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by 
"The civine secret of ha?pir.ess[is ~h2t] the individual triumphs 

renunciiltion of his individual ity". 

(A. Cide "1)ostoevsky") 

«qenoBe~ '~EyX 6e3AH' 9 CMepTHoro rpexa X ~HBO T BopH~en 
KpacoThl, OR .3HaeT He TO~bKO rra~eHHH B rrporraCTH, HO H B3~eThl 
K CBepKa~~HM BepmHHaM». 

( L. Grossman 

"It is in man that t he real and tlle ideal mere;e" . 

(R. L. Jackson "Dostoevsky") 
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PREFACE 

Dostoevsky, ha i led as a prophet during his lifetime, lost his 

popularity soon after his death . It was not till his disciples , V. 

Solovyov and N. Berdyaev be came famous in their own right that 

Dostoevsky's deep in f luence on his compatriots was recogn ized . Since 

the philosophy of Existent ialism emerged, r epresented by Lev Shestov 

in Russia, and expounded 50 cogent ly in France by J .P. Sartre, Dostoevsky's 

ethic of freedom has become a vital point of discussion . 

The purpose of this thesis is to show how Dostoevs ky evolves his 

concept of freedom over a period of fourteen years through his three 

greatest works. Quotations are taken from F. ~ . Dostoevsky : Sobranie 

Sochineniy , Moscow: Gosudar stvennoe I zdatel'stvo Khudozhestvennoy 

Literatury , 1957-1958. The volume and page numbers are given in the 

footnotes . I shall us e the conventional "Dostoevsky" in preference to 

the transliteration "Dostoevskiy". 

I convey my sincere gratitude to Professor L.J. Shein, Chairman 

of the Department of Russian, for his constant advi ce and assistance 

during my year at M~Master University. 

I also wish to express my thanks to Dr. C.J.G. Turner, Ass istant 

Professor of Russian, for his sympathetic criticism throughout the year. 

Acknowledgement is due to McMaster University for the financial 

assistance that enabled me to pursue my graduat e studies; and to Mill s 

Memorial Library, Inter-Library Loan Depart~ent , for their prompt 

response to my requests, and especially to Mr . N. Passi, Chief Reference 
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Librarian, for his most ti:nely r.elp . 

And I extend a special t::nnk you to my parents whose loving 

concern supported my work here. 
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I) INTRODUCTION Tf:E NATURE OF FREEDOM 



I NTRO DUCTI ON CH PTER I 

As this thesis intends a analysis of Dostoevsky's dialectic of 

freedol. I<lith special reference to his three main novels tlCrime and Punish -

ment" (1866), tiThe Possessed" (1871) and "The Brothers Karamazcv" (1880), 

it would be well in an introductory chapte r to outline briefly firstly 

what 'fr edom' has meant through tile ages ; then secondly to define general 

types of freedom; thirdly to set out its tems and dimensions; and finally 

point to problems related to its concept. We will try in the subsequent 

chapters to find Dostoevsky's place in this framework, and in the conclu-

ding chapter sum up where he has led us . 

A dictionary definition of freedom may guide us initially, though 

we hope to arrive at a more pertinent one through our own examination: 

"Freedom is the quality or state of not being coerced or constrained by 

fate, necessity or circumstances in one 's choices or actions; the absence 

of antecedent causal detemination of human decis ions".l The Greeks, 

Democri tus and other Atomists held to a mechanistic system in I<lhich there 

was no room for freedom. The Stoics saw a clear causal chain detemining 

all our actions, as. Frank Thilly 2 says: "The Stoic concept ion of freedom 

is one of rational self-determination; free acts are those which are 

1 . Webster's Third New International Dictionary, Chief Editor: 
Philip Babcock Gove, (1961). 

2. Ibid. 
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in conformity with a man's rational nature and, ultimately, Ivith the 

rational nature of the universe". Later Socrates and Plato argue d on 

the reality of freedom, and these arguments were continued by Christianity, 

3 says R. Nelson. In the 5th Century, a controversy arose between the 

followers of St . Augustine and those of Pelagius . St. Augustine had 

defined the concepts of lihertas minor (i.e. human) and libertas major 

(i.e . divine) . Pelagius, who considered his opponent a determinist, 

believed that freedom was contained in the original act of grace, where-

as St. Augustine had no alternative but God . For Pelagius, man was 

responsible for his own acts - both for good and evil. 

Thomas Aquinas reconciled this conflict of grace versus free-

wi 11 in such a way that man could be autonomous in spite of divine 

foreknowledge . Unfortunately, the Reformation brought a return to an 

emphasi s on God's wil l and grace, and it is against this that the modern 

epoch rebels. For Kant, Freedom, God and Immortality were the three 

primary suppositions, whereas Spinoza denied moral freedom. To turn to 

the most recent views of freedom, Sartre relates freedom and grace quite 

differently from his precursor, Kierkegaard . For the Christian , freedom 

is considered both as a gift and a burden. In the modern world, man has 

grown more aggressi~ely independent, but likewise more isolated and inse-

cure in his godless state. 

