMaH
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Abstract: This article shows how Dostoevsky’s narration in Crime and
Punishment not only creates the expectation of a guilt script while offering readers a
shame scenario but also plunges readers into Raskolnikov’s head before distancing us
from his thinking. Because Raskolnikov commits murder in Part One, readers expect
a guilt script: crime, repentance, punishment, expiation. But Dostoevsky’s narrator
offers us a shame scenario, which has no fixed script. Shame relates broadly to human
identity; guilt relates more narrowly to human action. In Crime and Punishment,
Dostoevsky explores how the pain of shame at one’s identity leads Raskolnikov to
commit murder. At the end of Part Six, Raskolnikov finally confesses his crime —
an important acknowledgement of guilt, but he does not yet signal repentance.
Dostoevsky thus keeps readers off-balance for the novel’s duration — we expect, but
do not get, a guilt script until the Epilogue’s final pages. Dostoevsky strengthens
this strategy by keeping the guilt script alive among the novel’s characters. Because
most characters view Raskolnikov as a moral agent, they expect him to feel concern
for others and to act accordingly. But he doesn’t. Since readers share characters’
expectations, their puzzlement becomes ours. As characters “read” Raskolnikov —
his face, his words, his actions - trying to understand what motivates his actions,
readers do the same. The discrepancy between what we all expect and what we
witness keeps us guessing. Not until Raskolnikov realizes and admits his need for
others, as he does at the end of the Epilogue when he is thrown at Sonya’s feet, can
he see himself as the moral agent that Dostoevsky’s narrator, readers, and character-
observers have been expecting all along. Love, the most powerful moral emotion of
all, allows Raskolnikov to get past his shame, admit his guilt, and rejoin the human
community.
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Shame and guilt are moral and thus profoundly interpersonal emotions'.
Located on the boundary of self and other, shame and guilt are intimate-
ly linked to questions of identity — individual, social, cultural, and national.
Shame and guilt make us aware of ourselves, others, and the world. So does
literature, which may explain the ubiquity of shame and guilt on the pages of
classic as well as popular works of literature. As moral emotions, shame and
guilt have evaluative and moral dimensions, that is, they can help us to recog-
nize wrong action and motivate right action [Taylor 2006: 55], [Prinz 2010:
520]. On these terms, not all emotions are moral: fear for one’s life is not,
whereas fear for one’s soul is. Contemporary research has also shown that
emotion works as a process: it starts with an automatic, non-cognitive eval-
uation of a person or a situation that triggers a physiological response and
is followed by a cognitive evaluation of the initial response [Robinson 2005:
59]. Instant judgment, physical response, mental evaluation. Long before this
research, Dostoevsky exploited this process, using the dual action of emo-
tion and evaluation to involve readers in the action of his texts. Since moral
emotions entail judgments that identify what we care about and thus value,
they awaken our cognitive as well as affective capacities. By portraying char-
acters experiencing emotions, Dostoevsky not only allows us to understand
who they are and what they care about, he also activates readers’ emotions to
make us experience and then reflect on emotion. In short, Dostoevsky engag-
es readers’ emotions then pushes us into cognitive overdrive. In an unexpect-
ed yet powerful way, Dostoevsky’s texts mimic the process of emotion itself.

In what follows, I will show how Dostoevsky’s narration in Crime and
Punishment not only creates the expectation of a guilt script while offering
readers a shame scenario but also plunges readers into Raskolnikov’s head
before distancing us from his thinking. By the end of Part One, Raskolnikov
has committed murder. Readers thus expect a guilt script: crime, repentance,
punishment, expiation. But Dostoevsky’s narrator offers us a shame scenar-
io, which has no fixed script. Shame relates broadly to human identity; guilt
relates more narrowly to human action. Shame entails a negative evaluation

1 My shame studies started with the mothers: the sociologist Helen Merrill Lynd wrote Shame
and the Search for Identity (1958), a fundamental text for all shame researchers; and Helen Block
Lewis contributed both Shame and Guilt in Neurosis (1971) and Sex and the Superego (1987),
which show how shame’s affective power is brought to bear on gender issues as well as on the
study of shame itself. Some of the most useful psychological shame studies are: Francis Broucek
(1991); Gunnar Karlsson and Lennart Gustav Sjoberg (2009); Gershen Kaufman (1993); Melvin
Lansky (2005); Michael Lewis (1992); Susan Miller (1993); Andrew Morrison (1989); Donald L.
Nathanson (1992) and editor (1987 and 1996); and Carl Schneider (1977; 1992). Useful philo-
sophical studies are: Jesse Prinz (2010); Anthony J. Steinbock (2014); Gabriele Taylor (2006); J.
David Velleman (2001); and Dan Zahavi (2011).
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of a person’s whole self, arising from feelings of inferiority, inadequacy, or
exclusion. Guilt entails transgression against personal, moral, social, or legal
norms. Most importantly, shame is not about the action itself, but about an
exposed part of self [Karlsson and Sjéberg 2009: 352]. While guilt involves
temporary, voluntary actions that one can compensate for, shame is a more
permanent state, which is connected to one’s being in the world. We may feel
guilty for harming another, but we feel shame that we are the kind of person
who can do so. Moreover, in guilt one is the subject of an action, whereas in
shame one has the experience of being objectified. Shame is thus experienced
passively, which accounts for much of the pain it evokes?. In Crime and Pun-
ishment, Dostoevsky explores how the pain of shame at one’s identity leads
Raskolnikov to commit murder.

In order to hide his shame at being dependent on the women in his life,
Raskolnikov develops a theory in which guilt serves as a litmus test: no guilt =
strength, guilt = weakness, which is shameful. For Raskolnikov to admit guilt
would mean to acknowledge that he is not the extraordinary man he wants to
be. At the end of Part 6, Raskolnikov finally confesses his crime — an import-
ant acknowledgement of guilt, but he does not signal repentance, which is
critical for a guilt script, until the end. Dostoevsky thus keeps readers off-bal-
ance for the novel’s duration — we expect, but do not get, a guilt script until
the Epilogue’s final pages. Dostoevsky strengthens this strategy by keeping
the guilt script alive among the novel’s characters. Because most characters
view Raskolnikov as a moral agent, they expect him to feel concern for oth-
ers and to act accordingly. But he doesn’t. Since readers share characters’
expectations, their puzzlement becomes ours. As characters “read” Raskol-
nikov - his face, his words, his actions - trying to understand what motivates
his actions, readers do the same. The discrepancy between what we all expect
and what we witness keeps us guessing.

Dostoevsky’s Narrative Strategy Part One - Plunging Readers
into his Murderer’s Head

Although Dostoevsky initially drafted Crime and Punishment in the voice
of a first-person narrator, he shifted to a third-person narrator, who rapid-
ly moves into his protagonist’s head and uses his omniscience both to depict
Raskolnikov’s actions and to reveal his thoughts. By the opening of para-

2 Robinson (2005) and Karlsson and Sjéberg (2009) are among the scholars who note the
pain of passivity.
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graph six, we are outside on a Petersburg street as well as inside the unnamed
protagonist’s head. In little more than a page, Dostoevsky’s narrator has both
provided us context, analysis, and perspective (the advantages of third-per-
son omniscience) and plunged us into Raskolnikov’s fevered brain (the ad-
vantage of first-person narration).

Alook at the novel’s opening paragraphs shows how Dostoevsky achieves
this. The novel’s first paragraph is a single sentence:

B Hauae uI0JIs, B Ype3BbIYAIHO KapKoe BpeMs, II0J Bedep, OH MOJIOZI0H de-
JIOBEK BBILIEN U3 CBOEH KAMOPKH, KOTOPYI0 HaHUMaJl OT JXHUJIBLOB B C-M IepeyKe,
Ha yJIUILY ¥ MeJJIeHHO, Kak 6bl B HepelnMocTy, oTipasuics k K-Hy mocry [JlocToes-
ckuit 1972-1990: VI, 5].

In the beginning of July, during an extreme heat wave, toward evening, a young
man exited the closet he rented from tenants in S- Lane, stepped out to the street and
slowly, as though undecided, headed toward the K- Bridge’.