There has been a great deal of discussion on types of freedom, 

but basically these number no more than three general categories. 4 Firstly, 

3. R. Nelson , "The Problem of Freedom in Dostoevsky and Berdyaev", 
(Chicago, 1955). 

4. ~~ .J. Adler, "The Idea of Freedom", (1958). 
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there is the type of fr cdom to \vhich Ilobbes) Ilumc , Rousseau and Locke, 

among others, adhered to . This is tile frccdoT:l under CirCllr.1stances , 

which 'de may c lass ify as circumstan-cial freedom , best exemplified in a 

social or political sphere. It is what Bertrand Russell defines as 

"absence of obstacles to the realization o f desires". 5 Next there is 

what A.L. Whitehead calls "freedom beyond circumstance".6 The Stoics, 

and notably Cicero , Epictetus and ~1arcus Aurelius, favoured this type 

of freedom ofte n termed acquired freedom due to its psychologica l 

connotation. This type of freedom i gnore s ,vh ether a man be slave or 

freeman, because his freedom is essent i al ly in his moral and spiritual 

command over himself, frequently with the aid of God, as Father Zosima 

says: "With God's help I attain freedom of spirit and with it spiritual 

. 7 
JOY" 

Naturally, the apposition of these t \'lO freedom concepts provokes 

a controversy between, on the one hand, those who hold that a man is free 

when he has no obstacles to his desires, as F . Hayek claims: " Freedom 

8 
from coercion [isJ freedom from the arbitrary power of other men". And 

in the opposi te camp stand those who believe that freedom lies in man 

himself - human virtue and \visdom, or divine grace - e.g. St. Augustine: 

5. B. Russell, "Freedom : It's Meaning", p. 251 , from "The Idea 
of Freedom", p. 86. 

6 . A. L. Whitehead, "Adventures of Ideas", p. 86, from op. cit. 
Adler , p. 84. 

7. F.M. Dostoevsky, "The Brothers Karamazov ", pro 328-329, from 
OD. ci t. Adl er , p . S8 . 

8. F. !-:ayek, "The Road to Serfda:n", Ch. II, pp. 25-26, from op. 
cit. Adler, p. 90 . 
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"The human wi 11 does not achieve grace through freedom, but rather free-

9 dom through grace ." 

There exists a third type of freedom, different from the circum-

stantial (given) and psychological (acquired) freedoms . This is the 

trl1 tological freedom, variously termed inherent, innate, or natural free-

dam . All men have the power of choice, and so all men, irrespective of 

external circumstances, have the freedom of that choice by the simple 

fact of being men . Thus for St. Augustine, all men were free to choose 

between good and evil. For Descartes, human will \\'as dominant among a 

man's mental faculties, so for him "to will and to be free are the same 

1 
. 10 

t nng". Referring back to our time, when man finds himself adrift in 

his own self, Sartre can say: "There is no difference between the being 

11 of a man' and his being free" . In other words, the quality of a pour-

soi (consciousness) is its freedom and no more, no less . Certain attri-

butes raise man above animals in this latter category of freedom , namely 

human reason (defended by Aristotle and Aquinas) and intelligent creati -

vity (supported by.T. Dewey). These two attributes, not to mention human 

will, endows man with the power of choosing and choosing freely . 

We must now elaborate on these three freedoms - circumstantial, 

acquired and natur~l - from the point of view of their content. First ly , 

circumstanti al freedom can be limited by one or more of the following 

9. St . Augustine, "Admonition and Grace", Ch . VIII, Sect. 17, 
pp. 265 - 266 from op. cit . Adler, p . 91. 

10. R. Descartes, "Obj ections and Replies", III, in "Philoso 
phi cal \','orks", Vo l. II, p . 75 from aD. cit., Adler, p. 93. 

11 .. TIP. Sartre, " Being and Nothingness ", p. 25 from op. cit. 
Adler, p. 93. 
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obstacles: i) coercion or constraint usually by the physical media of 

prison and chains; ii) fear under duress; and iii) the absence of any 

alternatives to a prescribed mode of action . This type of freedom is 

very susceptible to external circumst ances , and indeed, must be favoured 

directly by advantageous conditions - be they political or economic - to 

exist at all. However, it sometimes transpires that a man has to choose 

betlveen political freedom and economic ease, and most often he Ivill sacri-

fice his freedom for the sake of security, as Fromm discusses in 

"Escape from Freedom". Thi s is the purport of the Legend of the Grand 

Inquisi tor in Dostoevsky's "The Brothers Karamaz'w", in which the old 

Cardinal indicts Jesus Christ for allowing men to choose betlveen free-

dom and bread, whereas, ~s he claims, he himself has given them bread 

as well as an illusion of freedom - and this illusion is vastly more 

palatable to the masses than the truth. Finally then, circumstantial 

freedom can be fostered in a favourable socio-cultural climate. Thus 

we realise that circumstantial freedom is closely related to the enviro)ol-

ment, and is a relative category. 

Those who support the acquired type of freedom are divided into 

two camps. There are those who , like Plato, believe that man can trans-

cend his environment and attain freedom purely by the exercise of his 

human qualities, e.g. virtue, wisdom and self-discipline. ~1an is the 

sole creator of this freedom, as he says: "Temperance ... is the 

ordering or controlling of certain pleasures and desires .,,12 On the 

12. Plato, " Republic ll
, Bk . IV, 430E -431B, from op. cit . Adler, 

p. 144. 
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othel' hand, the thcologi::ms a.d religious phi losophers , ,,,ho defend 

acquired freedom, look to divine grace and God's direct help in 

achieving sel f -mastery (i . e . frecdo},), so as to choose wisely between 

good and evil. St. Augusti e, "fho \,Ias a firm believer in God's inter-

vent ion in human affairs, affirmed that only the righteous were free: 

"No one i s free to do rig It ',ho has not been freed from sin" .13 This 

is the message contained in Father Zosima 's preaching: he negates Ivan 

Karamazov's "god-shattering" hubris to claim that God alone is absolutely 

free , and only in llim can man find freedom and peace . 

Our third category of f reedom, natural freedom, is the one t hat 

is the most difficult to define. This is the r ea lm of ontology, and man 

is the defining agent. Hence the criteria for limiting this freedom are 

essentially human: reason (i . e. intelligence) will, creative power. 

Among those \"ho support this freedom, there are those \vho give reason 

the dominant role, and others who enhance the value of the will. But f or 

all these men, freedom is rooted in the quality of man, as Sartre says: 

" F d ' 1 d' f' , ,,14 ree om 15 tota an 1n 1n1te . ~lan (the pour-soi, consciousness) is 

his freedom, and thus he cannot escape it, just as he cannot live without 

breathing : "No limits to my freedom can be found except freedom itself, 

15 or, if you prefer, we are not free to cease being free ". 