This sentence provides the set up: time, protagonist, place. Local time is
also Biblical time: the novel’s first two words — V rachale — are the open-
ing words of the Gospel of John, which cite the opening words of Genesis: “In
the beginning”. Likewise, the novel’s time is literary time: the beginning of a
middle month (July) toward the end of day. Beginning — middle - end: Ar-
istotle’s unity of time*. By combining Aristotelian time with Biblical and lo-
cal time, Dostoevsky cannily inscribes elements of tragedy and salvation into
his realistic novel.

Dostoevsky’s protagonist is an impoverished young man - the room he
rents from other renters is so small that the narrator calls it a “closet”, the first
word that signals the novel’s Petersburg setting®. Next, the narrator desig-
nates locations using abbreviations (S-Lane and K-Bridge), a fairly standard
Russian literary practice that signifies typicality. Since Moscow and provin-
cial towns were organized differently, these abbreviations would have allowed
Dostoevsky’s contemporaries to recognize that the young man lives in Peters-
burg, information the narrator withholds until paragraph six [Tikhomirov

3 All translations are my own. Citations from: F.M. Dostoevskii. Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v
tridtsati tomakh. Leningrad: Nauka, 1972-90 [[ocroeBckuii 1972-1990].

4 Iam indebted to Margo Rosen for both these observations. Margo Rosen, “Teaching Crime
and Punishment”, lecture for teaching staff of Literature Humanities, Columbia University, April
10, 2013.

5 Petersburg had more rental buildings than Moscow and other cities, whose inhabitants
tended to live in houses (osobnyaki). Muscovites leasing space to others would offer a wing or
annex. Dostoevsky’s earlier works were set in St. Petersburg, so contemporary readers may also
have been primed to expect a Petersburg setting.
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2005: 47], [Toporov 1995a: 259-367]°. Our young man walks slowly — be-
cause of the extreme heat or because he’s undecided? The opening sentence
raises many questions.

In paragraph two, the narrator provides background information, inform-
ing readers that the young man «6maronosy4yHo u36ersys BCTpedu C CBO-
el X03s51Kol Ha sectHune» / “had successfully evaded a meeting with his
landlady on the stairs.” We learn that his «kamopka» / “closet” is more like a
«mwKad» / “armoire” than a “kBaptupy / “apartment,” that it is under the roof
of a five-story building, that his landlady lives one floor down, and that he
must pass by her almost always open door to exit the building. These external
facts indicate the young man’s poverty. In the paragraph’s last two sentenc-
es, the narrator reports on his protagonist’s emotions, supplying an expla-
nation for them as he does so: «/ kaxablii pa3 MOJIOJION YeJIOBEK, TPOXO/s
MKMO, 4yBCTBOBaJI Kakoe-TO 6OJIe3HEHHOe U TPYCIUBOE OIIyIeHKe, KOTO-
POTO CTBIAWIICA ¥ OT KOTOpOoro Mopmuicsi» / “And each time the young man
passed by, he felt some kind of fevered and cowardly sensation, which made
him wince with shame. He was indebted to his landlady, and he was afraid
to meet her.” In this mixture of reporting and commentary, we already see
Dostoevsky’s authorial hand: his narrator blurs the line between description
(passing the landlady’s door) and emotion (fear and shame), analysis (his in-
debtedness) and insight (his fear again).

In paragraph three, the narrator moves further into his protagonist’s head,
moving from commentary to indirect discourse, that is, to voicing his char-
acter’s thoughts. We find commentary near the beginning of the paragraph:
«OH 10 TorO yriy6uscs B ce6s U yeAUHUIICS OT BCeX, 4TO 6OsICA Aaxe BCS-
KO# BCTpeuH, He TOJbKO BCTPeuM ¢ X03siKoi» / “He was so immersed in
himself and had isolated himself so much from everyone that he was afraid
not only of meeting his landlady but of meeting anyone at all.” We move to
indirect discourse at the end of the paragraph: «Hukakoii X035#KH, B CyIIHO-
CTH, OH He 6osiyics, 9TO ObI Ta HU 3aMBIIUIsAJIA IPOTUB Hero»/ “Basically, he
was not afraid of any landlady, whatever she might be plotting against him.”
Here, Dostoevsky’s narrator is reporting from the inside, allowing readers to
overhear the young man’s thinking. By the fifth paragraph, the narrator has
moved to direct discourse, reporting his protagonist’s inner speech: «Ha ka-
KOe J1eJI0 X049y MOKYCUThCS U B TO JKe BpeMst KaKUX MyCTAKOB 6010Ch! — mozy-
MaJ OH C CTPaHHOIO yiIbIOKOii» / “I want to attempt such an undertaking and
at the same time I fear such trifles’ — he thought with a strange smile”. As the

6 These locations, identified by Anna Grigor’evna Dostoevskaya, Dostoevsky’s wife, are also
significant locations in the literary tradition of the Petersburg text.
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young man thinks aloud to himself, we learn about his pride and fear, even as
the narrator comments on his “strange smile”. Reading the opening of Crime
and Punishment closely introduces readers to the strategy Dostoevsky uses
throughout most of the novel: this narrator stays so close to Raskolnikov that
we see events almost entirely from his perspective’. In short, Dostoevsky the
author keeps the advantages of both first-person and third-person narration.
As readers of Dostoevsky, we must never underestimate his narrative skill.

Getting Away with Murder

When I teach Crime and Punishment, my students and I start with a close
reading of the novel’s opening paragraphs, as we have just done here, but
then we leap forward to the murder scene at the end of Part One. Here I ask
the question posed by my mentor Robert Belknap: Do we want Raskolnikov
to get away? Since most of us say yes, I ask why? My students then point to
textual clues that reveal Raskolnikov’s basic goodness — such as his spon-
taneous charity, his response to his mother’s letter, his dream of the mare.
One student replied “because he’s not a murderer at heart” — an answer that
identifies Raskolnikov self-division. Some students know that Raskolnikov’s
name derives from the word for “schism,” which allows us to discuss Raskol-
nikov as a modern, divided self. In Part Three, Dostoevsky’s narrator has Ra-
zumikhin explain Raskolnikov’s self-divisions to his friend’s newly arrived
mother and sister:

I[TonTopa roga st PofroHa 3Halo: yIpioM, MpadeH, HafiMeHeH, U TOpA; B IOCIe/iHee
BpeMs (a MOXeT, FOpas3fo NpexJe) MHUTeNIeH U UIOXOHAPYK. BenukopyieH u 106p.
YyBCTB CBOMX He JIIOOUT BBICKAa3blBaTh U CKOPEH KECTOKOCTb C/ieflaeT, 4YeM CJIoBa-
MU BbICKaXeT cepzlie. IHOra, BIpo4YeM, BOBCe He MIOXOH/PHK, a IIPOCTO XOJIO/ieH
¥ 6eCdIyBCTBeH [0 GecdesioBedrs, IPaBo, TOYHO B HEM /iBa IPOTHBOMONOXKHbIE XapaK-
Tepa IoodepesHo cMeHsATCA [[JocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 165].

I've known Rodion for a year and a half: sullen, gloomy, arrogant, and proud;
recently (and maybe much earlier) touchy and hypochondriacal. Magnanimous
and kind. He doesn’t express his feelings and would rather commit a cruelty than
express his heart with words. At times, however, he’s not hypochondriacal at all, just
inhumanly cold and unfeeling, exactly as though there were two opposing characters
in him, changing places with one another.

7 As Gary Rosenshield has demonstrated, Dostoevsky’s narration remains very close to
Raskolnikov, who is in all but six scenes in the novel. Moreover, all eyes, including the narrator’s,
are on him. See [Rosenshield 1978].
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Razumikhin, whose name derives from the Russian word for “reason”,
actually observes two sets of oppositions: (1) the obvious contrast between
Raskolnikov’s altruistic and egoistic impulses and (2) the less obvious duality
of his egoistic traits — an excess of emotion, seen in his narcissistic touchiness
and hypochondria, and a deficit of emotion, seen in his coldness and unfeel-
ingness. Razumikhin’s diagnosis suggests that Raskolnikov’s unfeeling cold-
ness is a defense against his feelings of touchiness and hypochondria, which
are symptoms of shame sensitivity. Raskolnikov’s complex psychological pro-
file complicates reader response: we sympathize with his altruistic moral self,
manifest in his dreams and spontaneous acts of charity, yet we respond un-
easily to the warring factions of his egoistic self — his emotionally vulnerable
self and his calculating, rational self.