Now that \ole have briefly examined t Ie contellt of 'Iur three fye~c1oms t 

we may probe deeper into the implication that each of them contains. Here 

13. St. Augustine, "Enchiridion", eh. 9, Sect. 30, p. 395, from 
op . cit. Ad ler, p . 145 . 

14 . ,7 , P. Sar tre , " Being and Nothingness", p. 531, from ~ci t. 
Adler, p. 520. 

15. J~P . Sartre, " Being and Nothingnes s", p . 439, from OP. cit. 
Adler, p. 489. 
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we can define a "mode of self" ~md 3. "mode of Dossession". 16 The mode 

of s el f of ci rcumst antial freedom is ' self-reali s ation ' (i. e . a confl ict 

bet'veen man and his environment), and the mode of possession will be an 

individual's circumstanti al ability to act as he wishes (this is the 

sphere of Raskolnikov, Peter Verkhovensky and Ivan) . Next , 'self

perfection' is the mode of self of acquired freedom (i. e. a struggle 

within man to dominate his lesser self), and rel ating to thi s is the 

mode of possession, namely an indi vi dua l's acquired ability t o live as 

he ought (here we may quote Alyosha Karam :.1Z 0V and Father Zosima). 

Finally, natural freedom engenders the mode of self of ' self-determination', 

(i .e. there is here an absence of conflict or struggle, as man ~ his free 

dom) , which corresponds to its mode of possession - i . e . the individual's 

natural ability to determine for himself what he wishes to do or to become 

(this is the realm of Existentialism, the philosophy of man as existence 

prior t o essence). 

Probing even further, we may construe that circumstantial free

dom contains the special category of political liberty: it is the indivi

dua l versus the l aw, the state, the norm. Dostoevs ky's three novels, and 

primarily IlCrime and Punishment", deal with this theme. Acquired freedom 

is acquired through ·an inner strugg le, or t o simplify it thus: human 

s pirit (wi t h or wi thout divine assistance) versus the environment, the 

body , the world. Here again, a special category can be made - that of 

co l lec t ive freedom as envis aged by Father Zosima 's brother, Markel . As 

natural freedom , inherent and innate t o man, has no t hreat - external or 

internal - a transcendent scapegoat has been chosen, namely God. Natur~l 

16. M.J . Adler, "The Idea of Preedom" , (195 8) . 
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fl' eeclom, then , is scen as the opposition of frecdom (i . e. emhodied in 

man) against imposed morality, taboos, superstition ( i . e . God). Man is 

to be liberated fO T free choice (or rather choi ce , as 'unfr ee choice ' 

is a non -sequitur), acti on and creative libe r t y. This is the essence 

of human freedom , purged of circumstance and dichotomy : " A man is free 

who has in himsel f the ability or power whereby he can make what he does 

17 his own action and what he achieves his own property" . 

Now we may turn to t he t erms and di mensions of fr eedom, in the 

manner in which we have defi ned in t he parag r aph above. Here we must 

deal with two ideas - th e meaning of freed om and the reality of freedom . 

f.reedom, says I sai ah Ber lin, has two faces, f or it is both positive and 

negati ve: "Coercion implies the de liberate interference of other human 

beings within the area in which I wi sh to act".18 This statement reverts 

to the category of circumstanti a l fre edom, in which concrete obs tacles 

were presented to the fulfillment of desires . Hence, it devolves that 

the wider the area of non-interference, the wider is the area of one's 

freedom. But necessarily individua l f r eedoms impinge on each other, 

aIld \Ve are all circumscribed by soci al restrictions. Indeed, l.,re read on 

in Berlin~ "We cannot remain absolute ly free , and must give up some of 

our liberty t o preserve the rest [such as a semblance of equality and 

. . 19 
JustIce] 'I. 

The negative side of freedom is the absence of interference from 

outside, i.e. ' fre edom f rom', I"here as its positive aspect implies that 

17 . ~LJ. Adler, "The I dea of Freedom", (1958), p . 614 . 

18. Isaiah Berlin, "Two Concepts of Liberty", (1958), p . 7. 

19. Isai ah Berlin , "Tlvo Conc epts of Liberty", (1958), p . 11. 
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one is master of one's 0l\'TI acts, i . e . ' frceclo!TI to' . But Berl in hastens 

to add : "freedom is not freedom to do what is irrational, or stupid, or 

bad". 20 This is :l real istic approach to the con cent of the freedom of 

the irrational act, exempli f:i ed in Dostoevsky's "Notes from the Under-

ground", in which the ' paradoxalist ' hero cl aims that the fact that 

21 two and two make four is the beginning of death . 

Freedom, therefore, cannot be unl:imite d, as other values exist 

and must be taken into account, e.g . equality, justice, happ iness, security, 

the common weal. But it does have an intrinsic value i n itse lf (as it 

does for'the Existentialists) in that it necessi tat es choosing: "The 

necessity of choosing between absolute cl aims is then an inescapable 

characteristic of the human condition . Thi s gives its value to freedom 

as Acton had conceived of it - as an end in itself, and not as a temporary 

2'/ 
need". - The conclus i ve implication is that a negative freedom is a more 

humane ideal for man to seek after th an a ' positive' self-mastery , which 

amounts to as sertiveness, if i ndeed not t o licence, since : "That we can

not have everything is a necessary, not a contingent, truth".23 

Berlin's definitions of positive and negative freedom are challenged 

by G. C. MacCallum in a pertinent article. I-Ie point s out that the usual 

definition of negative freedom as ' freedom from' and positive freedom as 

'freedom to' sugge sts that freedom could be either of two dyadic relations. 

20. Op. cit. , Berlin, p . 32. 

21. F.M. Dostoevsky, "~otes from the Underground" . 

22 . Or· cit. , Berlin, p . 54. 

23. Op. cit . , Berlin, p . 55. 
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No r do these de finit io~s 3ttemnt to distinQuish between two distinct . . ~ 

concepts , for a:lY free dom is both f reedom f rom and freedom to . The 

resulting co. fusion of the tI-:o concepts has o. ly one solut ion: "Th e 

correcti ve advised is to regard freedor, as alll'ays one and the same 

triadic relation, but recognise that various contending parties di sa-

,gree \vi th each ot ler in I"h;)t they understand t o be the ranges of the 

term vari ables ". 24 

Controvers ies have been built around (1) the nature of fre edom; 

(2) the relationships between freedom and other social benefits (as we 

saw in Berlin); (3) the ranking of freedom am ong the latter and (4) the 

consequences of po l icies intended to attain freedom . Since freedom 

has become attached to other social considerations, the issue of what 

freedom is in itself has been clouded over, and this obscurity has 

bene fi tt ed none other more th an the polemicist. MacCallum affirms that 

the concept of freedom is triadic r ather than dyadic, namely it is the 

posses s ion of an agent, from a deterrent, tOlvards the fulfillment of a 

certain course of action. The absence of anyone of these terms makes 

the statement of freedom invalid. He goes on to clarify the main 

differences between negative and positive free doms: 

(1) negati ve freedom holds that only the presence of 

something can render a person un free ; but positive freedom maintains 

that the absence of something may also negate freedom. In other words, 

the second freedom makes more dem ands of the environment . 

(2) negative freedom c laims t hat a person is free to do an 

24. G.C. ~lacCallum, "Negative and Positive Fr eedom" from 
The Philosophica l Review, July 1967, No. 419, Vol. LXXVI. 
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act A, if no arranc:cments made by other persons hinders him in doing A; 

positive freedom sets no such restrictions. 

(3) negative freedom involves an agent that is a 'natural' 

person, whereas positive freedom identifies the agent in other wise . 

He concludes in a vein similar to that of Beylin : "Freedom is always 

an d necessarily from restr3int; thus in so far as the adherents of positive 

freedom speak of persons being made free hy means of restraint, they 

cannot be talking about freedom". 25 

Now that we realise that freedom is not a homogeneous concept, 

but is essential ly tripartite, we may understand that its reality like

wise is not contained among the absolutes . In the real wo:r1d, h tl11l an 

freedom is subject above all to the law (based on moral, ethical and 

social criteria), and most often personal freedom is eaten away, or 

rather hemmed in, by legal strictures. The law prescribes both on civil 

and criminal grounds: thus one is as guilty in the face of the law of 

spitting in public, as of murdering an old usurer, albeit the second 

crime is not a misdemeanour, but a full -blooded felony. Freedom before 

the law , in short, is a qualification of freedom, and consists of certain 

rights and privileges , which correspond exactly to related duties and 

responsibilities. The fre edom of a citizen, in fact, is no longer 

freedom in the ontological sense. Whereas ont ological freedom was common 

to all men, irrespective of class, age , sex or status, freedom before the 

law is susceptible to all these factors - even, in extremis . to class and 

status . Moreover, the lal'! of the land varies from countr} to country, 

and is thus subject to great variation . Therefore, the four freedoms -

25. op. cit., ~1cCa11um. 
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as identified by F.D. Roosevclt - of self expression [press/speech], of 

worship; freedom from want and from fear are all expressed by different 

statutes . Thus, in a democratic state, -reedom of speech is far greater 

than wi thin a communist regime . Marxism , in fact, makes a virtue of 

necessi ty, in the \\fords of F. Engels: "Ilegel \'las the first to state 

correctly the rel at ion bet\\fccn freedom and necessity . To him freedom 

. 1 .. ~ . f f 26 1S t1e apprec1at10n or necess1ty . ~larx ism has often been called a 

topsy-turvy IJege li ii. ~1ism ,as it indeed accept s a pervasive, naturalistic 

determinism, whi ch stops short of an f absolute and fatalistic determinism 

by their [the Communists~ conception that, while causes create the will 

of man, man's will in turn and of necessity becomes itself a creat ive 

27 cause f • In this subtle casuistry , necessity is given the visage of 

freedom. 

At this stage, we must also mention that the reality of freedom 

is dependent on the frequent opposition of formal freedom to psychological 

freedom. It is a fact that man, whatever circumstantial freedom he enjoys, 

is always a prey to his own self-enchainment. Hence his formal or given 

freedom is of no value to him since his acquired freedom is minimal or 

absent . Conversely, a man in prison, i. e. with a total loss of circum-

stantial freedom may transcend his captivity and achieve an inviolable 

psychological liberty. Thus, we deduce that the reality of freedom is 

subject to both legal (and, in a variant, politi cal) and psychological 

fetters. 

26 . Engels quoted in ";·Iarxist Ethics, Determinism and Freedom" hy 
J. Somervill e in " Philosophy and Phenomenological Research", Sept. 1967, 
No .1 , Vol. XXVIII. 

27. op. cit., (~1y Italics). 
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Lastly, we mu:.;t deal "~lith some of the problems raised by t he 

que s tion of freedom, and these fall large ly into three domains - phi lo

sophical , theol ogical and psychological. Patricia Huby in her artic l e28 

s ums up how in history there were two l:1ain problems concernint:: freewi ll 

(1) freedom v . predes tination - theolo)!;i cal and (2) freedom v . det e rminism 

- philosophical . The second problem arises in the att empt t o re concile 

human freedom (a prerequisite for moral behaviour) and de t erminism. 