Dostoevsky the author further complicates reader response to Raskol-
nikov by making it clear that he is not just a young man torn between the de-
sire for power and dominance and the desire for love and community, but
also a product of 1860s Russia. By taking the language and ideas for Raskol-
nikov’s article “O prestuplenii / On Crime” [[JocToeBckuii 1972-1990: VI,
198-206] from Pycckxoe Cnoso / Russian Word, the “thick” journal that was
the platform for Russia’s nihilists, Dostoevsky identifies Raskolnikov as a ni-
hilist who believes that the superior individual not only has the right but the
obligation to act now, creating the future by tearing down existing beliefs
and power structures. As Raskolnikov, Razumikhin, and Porfiry Petrovich,
the examining magistrate, discuss Raskolnikov’s article in Part Three, Dosto-
evsky reminds us of his novel’s title Prestuplenie i nakazanie / Crime and Pun-
ishment, by using seventeen variations on the verb perestupit’ — which means
to overstep, cross over, transgress, commit a crime®. By identifying Raskol-
nikov as a young nihilist whose ruthlessness is inspired by sympathy for the
downtrodden and desire to improve society, Dostoevsky not only portrays
Raskolnikov as a modern divided self, he also reveals a deep contradiction in-
herent in the 1860s Russian nihilist movement.

Shame and Guilt: Divided Scripts

Dostoevsky further complicates reader response to Raskolnikov by
having both shame and guilt contribute to his crime. His theory raises
him above the guilt and shame resulting from the debts and withdraw-
al from the world that make him dependent on two women - his landla-

8 Robert L. Belknap. Dostoevsky seminar, 1981.
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dy and his mother®. His will to power can be seen as a defense against his
sense of dependency and weakness. As the psychologist Gershen Kaufman
notes, “Scripts that aim at maximizing power over others and maintaining
control in either relationships or situations encountered constitute anoth-
er strategy for protecting the self against shame” [Kaufman 1989: 101].
As we see, Raskolnikov divides the world into the powerful and the pow-
erless. By murdering the old woman, he hopes to prove that he belongs
among the powerful: «5I ngorazancsa torga, CoHsi, — IPOJOJKAJ OH BOC-
TOPKEHHO, — 4TO BJIaCThb /JaeTCs TOJbKO TOMY, KTO MOCMeeT HaKJIOHUThCS
¥ B3SITh €ro. [...] f...s1 3axoTen ocMenuthbes u yousn...» / “Then I realized,
Sonya,” he went on ecstatically, ‘that power is given only to the one who
dares to reach down and take it. [..] I...I wanted to dare, and I killed...”
[DocToeBckmit 1972-1990: VI: 321]. Raskolnikov sees the act of murder
as a way to elevate himself not only above his victim but above all those
who would not do the same. If he can prove to himself, and to the world,
that he is extraordinary, he can overcome the shame of being like oth-
ers. After all, he’s not the first young man to squander his family’s hard-
earned money upon arrival in the big city.

While Raskolnikov’s shame-guilt dynamic does not lend itself to easy
schematization, Dostoevsky helps us to separate them. Raskolnikov plans one
murder but commits two. The intended victim, the old pawnbroker Alyona
Ivanovna, is the predominant figure in Raskolnikov’s shame script; the unin-
tended victim, her sister Lizaveta, figures in the guilt script. When Raskol-
nikov thinks about his crime, he thinks about Alyona Ivanovna, his intended
victim, whom he objectifies with labels such as «npouenTmuma»/ “pawnbro-
ker”, «crapymoHka or crapyxa»/ “the old crone” or «Bomb» / “louse” [Hdo-
croeBckuit 1972-1990: VI: 211]. When the novel’s male characters discuss
the crime, they also focus on the old pawnbroker. Since the third-person
narrator stays so close to Raskolnikov that readers tend to identify with his
thinking'®, we also tend to think of his intended victim as “the old crone”.
Moreover, like Raskolnikov, we also tend to forget Lizaveta, the unintention-
al victim, who is always referred to by name rather than label. But Lizaveta is
not forgotten — the landlady’s servant Nastasya Petrovna, Sonya, and Dunya
all mention Lizaveta, thereby keeping her and the guilt script alive in readers’
awareness. By dividing Raskolnikov’s murder victims in this way, Dostoevsky

9 See Edward Wasiolek for an examination of Raskolnikov’s relationships with women
[Wasiolek 1988: 1-26].

10 For excellent discussions of the narration in Crime and Punishment, see Rosenshield and
Frank.
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keeps the tension between shame and guilt alive. Raskolnikov’s task, in the
novel, will be to get past his shame in order to get to his guilt. In short, he
must remember Lizaveta.

The first time Raskolnikov spontaneously remembers Lizaveta, rather than
being reminded of her by others, comes before the novel’s most concentrat-
ed shame scene — Raskolnikov’s dream of trying to kill the pawnbroker again.
This is Raskolnikov’s second major unconscious dream in the novel''. Read-
ers tend to remember the first unconscious dream — the peasant Mikolka’s
brutal beating of an old mare. Scholars and readers concur that Raskolnikov
identifies with all three major figures in the dream: the child Raskolnikov, the
old mare, and the peasant Mikolka. Raskolnikov’s relief upon waking from
this horrific dream offers evidence of Raskolnikov’s sense of guilt: «T'ocno-
au! — MOJIAJI OH, — IIOKa)KH MHe IIyTh MOU, a 51 OTPeKaloCh OT 3TOU NMPOKJIA-
TOM... Me4Thl Moeiil» / ““Lord!’ he prayed, ‘show me my way; I renounce this
cursed... dream of mine!”” [JocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 50]. This dream
thus reinforces readers’ expectation of a guilt script: Raskolnikov acknowl-
edges and repudiates the evil of his intended crime.

Raskolnikov’s second unconscious dream — the beating of the old crone -
is more puzzling because it is a shame dream. As noted earlier, guilt follows
a script: transgression, repentance, expiation, redemption. Shame has no set
script, yet it always involves an unexpected and disorienting sense of expo-
sure. Seeing and being seen are critical: the painful self-consciousness that
accompanies shame derives from a sense of being exposed. Standard respons-
es are flight and paralysis. We find all of this in Raskolnikov’s dream.

Before this shame dream, Raskolnikov remembers Lizaveta: «bennas JIu-
3aBera! 3auem OHa TyT MoBepHyJach!.. CTpaHHO, OZHAKO X, TOYeMy 51 06 Heil
TMOYTH ¥ He AyMalo, TOYHO He y6uBai?.. Jluzasera! Consi! BenHble, KDOTKUe,
C IJ1a3aMH KPOTKUMH... Muibiel» / “Poor Lizaveta! Why did she have to turn
up there!.. Strange though, why do I almost never think of her, as if I hadn’t
killed her?.. Lizaveta! Sonya! Poor meek ones, with meek eyes... Dear ones!”
[OdocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 212]. This is the only time Raskolnikov thinks
of the unintended consequences of his consciously realized “dream.” Signifi-

11 As I note elsewhere, there are four kinds of dreams in the novel: 1) unconscious dreams
(sny) — of the mare [JocroeBckuii 1972-1990: VI, 54-60] and of beating the old crone [[o-
croeBckuid 1972-1990: VI, 273-8]; 2) conscious dreams (mechty) , such as Raskolnikov’s “ugly”
“dream” of killing the pawnbroker [locToeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 7] and Razumikhin’s “dream”
of marrying Dunya, semi-conscious dreams such as the daydreams (grezy) of the oasis [ocToes-
ckuit 1972-1990: VI, 67], the dream in Epilogue 2, and the auditory hallucination of Ilya Petro-
vich beating the landlady [TocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 115-117]; and 4) nightmares (koshmary),
such as Svidrigailov’s [JocToeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 506-510]. See [Martinsen 2014: 165].
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cantly, as he remembers Lizaveta, he associates her with Sonya using the lan-
guage of the Beatitudes — “meek ones” (Matt 5.5).