Aristot le was una\l'are of the problem, whereas the Ep icureans and the 

Stoics were s eriously interested in it . Indeed Epi curus hi ms elf is 

sai d t o be t he first to have discovered it . Aristotl e r eaffi rms the 

l ibertari an vi ewpoint ; he was definitely not a determinist . Epi curus 

began the cont r oversy, and Chrysippus, the third he ad of the Stoics, took 

it up after him. Epi curus adopted the atomi c th eory of Democritus (who 

was a comple t e determini st) wi th one slight modifi cation , namely th e 

movement of the at oms. Like Aristotle, Epicur us be l ieved in freewill, 

but was st r ong ly i mpre s sed by determinism . Ari s totle, influenced as he 

was by the tel eol ogical con cept of causa l ity , re jected the causal chain 

of cause and effect . For the latter, determinism \vas a tot al 'non-starter ' , 

wher eas Epicurus and the Stoi cs attempted t o reconcile freedom and de t er-

minism. Two conse'luences emerge from thi s ph ilosophical controversy : 

( 1) Pl ato and Aristotle could hold many 'modern' educ ational and psycho -

logica l be li efs without being aware of t he free,,, i 11 prohl em , as they were 

ignorant of psychol ogical determinism and (2) when at l ast the pr oblem was 

formulated, phil osophers everywhere gr asped it as a natural topic of dis-

28 . P. Huby, "The First Discovery of the Free\vill Problem" from 
Ph i losophy , Oct . 1967 , No . 162, Vol . XLI I. 
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cuss ion , 010dern philosophers on th e \"hole tend to rej ect the idea of 

determinism and vinci c:1te man's freedom , more or less total according 

to the persona l tenets of each philosopher . 

The theological prob l em of freedom versus grace/predestination 

has been much wrangh~d over, and in the :-'!iddle Ages was a source of 

bi tter argument and dogmatisation. 1101'1 far was m:1l1 free? Did divine 

prescience determine human actions? Bow did God's grace (i.e. pre-

destination) negate freedom? On all these questions, theology is close 

to philosophy, and many modern philosophers, ' e. g . Bffdyaev and Shestov, 

have tried to marry the two disciplines, and with some success. 

Philosopher N. Pike argues that if God exists, human action is 

not voluntary. Oddly enough, this present-day philosophe:r j s reverting 

to a mediaeval tenet. Boethius himself came to reject the claim that 

if God is omniscient, no human action is voluntary. This claim is intui-

tively false, and Pike proceeds to develop his (i.e. Boethius') original 

position on determinism. He defines God, as having two attributes, 

namely omniscience and eternalness. He is perfect, in that "Omniscient 

beings hold no' false beliefs".29 The contention that God is infallible 

is a hypothetical necessity, but we require an absolute necessity, i.e. 

that an action be necessary, not merely contingent. In other words, 

there is no free choice, as said Leibniz in his "Theodicee" .30 For St. 

Augustine, God was omniscient of all things, but man sinned voluntarily, 

29. N. Pike, " Divine Omniscience and Voluntary Action", The 
Philosophical Review, 1965, Vol . LXXIV . 

30. G \ T L ' b ' "Th" d' ,. " , ~. el,nJ.z, eo lcee', Pt. 1, Sect. 37. 
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31 in other \'.'Orcls, t, ere was free choice for man. Pike continues his 

deterministic argument by s aying : "I have inferred that if God exists, 

h ... " 32 no uman actIon IS VOluntary . JIm"ever, as in human knowledge , truth 

is contingently conjoined to belief, he hastens to ~ualify his statement 

thus : "I t would be a mistake to think that commitment to determinism is 

an unavoidable implication of the Christian concept of divine omni

science.,,33 This determinism is strongly contested by J.T. Saunders, \'lho 

contends that the existence of an omniscient God does not mean that man 

cannot act freely . For him, this is an absurd position: "One acts freely 

to the extent that one has it in one's power to refrain from so acting, 

and vice versa.,,34 To this attack Pike replies, by picking up a subtle 

point, namely that "if God is essentially omniscient, He is not a person".35 

lIe acknowledges that his own assump~ions (i.e. that God is a person, and 

that He is essentially omniscient) are inadequate, but \'londers whether they 

are logically incompatible. 

Human freedom is, therefore, not absolute, but contingent to the 

existence of God; at least for some philosophers . Other thinkers contest 

the very factuality of God, and thus free man into his own liberty, as 

for example Sartre and the Existentialists . M.M. Adams, in his article, 

argues that the existence of an omniscient and everlasting God is not a 

'hard' fact, and thus Pike's deterministic theories on human activity 

31. St. Augustine, " De Libero Arbi trio", Bk. 3. 

32. op . cit., by Pike. 

33. op. ci t ., by Pike . 

34. J.T. Saunders, "Of God and Freedom", The Philosophical Reviell', 
1966, Vol. LXXV. 

35. N. Pike, "Of God and Freedom : A Rej oinder", op. cit. 
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appear to fail at the outset . Adam defines a 'hard' fact as a realised 

fact in the past; conversely a 'so~t' fact is one that is as yet 

unactualised (Berdyaev makes the difference between his initial ' meonic ' 

freedom, libertas minor, and rationa l freedom, libertas major, both 

merged in a final freedom which is God: 'meonic' from the Greek ,to me 

anI that which cannot be actualised, as against 'to auk on' that which 

is realised). 

To say that God is everlastin~ is to give Ilim a time location 

i.e . He exists at all tirr.e~;similarly, to say lie is omniscient is to 

say that He is right and knows all. These are both analytical statements 

and so God cannot be both eternal and omniscient. Thus, if the very 

existence of God is put into question, the nature of human freedom cannot 

be dogmatised, as Adams concludes: "The claim that the existence of an 

essentially omniscient and everlasting God is inconsistent with the 

36 voluntary character of some human actions has yet t o be made out". 