Raskolnikov’s encounter with the tradesman who accuses him of mur-
der precipitates this dream. He returns to his room feeling vulnerable and
exposed, and the narrator reports his internal monologue. Raskolnikov
bemoans the fact that his crime was petty and insignificant, not grand
and Napoleonic: «Hamoseon, nupamusbl, BaTepyioo — u Tomas rajeHb-
Kasi perucTpaTopiia, CTapyuIoHKa, IPOLEHTIUIA, ¢ KPACHOK YKJIaAKOIO
oA KpoBaTbio» / “Napoleon, pyramids, Waterloo — and a scraggly, re-
pulsive registrar’s widow, an old crone, a moneylender with a red trunk
under her bed” [JoctoeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 211]. His crime does not
reflect his idealized, Napoleonic self-image. As he heaps scorn on himself,
Raskolnikov identifies with his victim: «[IoTomy, moTOMY 51 OKOHYATENBLHO
BOIIb, — MPUOABUII OH, CKpexela 3y6aMu, — IOTOMY YTO CAM-TO 5, MOXKET
OBbITB, ellle CKBepHee U raxke, 4eM yOuTas BOIIb, ¥ 3apaHee nped4ys8cmao-
8aJ, 9TO CKaxy cebe 3TO yxKe nocse TOro, Kak yoniol» / “That’s why, that’s
why I am definitively a louse,” he added, grinding his teeth, ‘because I am
myself perhaps even more nasty and repulsive than the louse I killed, and
I sensed beforehand that I would tell myself so affer I killed her!””. Raskol-
nikov is clearly not experiencing guilt or repentance here. In fact, he tells
himself, «O, kak s HeHaBMXY Tenepsb cTapymoHkKy! Kaxercs, 6b1 1pyroi
pas yous, ecnu 6 ounynace!» / «Oh, how I hate that little old crone now!
If she revived, I'd kill her again!” [[TocToeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 212].

In the dream that follows, Raskolnikov does exactly that. He revisits the
murder scene and repeatedly hits his victim on the crown of her head with
an axe. She does not stir, as though she were made of wood. The dream
thus reflects his sense of impotence. He commits the crime, but he fails:
«OH MIPUTHYJICS TOTJa COBCEM K IOJy ¥ 3arJIsiHYJI el CHU3Y B JIMIIO, 3arJsi-
HYJI ¥ IOMEePTBeJI: CTapPYIIOHKA CU/ieia U CMesilach, — TaK U 3aJIMBajiach TH-
XUM, HeCJIbIIIHBIM CMEXOM, Ha BCeX CHJI KPeIsiCh, YT0O OH ee He YCbImam /
“Then he bent completely down to the floor and peeked into her face from
below, peeked and went dead: the little old crone was sitting and laughing -
simply dissolving in soft, inaudible laughter, trying with all her might not to
let him hear her” [JocroeBckuii 1972-1990: VI. 213]. As the victim lives and
the murderer goes dead, Raskolnikov’s worst fears are realized — he is not
only impotent but ridiculous. Responding with the rage of the narcissistical-
ly injured, he renews his assault. Yet the harder he hits, the louder she laughs.
Raskolnikov then hears laughter and whispering from the bedroom:
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OH Gpocuiics 6exarb, HO BCS IPUXO03Kasd yxKe MOJIHA JIOei, ABepy Ha JeCTHULE
OTBOPEHBI HACTEXb, U Ha IIONIA/Ke, HA JIECTHUIIE U TyAa BHU3 — BCE JIIOAHU, TOJI0BA
C TOJIOBOH, BCe CMOTPAT, — HO BCE IIPUTAMIIUCh U XK/AYT, MOJ4ar... Cepzilie ero CTeCHu-
JIOCb, HOTY He ABIXKYTCSA, TPUPOCHH... OH XOTell BCKDUKHYTb U — IpocHycs [[locTo-
eBckuit 1972-1990: VI: 213].

He started to run away, but the whole entryway is already full of people, the door
to the stairs are wide open, and on the landing, on the stairway, and farther down —
there are people, head to head, all looking — but they held themselves back and they
wait, they are silent...His heart contracted, his feet do not move, they’ve become root-
ed...He wanted to cry out — and woke up.

This part of the dream magnifies Raskolnikov’s sense of exposure. He is
caught red-handed: not as a murderer but as an impotent killer. His uncon-
scious exposes him as a failure.

By murdering the pawnbroker, Raskolnikov exposes himself to a humiliating
self-examination. He is not the hero he wants to be. His crime has failed - not liter-
ally, but figuratively. He has killed his dream of greatness. Raskolnikov confesses to
Sonya, «4I ce6s y6u, a He crapymionky! / “I killed myself, not the old crone!” [ZTo-
croeBckuii 1972-1990: VI, 322]. In his theory, Raskolnikov divides the world into
the powerful and the powerless. We see his will to power as a defense against his
sense of dependency and weakness. He is indebted to his landlady and his moth-
er because of the choices he has made: after arriving in Petersburg, he lived above
his income; more recently he has given up tutoring. If he proves to himself and oth-
ers that he is extraordinary, he can overcome the shame of poverty and nonentity.
Raskolnikov is seeking a new word'2, but students must understand that he is not
only a literary cliché — a young man from the provinces who squanders his family’s
money in the city, he is also a derivative thinker who overhears other young men in
a tavern discussing “his” theory. Raskolnikov has fallen victim to what Dostoevsky
calls “ideas in the air” [TocToeBckuit 1972-1990: XXVIIL, 2, 136].

Significantly, the dream underscores Raskolnikov’s obsession with the
pawnbroker, and we come to see that she is associated with Raskolnikov’s
sense of identity and thus with the shame script. Lizaveta, on the other hand,
represents the unintended consequence of his theory or “dream” and thus the
guilt script. In order to take responsibility for Lizaveta’s murder, he must ac-
knowledge it. But Lizaveta does not figure in this disturbing dream. Viewing
this as a shame dream helps us see that Raskolnikov must get past his shame
in order to acknowledge his guilt.

12" Dostoevsky introduces the theme of original thinking in the novel’s fifth paragraph, as
Raskolnikov comments that most people are afraid of a new step, a new word [ocToeBckuii
1972-1990: V1, 6].
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Narrative Strategy Part Two: Getting Out of Raskolnikov’s Head

While staying close to Raskolnikov creates a lot of sympathy for him, it
also taints our thinking. One way Dostoevsky gets readers to distance our-
selves from his protagonist’s perspective is by portraying other characters
who “read” Raskolnikov and discover gaps between what they expect and
what they find. Dostoevsky constantly reminds readers of these gaps by fo-
cusing on other characters’ perceptions of Raskolnikov.

After spending most of Parts One and Two getting readers into Raskol-
nikov’s head, Dostoevsky starts helping us get out of it in Part Three by
providing more character-observers. In Chapter Three, the narrator re-
ports the observations of Zosimov, who was «Ha6ro1aBIuii 1 M3y4aBmnit
CBOEro MalyeHTa CO BCEM MOJIOABIM XXapOM TOJIBKO YTO HAaYMHAIOLIETO
I0JIeYnBaTh AOKTOpa» / “observing and studying his patient with all the
youthful ardor of a doctor who has just begun to practice” [[JocToeBckuii
1972-1990: VI, 171]. Surprised that Raskolnikov seems to regard the ar-
rival of his family not as an occasion for joy but as an ordeal, Zosim-
ov observes that «Buepanrnero MmoHoMaHa» / “yesterday’s monomaniac”
is keeping his emotions in check. Zosimov’s diagnosis of Raskolnikov’s
monomania establishes his credibility. Moreover, Dostoevsky’s narrator
articulates the gap between Zosimov’s expectation that the arrival of his
mother and sister will have a healing effect on Raskolnikov and his ob-
servations that the ensuing conversation seems to open an old wound. By
this point in the novel, readers have seen Raskolnikov act spontaneous-
ly and generously as well as calculatedly and selfishly, a split in his char-
acter that keeps us off-balance. In this scene, Dostoevsky focuses readers’
attention on the split.