At this point, the problem of evil must be mentioned. If there 

is no God, then man alone is responsible for the existence of evil. But 

if a perfect God (the words are a tautology, and serve only t o poi nt out 

a paradox) created an imperfect wor ld, how can He be Love Consummate? The 

question has no rational answer, and theologians have opted f or faith and 

revelation rather than reason and logic as e.g. K. Barth, for whom rati onal 

theology is sinful, as it puts reason above revelation. I n the i r arti c le, 37 

36. ~1.~1. Adams, " ls the Existence of God a 'Hard Fact '? " , The 
Philosophical Review, Oct. 1967, No . 420, Vol. LXXVI . 

37. E.I-!. :V!adden/P.H . Hare, "On the Difficulty of Evading the 
Problem of Evil " , Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, Sept. 1967, 
No .1, Vol . XXVII I . 
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~iadden and Hare distinguish between 'l)elicf in God', a religious concept, 

and 'belief in the existence of God' as a scientifi c statement . Diffe-

rently from Barth, P. Tillich rejects natural theology on existential 

grounds. He wants to demonstrate that Christianity is basically 

existential and voluntaristic , though not irrational . He recognises 

that gratuitous evil does exist in the world, and though his 'rational' 

theodicy is worth examination, he evades the real probl em of the existence 

of evil. 

Finally, we come to the psychologi cal prob lems of human freedom, 

which tie in \vith what we said about God and evil. There are parallels 

to be drawn between Dostoevsky's th eori es of freedom and irrationality 

and the Existentialist credo. It is interesting that he is studied 

sometimes as a proto-Existentialist, as W. Kaufmann says: "I can see no 

reason for calling Dostoevsky an existentialist , but I do think that Part 

One of "Notes from Underground" is the best overture for existentialism 

ever written". The fact is that man psychologi cally is fri ghtened of 

freedom, though he craves the satisfaction of his self-will (Dostoevsky 

makes a clear distinction between ' svohoda ' and ' vol\la~ : "[Man] is 
.I 

afraid of freedom, openness, and change and longs to be as solid as a 

thing". The difference between the en-soi (the state of an object-in-

38. W. Kaufmann, "Exis tentialism from Dostoevsky to Sartre" , 
(1956), p. 14. 

39. op. cit., p . 44, Kaufmann. 
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the - world, say a table) and the pour - soi (the state of man, human 

consciousness) is that the latter can never objectify itself int o a 'thing ': 

it i s total freedom to be a subject, and thus is its freedom . This 

unavoidable freedom, the need for activity, change and de c is ion brings 

man "the dizzines s of fr eedom" (Kierkegaard), the nausea of Ant oi ne 

/ 
Roquentin in Sartre 1 s "La Nausee". !'-lan strives t o make himself an 

object so as to avoid this vertigo : "[By] an escape from freedom he 

has abdicated his humanity". 40 This abdi cation is fruitless , however, 

and stupid as " i'--lan stands alone in the universe , responsible for his 

condition, likely to remain in a lowly state, but free to reach above 

41 the stars". The human condition, then, is fraugh t with dread, nausea 

and angst, but these can be transcended by a form of authentic living , 

as Sartre affirms: "Life begins on the other side of desp ai r".42 God, 

at least in the philosophy of Sartre, plays no role in human life, and 

in fact is a fetter that man must break to achieve the total sense of 

himself. But Sartre does acknowledge the use of ideals, and God can be 

one , as long as tie is useful : "It is man 1 s basic wish t o fuse his open-

ness and freedom with the impermeability of things, to achieve a state 

of being in which the en-soi and pour- soi are synthes ized. This ideal, 

says Sartre, one can call God [in "L 'Etre et Ie neant"],,.43 

Although there exist similariti es in the doctrines of Dostoevsky 

and Sartre, the main differences between them are that (1) for Dostoevsky 

40 . op. cit . , p . 44, Kau fmann . 

4l. OD. cit . , p . 47, Kaufmann . 

42 . op. cit . , p. 46, Kaufmann . 

43 . op. cit. , p . 47, Kaufmann. 
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God an d f reedom were linked positively , wherea s f or Sartre they are contra-

dietary and (2) human i rrationality for Dos toevsky wa s almost a metaphysi c, 

whereas f or Sart rc (th anks t o the theorie s o f Freud) it is no more than a 

psycho l ogical fa ct of the human pe r sonali ty . For Dostoevsky, reason was 

the death-kn ~ ;'.l l o f freedom, as the Underg round Man explains : " One's mJJ1 

free unfett ered cho i ce, one ' s mJJ1 c apr ice , however wild it may be, one's 

mm f ancy worked up at t i mes t o ~renzy -is tha t very "most advantageous 

advantage" \·;hich we h ave ovel' l ooked, which comes under no classification 

and against which all s yst ems and theories are continually being shattered 

44 to atoms". The existen ce of irrationality is a prere'luisi te for frc e-

dom ; in other \vords, without t he f irst, the second could not be: "Very 

often, and even most often, choice is utterly and stubbornly opposed to 

reason". 45 

Man, then, is wedded to eterna lly choosing: his choice (of word, 

thought , and deed) makes him what he is; nor can one cl aim extenuating 

circumstances as an excuse, for, insists ~1. G rene, "I t is still the choice 

within the situation, not the mere situation itself, that makes the man".46 

~1an is an unfinished series o f projects; he must create himself: "Man 

47 
is what he makes himsel f ", says Sartre. Hence, there is no such thing 

as an absolute esse'nce of a man, but only day-to-day, contingent existence: 

44 . F.~1. Dostoevsky, " Notes from Underground", Sect. '7, from op. 
cit., Kaufmann, p. 71. 

45. I bid., Sect . 8, f r om op . cit., Kaufmann, p. 14. 

46 . ~1. (:rene, "Dreadf ul Freedom", (1948), pp. 46-47. 

47. op. cit., p . 50, Grene. 
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"So self and the world ;:;.re continuously born together, in the self 's 

free trans cendence of its situation to form itself-in-relat ion-to - its

world - a transcendence always ready in process, yet always not yet 

accompli shed . . . There is no essence of humanity but only actions of 

men - responsible acts, yet acts which are not yet '-Ihat they aim to be". 48 

So in what consists man's psychological resistance to his freedom ? 