Because we know more than Raskolnikov’s young doctor at this point,
readers can appreciate the astuteness of Zosimov’s diagnosis:

DTHX NepBOHAYATbHBIX IPUYKH 5 He 3Hal0, HO BAM OHU JI0JDKHBI ObITh M3BECTHBI.
Bbl yesoBeK YMHBIH U, YK KOHEUHO, Haf co60ii Habmonanu. MHe Kaxercs, Hayano
BAIEro PacCTPOICTBA COBIIAZAeT OTYACTH C BHIXOZIOM BAlllMM M3 YHUBepcHUTeTa. Bam
6e3 3aHATHIA 0CTaBAThCSA Helb3A... [[JocToeBckuit 1972-1990: VI: 213]

I do not know the underlying causes [of your illness, DAM], but they must be well-
known to you. You are an intelligent person and, of course, have observed yourself. It
seems to me that the beginning of your disorder partially coincides with your leaving
the university. You cannot remain without occupation...
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Although Raskolnikov agrees with Zosimov here, the doctor notes «pe-
IUTeNIbHYyI0 HacMemKy» / “a decided mockery” [[locroeBckuit 1972-1990:
VI, 171] in his face, a passing observation that underscores Raskolnikov’s ir-
ritability and arrogance'®. As we can see, Dostoevsky uses the professional
observer to sharpen his readers’ observational skills: he wants us to be aware
of Raskolnikov’s emotional states and the disconnect between his words and
actions.

Zosimov’s observations prepare readers for Dunya’s. In this same scene,
the narrator notes that Dunya sees but does not understand her brother Ro-
dya’s playacting. Dunya’s observations confirm Zosimov’s outsider diagnosis
and establish her insider emotional perspicacity. The scene further reinforc-
es Dunya’s observational credentials by contrasting her perspicacity to Razu-
mikhin’s. Although earlier we had come to admire Razumikhin’s judgments,
the narrator shows us what a difference family knowledge can make:

Ou yBuzan Obl, eciivt 6 GbIT IPOHULIATENIbHEE, YTO YYBCTBUTEIHLHOTO HACTPOCHHS
TyT OTHIO/b He ObLJI0, a OBLIO ake HEYTO cOBceM HanpoTtus. Ho ABoThsi PoMaHOB-
Ha 5To 3aMerra. OHa NPUCTATBHO U ¢ 6eCOKONCTBOM cieana 3a 6patom.[JocTo-
eBckuil 1972-1990: VI, 172]%.

Had he been more penetrating, he would have seen that there was no sentimen-
tal disposition here, rather something quite the opposite. But Avdotya Romanovna no-
ticed it. She fixedly and anxiously watched her brother.

By portraying Zosimov and Dunya observing Raskolnikov, Dostoevsky
models keen observation for readers, teaching us how to read. The verb I
translate as “watch” is “sledit” — to follow or investigate, a verb that is also
used for judicial as well as medical investigations. If we want to understand
Raskolnikov like his doctor or sister, we must watch him closely. And if we
watch through their eyes, we will share their cognitive dissonances — the mo-
ments when our prior knowledge or assumptions clash with our observations.

I next jump to Raskolnikov’s third and final meeting with Porfiry Petro-
vich, the novel’s other professional observer, or investigator / sledovatel’ [ [lo-
croeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 343-353]. Here Dostoevsky draws on the nascent
genre of detective stories in order to model keen observation and thereby
provide reading instruction for his audience. A fan as well as publisher of Ed-
gar Allan Poe, Dostoevsky plays with the form of the detective novel, stress-
ing the “whydunit” over the “whodunit” in Crime and Punishment, a novel that

13 The narrator’s observations elsewhere confirm this diagnosis — Raskolnikov’s self-chosen
self-enclosure and obsessive thinking cause him great anguish.
14 See also [[Tocroesckuit 1972-1990: VI, 178].
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had an enormous influence on the Russian detective tradition'*. In Part Six,
Porfiry visits Raskolnikov to warn him of his imminent arrest. In this meet-
ing, Porfiry disconcerts his suspect, who expects an accusation, by treating
Raskolnikov respectfully and voicing sympathy for him. Porfiry lays out his
investigatory process, thereby establishing his psychological acuity and out-
lining a method of reading. Readers already know who committed the crime
(the “whodunit”). Nonetheless, Dostoevsky has Porfiry explain to Raskol-
nikov how he put various clues and incidents together to determine who
committed the murders, all while creating a psychological profile that helps
account for the why (the “whydunit”) - the major unresolved question of
Crime and Punishment.

Porfiry’s process has two prongs: evidentiary and intuitive. He cites the
clues and incidents that led him to Raskolnikov — the pawnbroker’s labels,
Raskolnikov’s fainting spell in the police station, his taunting of Zamyotov,
his article on crime, his visit to the empty apartment, and his earlier inter-
views with Porfiry: «Bcé Beb 3T0 OZJHO K OHOMY-C, OJJHO K OZIHOMY-C, Po-
nuoH Pomanbry, rony6unk!» / “One thing leads to another, one thing leads
to another, my dear Rodion Romanych!” [HocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI,
345]. More importantly, however, Porfiry prides himself on comprehend-
ing Raskolnikov’s character: «Pa3gpaxuTenbHbI BBl YK O4eHb» / “you are
too irritable” [ocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 344]; «yapy4yeHHOMY, HO rop-
ZIOMy, BJIACTHOMY U HeTepreJMBOMY, B 0COOEHHOCTH HeTeprearBoMy!» /
“aggrieved but proud, domineering, impatient — especially impatient” [Jo-
croeBckuit 1972—-1990: VI, 344]; «cMesnbl, 3aHOCYMBHI, CEpbe3HbI» / “daring,
presumptuous, serious” someone who «MHOTO y yyBcTBOBas» / “had felt a
great deal” [JocroeBckuii 1972-1990: VI, 345]. When he read Raskolnikov’s
article, Porfiry declared it « Hesera u paHTacT4YHa, HO B Hel <...> FOPAOCTb
I0Has ¥ <...> CMeJIOCTb oTuasiHus» / “absurd, fantastic, full of pride, the cour-
age of despair», and he thought «Hy, ¢ 3Tum 4enoBekom Tak He npoiizet!s /
“*Well, for this man it won’t end there!”” [[TocToeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 345].
Now Porfiry declares «y6ui, na 3a 4ecTHOTO 4esioBeKa cebsl IOYUTAET, JII0-
Zieii mpe3upaet, 6yieHbIM aHresioM xonuT» / “he killed, and yet he considers
himself an honest man, despises people, walks around like a pale angel” [o-
croeBckuil 1972-1990: VI, 348]. Porfiry observes: «Hy, Tak zy s Bac, CMO-
TpIo, a Bac 6or u naet — uzere!» / “And so I waited for you, and look, what a
godsend — you came!” [JocToeBckuii 1972-1990: VI, 346]. He claims that he

15 [Whitehead 2013: 101-21]; [ McReynolds 2013: Ch 4]. Dostoevsky’s novel, coming so
early in the development of Russian detective fiction, seems to have fixed the Russians’ marked
preference for the “whydunit.”
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saw through Raskolnikov’s laughter at Razumikhin at the start of their first
meeting: «a He /¥ 5 BaC TAKAUM 0COBEHHBIM 00pa3oM, ¥ B CMeXe BallleM HU-
4ero 6bl He 3aMeTU/I. BOT OHO YTO 3HAYMUT B HACTPOEHUM-TO ObITh» / “but if
I hadn’t been waiting for you in such a special way, I wouldn’t have noticed
anything in your laughter. That’s what it means to be in the right frame of
mind” [ocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 346].

“The right frame of mind” can serve as an apt prescription for the good
reader / observer. Like other authors of detective stories, Dostoevsky makes
readers co-investigators. Like Porfiry, we must remember all sorts of conver-
sations, details, characters, and incidents that we have encountered in the
past and put them together with our present encounters in order to interpret
characters and their actions. Unlike a criminal investigator, we are reading a
text — so all our evidence is documentary. It is also selected and arranged to
guide or mislead us. Like investigators, we must draw conclusions by piec-
ing together the evidence, but unlike investigators, we are in a structured en-
vironment where the author can decide to simulate either the randomness of
evidence or the serendipity of intuition. Like Porfiry, we must learn how to
“wait” “in a special way” for characters to reveal their personalities.

The professionals in Crime and Punishment employ their powers of ob-
servation sympathetically. Zosimov offers readers as well as Raskolnikov’s
family a clinical analysis, focusing on diagnosis and treatment. He leaves the
psychologizing to his patient, and Dostoevsky leaves it to readers. Porfiry, on
the other hand, offers readers an investigatory analysis that pays as close at-
tention to Raskolnikov’s character and actions as it does to the material evi-
dence. During his first meeting with Raskolnikov, Porfiry mostly observes but
also tests Raskolnikov. During the second, he plays antagonist, hoping to get
his suspect to confess or incriminate himself. During the third, Porfiry ap-
peals to Raskolnikov’s conscience and sense of justice. He asks Raskolnikov
to put aside their agonistic relationship and act on his own behalf: Porfiry
wants him to confess not only for the sake of his soul's but also for the sake of
the accused innocent Mikolka.

As Porfiry lays out his investigatory process, readers see that he deploys
both intuition and reason. Porfiry explains that because «3Ta mpoxnsras
IICXOJIOTHS O IBYX KOHIax!» / “this cursed psychology is double-ended!”, all
his evidence «z10 mocye/iHeil 4epTHI MOKHO B APYTYIO CTOPOHY OOBACHUTD> /
“can be explained in the opposite sense” [[JocToeBckuii 1972-1990: VI, 346].
He thus yearns for a «ueprouky» / “trace”, for something that will prove

16 See [Ronner 2015] for a discussion of Porfiry’s role as a practitioner of therapeutic justice.
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Raskolnikov’s guilt. Upon hearing about Raskolnikov ringing the bell at the
empty apartment, Porfiry has an epiphany that parallels the workings of emo-
tion: he makes an automatic, non-cognitive evaluation followed by a physio-
logical response «/la Kak ycJbllaa TOra Mpo 3TH KOJOKOJIbYUKH, TaK BeCh
naxke Iposkb mpoxpatunia» / “And then, when I heard about those little bells,
I even stopped dead, I even began shivering” [[ocToeBckuii 1972-1990: VI,
346]. Next he makes a cognitive evaluation of his initial judgment: «'Hy, ay-
Malo, BOT OHa uepTovka u ecTb!’> / ““Now,” I thought, ‘here’s that little trace!
This is it!’”” [JocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 346]. Although the process in-
volves a final cognitive evaluation, Porfiry declares that he has not employed
logic or reason to form a conclusion: «/la yxe u He paccy’xzaJ si TOTzia, Ipo-
cro He xoren» / “‘And I wasn’t reasoning then, I simply didn’t want to’” [Jo-
croeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 346].

To make sure that readers understand the process, Dostoevsky has Porfiry
explain it to Raskolnikov:

Her, 6ariomka Poguon Pomanbrd, Tyt He Mukosika! Tyt meno ¢paHTacTudeckoe,
MpadvHOe, /IeJI0 COBPeMeHHOe, Halllero BpeMeH! Ciydaii-c <..> TyT KHHXKHbIe Med-
ThI-C, TYT TEOPETUYECKU Pa3JpaxkeHHOe Ceplle; TYT BUAHA PELIMMOCTb Ha IepBbIi
mar, Ho <..> JIBepb 3a c000it 3a6bUT MPUTBOPUTE, a YOI, ABYX YOUII, 1O TEOPHU.
Y6uL, fa u fieHer B3sTh He CyMel, @ 4TO yCIleJl 3aXBaTHTb, TO TI07 KaMeHb cHec. Maio
OBLIO eMy, 4TO MyKY BbIHEC, KOT/ia 3a /IBEPbIO CUJIeJ, a B /IBePb JIOMUJIUChH ¥ KOJIO-
KOJIbYMK 3BOHHJI, — HET, OH [IOTOM YX Ha IyCTYIO0 KBapTHPY, a B 0oJyGpesie, MPUIOM-
HHTb 3TOT KOJIOKOJILYUK U/IET, XOJIO/y CIIMHHOTO OISATh UCIBITATh TOTPEGOBATIOCH. .
[docroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 348]

No, my dear Rodion Romanych, there’s no Mikolka here! Here’s a fantastic,
gloomy, modern case, an incident of our times, sir . . . Here are bookish dreams, sir,
here is a heart irritated by theory; here is clearly a resolve to take a first step, but . . . He
forgot to lock the door behind him, but killed, killed two people, according to a theo-
ry. He killed, but wasn’t able to take the money, and what he managed to grab, he hid
under a stone. It wasn’t enough to bear the torment of standing behind the door while
the door was being forced and the bell was ringing, — no, he later goes to the emp-
ty apartment, in a half-delirium, to remember that bell, he felt the need to experience
that spinal chill again...

Although Porfiry knows that the bells are not concrete evidence, they clinch
his intuition about Raskolnikov’s guilt. Yet Dostoevsky does not denigrate the
role of reason. Porfiry uses his reason to collect and process information: it gets
him to the place where he is in “the right frame of mind” to understand the sig-
nificance of the bells. Moreover, Porfiry stresses Raskolnikov’s theory as the
explanation of his crime. Like readers, Porfiry develops his theory of motive
from reading, in his case from reading then discussing Raskolnikov’s article.
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Dostoevsky deliberately leaves the question of motive open, as we see in
Raskolnikov’s third meeting with Sonya in Part 5, Chapter 4. Unlike Por-
firy, who develops a theory of motive from reading and questioning, Sonya
uses her great sympathy and intuition to try to understand why Raskolnikov
killed two women, including her friend Lizaveta. In this masterful scene, Son-
ya repeatedly rejects Raskolnikov’s explanations, asks him to stop speaking
so metaphorically, and claims that she will understand «npo ce6s» / “inside
herself” [ docroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 318].

As a moral agent, Sonya expects a guilt script, that is, she expects Raskol-
nikov to acknowledge his crime, voice repentance, and move toward expiation.
But while Raskolnikov goes to Sonya because he feels the need to confess, a
sign that his moral self is responding to his guilt, he quickly moves away from
this topic and instead lays out a power script and indirectly explains his the-
ory of crime in which guilt is a sign of weakness. He says he wanted to be a
Napoleon, someone who can step over moral and civil law without a second
thought. By returning to the power script, Raskolnikov remind readers of the
guilt script. After all, the Russian word for crime derives from the verb per-
estupit’, which literally means stepping over or transgressing'’. Sonya does
not understand Raskolnikov’s desire to transgress moral limits without guilt
because it does not make moral sense: «BbI Jydiie roBopuTe MHE IPSIMO...
6e3 mpumepoB»> / “It would be better to tell me directly...without examples”
[OdocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 319] Sonya’s resistance compels Raskolnikov
to try again. She dismisses his argument from poverty and desire to help his
family because it doesn’t square with her experience of Raskolnikov as a mor-
al agent. Raskolnikov returns to his superman theory, arguing that he wanted
to prove to himself that he was not a louse, but a human being, by which he
means a person with the will to power. The terms «Bomb» / “louse” and «ue-
noBek»> / “human being” demonstrate Raskolnikov’s contempt for others (a
defense against shame), but also a desire to defeat his self-contempt. Sonya’s
passionate refusal to accept his equation — «BTo 4enoBek-To Boib!» / “A hu-
man being — a louse!” [DocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 320] - reveals the mor-
al flaw in his rational arguments's,

Even as Raskolnikov’s unconscious, moral self pushes him to confess his
crime to Sonya, his rational self protects him from feelings of guilt. When he asks

17 As Marina Kostalevsky so nicely points out, “Throughout the novel Raskolnikov returns
repeatedly to the motivation of his crime (nepecmynnenue), though almost to the very end he
continues to see it as a mere overstepping of bounds (npecmynnenue)” [Kostalevsky 1997: 84].