It is basically a feeling of dread, a "dread before emptines s - before 

annihil ation - before nothing". 49 Man's fate lies in his mV11 hands, and 

this uncharted responsibility is horrifyinr, : "~!an is condemned to be free", 

that is, continually to make himself other than he is, and deep dread 

accompanies the awareness of that destiny . .. It is characteristic 

of human freedom that it cannot bear, from day to day, to face the 

shattering awareness of it s own reality".50 So inevitably, man escapes 

into inauthentic living, a form of bad faith, relying on clich ~, convention 

and casuistry. Hence, for the Existentialist, true life is the recog

nition and acceptance of our total freedom, and then working from there 

into human creat ion. Man's existence i s inseparable from time and free

dom. 

Finally, we may turn to our topi c - Dostoevsky 's own particular 

concept of freedom . What we have said is to serve only as a background 

and frame for an examination of his works. Though not a trained philo

sopher, metaphysics, particularly on the question of freedom, are the 

l ifeblood of Dostoevsky ' s novels, as N. Berdyaev says : "f-reedom is the 

48 . op. cit ., pp . 49-50, Grene . 

49. op. ci t . , p. 52, Grene . 

SO. ~~ci.t., p. 54, Grene . 
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kcrnel of his work and the key to the understanding of his philosophy". 51 

Dostoevsky would not deliver man from his respons ib ility (thus from 

suffering), corres ponding to his human dignity as a free heing. 

TIlere are two freedoms for Dostoevsky - initial and final (cE . 

St. Au gustine) - and between them li es su f fering . Thes e t",o are (1) 

52 " freedom to choosc the truth ll and ( 2) " free dom in the truth". The 

essence of Christianity for Dostoevsky ",as that " the tragic principle 

of freedom is victor over the }lrinciple of compulsion" .53 Whereas, as 

",e have seen, Greek thinkers looked to rat i onal freedom ; Christianity 

has given man irrational freedom, i. e . faith above reason. Ho\Vever, 

Dostoevsky \Vas careful to distin~uish between 'freedom' and 'se lf-\Vill', 

for otherwise licence negates free dom: " If all things are allowable to 

man, then freedom becomes its ovm sl ave, and the man who is his own slave 

54 
is lost". Freedom pmhraccs t he irrational, and, therefore, the co-
exis tence of good and evil. Irrational f reedom is necessary t o reconcile 
G0d and the factualit y of evil - it is the supra-mundane fourth dimension. 

Dostoevsky ' s theodicy is man's justification: "God is, because evil is. 

And that means that God is because fre edom isll. 55 Nihilism was considered 

51. N. A. Bcrdyaev, IIDostoevsky", (1934) , p. 67. 

52 . 01'. cit. , p. 69, Berdyaev. 

53 . op. cit. , p . 71, Berdyaev. 

54 . op . cit. , p . 76, Berdyaev . 

55. op . cit. , p . 87 . 
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by Dostoevsky as atheism, and l1ie t !sche to ol~ up the problem ot: the 

h ' , ... h ' 56 at eIstIc superman arter 1m . 

For Dostoevsky, freedom was dynami c - hence his affinity with 

the Existentialists. But the problem of evil is paramount, as Camus 

exp l ains: " In the presence of God there is l ess of a problem of free-
57 

dom than a problem of evil" . I f there is a God, evil i s unexplainable; 

if there is no God, man is free t o do and undo the evil: "The absurd 

enlightens me on this point : there is no future . lI enceforth, this is 

the reason for my inner freedom".58 The absurd is a source of revolt, 

passion and freedom. "Being a\':are of one's life, one's revolt, one's 

f d d h ' ." d 1 '" 59 ree om, an to t e max1mum, 1S 11vIng , an to t1e maxImum . 

The problem essentially is whether freedom is compatible lvith 

God . For the Existentialists , it is not. For Kirillov in "Thp. Possessed" 

God is the cris is of his freedom, as he says: "I am unhappy because I 

60 am ob liged to assert my freedom". Dostoevsky reverses the position, 

by assuming that there is immortality, ergo God, ergo virtue. Like the 

Existentialists, he makes a ' leap of faith', only he to God and they to 

the existence of the Other. Dost oevsky seeks an end to solipsism in the 

existence of God, and the Existentialists i n the fact of the Other's 

existence. 

56. T.G. Masaryk, "The Spirit of Russia" , Vol. 2 (1919) . 

57. A. Camus, "~Iyth of Sisyphus" , (1958) , p. 56. 

58. op . cit . , p . 58, Camus. 

59. op . cit . , p . 63, Camus . 

60. op. cit. , p. 108, quoted in F. ~I. Dostoevsky, "The Possessed". 
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For Camus, death is the only certainty : 1I0ut s ide of that single 

fat al i t y of death, everything, joy or happiness, is liherty" . 61 Af ter 

death , t here is notlling, whereas for Dostoevsky i t is mere ly the 

beg inn i ng i n Berdyaev's words: "There arc th r ee possihle answers t o t he 

ques t ion of world harmony, of paradise, of the fi na l triwnph of good. 

Firs t : Harmony , paradise, life in the good, wi thout f r eedom of ch oice , 

wi thout wo r l d t ragedy, without suffering , but also without creative 

work . Se cond : Harmony, paradise, life in th e good , on th e heights of 

earth ly his t ory , purchased at the price of innumerable sufferings and 

the t ears of all human generations doomed t o death and t ur ned i nt o a 

means for the happine s s of those who are to come. Third : Harm ony , 

paradise, life in the good, at \vhi ch man will arri ve through freedom 

and suffering , in an economy i nt o whi ch all who at any time lived and 

suffered enter, tha t i s to s ay , i n t he Ki ngdom of God . Dostoevsky 

re j ects the first t wo f aci le answer s to the question of world harmony 

. 62 
and paradi s e , and accepts only the t hlrd" . 