18 1t also jolts readers into recognizing that we have largely accepted his view of Alyona
Ivanovna as a stereotype, a social parasite.
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her what he should do, she tells him to respond to the guilt script: «Crpaganue
MPUHATH U UCKYIUTH cebsi UM, BOT uTo Hazmo» / Accept suffering and redeem
yourself by it, that’s what you must do” [[TocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 323].
Raskolnikov refuses: «B 4em s1 BUHOBAT nepen HUMU? 3ayeM ToWzAy? Uto um
cKaxy? [...] Tak BeZib OHM JKe Ha/I0 MHOY caMu CMesITbCs1 6yayT [...| Hidero, Hu-
4ero He MoUMyT, oHY, COHSL, U HEIOCTOMHBI MOHATE> / How am I guilty before
them? Why should I go? What should I tell them? [...] They’ll just laugh at me.
[-..] They won’t understand a thing, Sonya, not a thing — and they are not wor-
thy to understand” [Ibid.]. Raskolnikov responds by defending against shame: he
projects blame outwards, accuses others of evil doing, and expresses contempt
for them. Nonetheless, these self-justificatory, rational defenses bracket an ad-
mission that he fears mockery. This interaction also identifies a critical differ-
ence between guilt and shame. While guilt, as Sonya notes, allows for expiation,
shame is irreversible. As Helen Merrill Lynd notes, “No single, specific thing we
can do can rectify or mitigate such an experience [Lynd 1958: 50].

The three methods of ridding the self of shame — denial / forgetting,
laughter, and confession - all involve distancing the self from pain by push-
ing it out of consciousness or by changing position, viewing self from the
witness perspective. Raskolnikov both confesses and forgets. Though Raskol-
nikov comes to tell Sonya who killed Lizaveta, he constantly forgets Lizaveta
as he talks. Sonya, however, never forgets Lizaveta, which is why she expects
a guilt script; she also reminds Raskolnikov, and Dostoevsky’s readers, of her
friend - both verbally and visually. As Raskolnikov asks Sonya to guess who
committed the crimes by looking at him,

[O]u cmoTpen Ha Hee u BApYT, B ee julle, Kak 6bl yBumen nauno JIuzasersl. OH
SIPKO 3alIOMHUJI BbIpakeHHe Jiviia JIM3aBeThl, KOrJa OH Mpubmmkancs K Heil Torza
C TOIIOPOM, a OHA OTXOZMJIA OT HEro K CTeHe, BBICTaBUB BIIEpeJ] PyKY, C COBEPIIEHHO
IETCKMM HCIyTOM B JILie, TOYb-B-TOYb KaK MaJeHbKHUe JeTH, KOI/ja OHY B/IPYT Ha4HU-
HAaIOT Yero-HUOy/b myratbes <..> [IOYTH TO XKe caMoe CIYIHIoCh Ternephb ¢ COHeil...
[docroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 315]

He looked at her and suddenly, in her face, seemed to see the face of Lizaveta. He
vividly recalled the expression on Lizaveta’s face as he approached her with the axe
and she backed away from him towards the wall, holding her hand out in front of her,
a completely childlike fear on her face, exactly like little children when they suddenly
begin to be afraid of something [...] Almost the same thing now happened with Sonya...

Raskolnikov’s identification of Sonya and Lizaveta with children empha-
sizes the heinousness of the crime, and thus his guilt. It also prepares readers
for the abrupt shift in his behavior at novel’s end, as he stops foregrounding
his shame and begins expiating his guilt.
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The Real Punishment

For the shamed person, others are essential. Part of the searing quality of
shame’s pain derives from the devastating sense of lost connection to others.
The «[M]padHoe omlyIieHe My4UTETbHOTO, 6ECKOHEYHOTO YeJUHEeH S 1 OT-
gyxnenusi» / dark sensation of tormenting, infinite isolation and estrange-
ment” that Raskolnikov feels in the police station [[TocToeBckuit 1972-1990:
VI, 81] or the anguish he feels as he bids farewell to his sister for what he
believes will be the last time [JocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 401] exempli-
fy this pain. Raskolnikov’s crime alienates him from his family and the hu-
man community. In order to reintegrate psychically and socially, Raskolnikov
must confront his shame. Zosimov recognizes that Raskolnikov’s current ill-
ness partially coincides with his leaving the university, which is a community.
Porfiry Petrovich recognizes the failure of Raskolnikov’s theory as a source
of shame: «Teop#io BeiAyMal, ia ¥ CTBIAHO CTAJO, YTO COPBAJIOCH, YTO YK
OYeHb He OpPUTMHANBHO BhILIO!» / He came up with a theory and became
ashamed because it didn’t work, because it did not come out originally!” [Jo-
croeBckuil 1972-1990: VI, 351]. Porfiry advises Raskolnikov to find himself
to realize his own potential: «<He Bo BpemeHHU Jieno, a B Bac camoM. CTaHb-
Te COJIHIIEM, Bac Bce U YBUAAT» / It’s not a matter of time but of you, your-
self. Become a sun and everyone will see you” [JoctoeBckuit 1972-1990: VI,
352]. A sun is a source of life and light: Porfiry tells Raskolnikov that he must
become an agent who not only acts as a unique individual but one who acts
on others’ behalf.

Porfiry also diagnoses Raskolnikov’s need for community when he dis-
misses the suggestion that he will run away: «Y6exuTe u caMu BOPOTUTECh.
Be3 nac eam menv3s oboumucy> / Run away, and you’ll return on your own.
You cannot get along without us” | JoctoeBckuii 1972-1990: VI, 352]. Porfiry
thus appeals to one of the tenets of Russian Orthodoxy: the mutual interde-
pendence of all human beings. While shame can cause an individual to feel
alienated from others, it can also remind an individual of their place in the
community. As Vladimir Solovyov, the Russian religious thinker Dostoevsky
knew and liked most, has observed: even though shame is experienced as a
negative self-assessment, the very fact that shame is experienced speaks of a
positive self-assessment. Only if we think ourselves capable of something bet-
ter can we experience the pain of falling short. Because affiliation arouses his
anxiety, Raskolnikov tries to deny his sense of connection. Yet denial exacer-
bates his suffering. Only by acknowledging his shame and expiating his guilt
can Raskolnikov return to community.
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Sonya becomes the natural path for Raskolnikov’s reintegration: he
identifies with her both as a divided self whose beliefs conflict with her pro-
fession and as a fallen creature — «Pa3Be Thl He TO e caenanar» / “Hav-
en’t you done the same thing?” he asks her [JoctoeBckuii 1972-1990: VI,
252]. Furthermore, because she has experienced shame and banishment
from community, Sonya is an ideal partner: «MbI BMecTe NPOKJSATHI, BMe-
cre u noizem!»> / “We're cursed together, so let’s go together” [JocToes-
ckuit 1972-1990: VI, 252].

As we have seen, Dostoevsky’s narrative strategy of remaining close to
Raskolnikov while having others observe and comment on his behavior not
only imitates Raskolnikov’s internal divisions but also creates a similar di-
vision within readers. We feel sympathetically towards Raskolnikov, but we
see him critically. Dostoevsky’s much criticized narrative strategy for his Ep-
ilogue reflects a different authorial goal. While I agree with Rosenshield’s
argument that Dostoevsky’s shift to summarization allows him to convey au-
thorial message [Rosenshield 1998: 118-21], I also observe that the narrator’s
reportorial change reflects the change in Raskolnikov. By confessing and ac-
cepting external punishment, Raskolnikov experiences some relief from in-
ternally generated pain. Exile to Siberia gives him geographical, temporal,
and spiritual distance on his crime. The narrator’s summarizing reflects the
similar distance that readers need to get entirely out of Raskolnikov’s head.

In Epilogue, Part One, the narrator summarizes the events of the eighteen
months following Raskolnikov’s confession (which include nine months in
Siberia). He concludes by reporting that Raskolnikov is seriously ill. In Ep-
ilogue, Part Two, the narrator notes that «ero ropaoctb cuIbHO ObLIa yS3-
BJIeHa: OH U 3abo0Jes OT ysi3BieHHO# ropaocti» / “his pride was severely
wounded; he fell ill from wounded pride” [HocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI,
461]. More tellingly, the narrator comments:

0, Kak ObI CYaCTINB OH ObLI, ecIv O6bI MOT caM OOBUHUTHL cebs! OH 6Bl CHEC TOr-
Za Bcé, aaxe CThIA U mo30p. Ho oH cTporo cynui cebs, 1 0XKeCcTOYeHHast COBECTh ero
He Hallla HUKaKoi 0cOOeHHO y)KacHOW BUHBI B €r0 NpoLIeZIeM, KpoMe pasBe Mpo-
CTOTO /POMAXY, KOTOPBIHA CO BCAKUM MOT CIIy4YUThCsA. OH CTHIAMIICSA UMEHHO TOTO, YTO
oH, PacKoJIbHUKOB, MOTKO TaK Clierno, 6e3Ha/IeXHO, TIYX0 U [IYIO... [[J0CTOeBCKHUil
1972-1990: VI, 416-417]

Oh, how happy he would have been had he been able to condemn himself! He would
have borne everything then, even the shame and disgrace. But he judged himself se-
verely, and his hardened conscience found no especially terrible guilt in his past, except
perhaps a simple blunder, which could happen to anyone. He was ashamed precisely be-
cause he, Raskolnikov, had perished so blindly, hopelessly, dumbly, and stupidly...
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Raskolnikov suffers in Siberia precisely because he does not feel guilt. As
the narrator observes — «Ho OH He pacKauBaJCs B CBOEM NPECTYILIEHUN»> /
“he had not repented his crime” [Ibid.]. Readers infer that repentance would
bring relief. The narrator lets us know that guilt is easier to bear than shame.

By changing narrative strategies in the Epilogue, summarizing rather than
reporting, Dostoevsky condenses events — eighteen months in a few pages.
Dostoevsky also uses scriptural shorthand to convey authorial message: for in-
stance, after he has been in Siberia for nine months, Raskolnikov lies in the
hospital haunted by dreams of trichinae at the end of Lent during Easter sea-
son. These dreams, like the narrator’s reporting, are more abstract, reflecting
their cognitive nature: they express the enactment of great pride — extreme in-
dividualism and rationalism. Their cognitive nature also reflects Raskolnikov’s
emotional state. Like his earlier dreams, what was repressed now returns: they
reveal his understanding that beings who act completely out of rational self-in-
terest kill one another. Raskolnikov’s trichinae dreams thus function similar-
ly to his earlier dreams, reflecting him to himself. But these dreams occur after
he’s been in Siberia for nine months (a gestational period) and during Easter
season, thereby preparing readers for Raskolnikov’s rebirth.

Near the end of his hospital stay, Raskolnikov looks out his window, sees
Sonya, and steps away. The next day, he looks out the window, and she is not
there. Realizing that he misses her, he writes to her, that is, he literally steps
out of his self-enclosure to express concern for another. Only when Raskol-
nikov stops obsessing about himself and thinks of Sonya can he leave the
prison house of his shame, accept his guilt, and start to heal.

Conclusion

Throughout Crime and Punishment, Dostoevsky the author focuses re-
lentlessly on character psychology, especially on Raskolnikov’s. By reveal-
ing his characters’ thoughts, actions, and emotions, he reveals their values
and connection to others. By portraying characters as readers of others, par-
ticularly Raskolnikov, Dostoevsky models practices of observation and inter-
pretation for readers. He also keeps alive gaps between what we expect and
what we get, thereby reinforcing his larger narrative strategy of creating and
thwarting reader expectation of a guilt script. Up to the very last page of the
Epilogue, Dostoevsky keeps readers off-balance, thwarting our expectations
of a guilt script by portraying a man consumed by shame at his identity.

Zosimov, Porfiry, Sonya, and Dunya all view Raskolnikov as a moral agent.
They thus expect him to acknowledge his membership in the human commu-
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nity and to act according to shared moral principles". When he places himself
above others, Raskolnikov willfully removes himself from community. Zosi-
mov’s diagnosis is accurate — whether Raskolnikov’s illness is a symptom or
a consequence of his leaving the university, it signals a self-willed self-enclo-
sure. When Porfiry identifies Raskolnikov as the murderer, and when Son-
ya and Dunya learn of his guilt, they all expect him to confess and repent
his crime. Although Raskolnikov eventually confesses at the police station®,
he shows no sign of repentance until the novel’s last paragraphs when «on
3HaJI, KaKOI0 GeCKOHEYHOI0 JII060Bb UCKYIIUT OH Telephb BCe ee CTPaJaHus» /
“he knew by what infinite love he would redeem” Sonya’s suffering [Jocro-
eBckuit 1972-1990: VI: 242]. Since Raskolnikov identifies Sonya so close-
ly with Lizaveta, redeeming Sonya’s suffering entails expiation of his sin. On
the very last page of the novel, Dostoevsky the author finally gives readers the
guilt script we expect.

As Crime and Punishment shows, Raskolnikov’s moral emotions reveal his
inner goodness as well as his inner divisions. In the Epilogue, readers see
more clearly that Raskolnikov not only feels guilt for his crime but shame
for failing to prove his theory. He pushes the guilt away not only because it
disproves his theory, but because it increases his shame by making him feel
weak and passive — one of the reasons he developed his theory in the first
place. Not until he realizes and admits his need for others, as he does at the
end of the Epilogue when he is thrown at Sonya’s feet?', can he see himself as

19 My discussion of moral agency is deeply influenced by Jeanine Grenberg’s discussion of
humility [Grenberg 2005].

20 Before Raskolnikov’s final confession to Lieutenant Gunpowder at the police sta-
tion, Dostoevsky offers readers glimpses into Raskolnikov’s internal struggle by portraying
scenes of near-confession: in Part 2, he pretends to confess to Zamyotov at the Crystal Palace
[HocroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 124-129]; in Part 4, he tells Razumikhin with his eyes in a dark
corridor locroeBckuit 1972-1990: VI, 240], promises to tell Sonya who killed Lizaveta (Pt 4, Ch
4), and almost confesses to Porfiry (Pt 4, Ch 5); in Part 5, he conveys his guilt to Sonya without
actually saying he killed Lizaveta and her sister (Pt 5, Ch 4). Not until Part 6 does he admit his
crime aloud - first to Dunya after he realizes that she already knows (Pt 6, Ch 7), then to Lieu-
tenant Gunpowder (Pt 6, Ch 8). In different ways these moments dramatize the struggle between
Raskolnikov’s guilt, manifest in his desire to confess, and his shame, manifest in his desire to avoid
capture and his lack of repentance. By viewing Raskolnikov’s internal struggle in terms of guilt
and shame, we can understand why he confesses to Lieutenant Gunpowder rather than to Porfiry.
Because Porfiry understands Raskolnikov’s theory and exposes him to himself, Porfiry wins their
game of cat and mouse. While Raskolnikov may concede that he has lost the legal battle, he sur-
renders on his own terms to Lieutenant Gunpowder, thereby retaining control of the process and
his sense of self. Pride still has the upper hand. Only in the novel’s epilogue, after his final dream
demonstrating that placing self above others leads to destruction for all, does he recognize that he
loves and needs Sonya, who is his link to human community. See [Ronner 2015)].

21 See Workman’s analysis of the importance of erotic love in the novel [Workman 2014:
87-97].
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the moral agent that Dostoevsky’s narrator, readers, and character-observers
have been expecting all along. Love, the most powerful moral emotion of all,
allows Raskolnikov to get past his shame, admit his guilt, and rejoin the hu-
man community.
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