HOIv f ar is Berdyaev r i ght? Does Dostoevsky cl aim an absolut e 

f reedom f or man? Wh er e and how does God fit i nto his scheme, and how 

does he exp l ain evi l? IVe must turn now t o t he novels themselves for 

some of the answers. 

61. op. ci t . , p . 11 7 , Camus. 

62. N. A. Berdyaev, "The Rus s ian Idea" (1947), p . 123. 



II) CRIME fu~D TOTAL FREEDOM 



CHAPTER II 

"Crime and Punishment" (1866) raises among other Questions, the 

eternal problem of man and total freedom in the absence of a belief in 

God. t-.-!an' s ontological freedom is diff erent from his ethical freedom, 

in turn di fferent from his legal liberty. What does one mean by free-

dom here? The Shorter Oxford Dictionary gives this definition among others: 

"The quality of being free from the control of fate or necessity; the 

power of self-determination". 1 This points to man's ontological, (i.e. 

natural or inherent) freedom which he possesses by virtue of being a 

man. 

The fact that this freedom may be an absolute quality questions the 

existence of morality . Freedom can be total, only if there is absence of 

fear of retribution for committing evil . Thus, in a state of absolute 

freedom, the first premise is that there is no difference between good 

and evil, as these qualities are merged into one; and the second premise 

is then that there are no moral laws for governing man's conduct. Hence, 

the conclusion we arrive at is that there is no God to dispose of this 

world. 

Raskolnikov starts with this conclusion, and attempts to set 

himself in the place of God, to step over the bounds of human society, 

based largely on moral laws. We must examine whether, and how far, he 

succeeds . He is impelled by two motives, the one psychological and the 

- -----------------------
1. - F. G •• Shorter .oxford Dict,ionary (1933) . 
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other logical. Firstly, he has a painfully complex personality, which 

is overtaken more andmore by megalomania: he dreams of being a Napoleon, 

a demonic «CHJIhHaR JIH'qHOCTh». He senarates the 'herd' of ordinary 

people from those who wield power. Nietzsche was to expand on this idea 

in his theory of the superman, which in fascist Germany led to the pol:i.-

tical concept of "[)eutschland uber alles" , and "Ein uher alles". And so 

Raskolnikov hates and despises humanity in the mass, and hungers for 

power, and ahove all to prove to himself that he is one of nature's 

supermen. Secondly, he argues to himself that he is acting on the 

utilitarian principle of enlightened self-interest to save his mother 

from perrury, and his sister Dunyasha from a loveless marriage, by 

killing a ' useless parasite' ,as ~Io chulsky says: «PaCKOJIhHI1KOB C06JIa3HHJICR 

YTHJIHTapHOH MOpaJIhro,BhlBo~RmeH BCe nOBe~eHHe qeJIOBeKa H3 npHH~Hna 
pa3YMHo H UOJIh3hl».2 

Raskolnikov kills an old woman who is, in his o\VD words, 

HHKOMY He nOJIe3Ha» judging her by the 

purely inhuman, heart less logic of a rational intellectual. He sums up 

her value to society by materialistic standards. Dostoevsky gives us 

the whole psychological process of the thoughts leading up to Raskolnikov's 

crime, and the unpredictable aftermath . Will he be able to withstand the 

consequences, not so'much external, but internal, of his act? 

To begin with, however, we must realize that Raskolnikov's two 

motives are contradictory. For by his strange act, he has certainly not 

secured the happiness of his mother and sister; nor indeed didhe murder 

to save them. His mother is quite lucid about his nature: 

2. Mochulsky, K., "Dostoevsky: zhizn' i tvorchestvo" (1947), 
p. 226. 
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«Bhl AYMaeTe, ero 6hl OCT aHOBHnH TorAa MOH cne3hl, MOH rrpoch6hl, 

MOR 60ne3Hh, MOR CMepTh, Mo~eT 6hlTh, C TOCKH, Hama HH~eTa? 
3 

rrpe c rrOKO~HO 6hl rrepemarHyn Qepe3 Bce rrperrHTCTB HR» . 

Indeed, Raskolnikov acted for no-one else except himself to prove his 

will -power - as he blurts out in his confe ssional outburst to the youn g 

prostitute, Sonia Marmeladova: «~~ ce6R y6Hn, AnR c e6R OAHOro ••• 

4 rrpaBO HM ero?» He wants to prove that he is free to act, that 

total freedom of choice exists. 

Yet how can one r econcile reason (Le. absence of irrationality) 

with freedom (which exists only i f there is a choice between a rational 

and an irrational course of action)? As in Gide's "Les Caves du 

Vatican",S in which Lafcadio is dazzled by the idea of the 'acte gratuit' 

(i.e. motiveless, irrational, act), so Rask ol nikov tries by reasoning to 

justify a basically irrational act, using the ploy of a utilitarian argu

ment . In the French novel, the hero realizes that he only wants to prove 

to himse lf that he can act 'irrationally' ; whereas in "Crime and Punish -

ment" Rask 01 nikov attempts to put a logical construction on his crazy act. 

So we must acknowledge that the l atter fails on both counts on the concrete 

level; for neither does he prove anything definite to himself, nor does he 

3. Dostoevsky, F.~1., "Crime and Punishment", v . V, p. 224. 

4. op . cit., p. 437. 

5. Gide, A., "Les Caves du Vatican", (192 4). 
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contribute to the welfare of his family. This is his failure in the 

sphere of matter. 

Throughout the process of the crime, Raskolnikov hungles through 

in the most human manner: he is forced to take the axe not from the 

kitchen (as he had planned), but from the door-keepcr's room; he forgets 

to close the door of the old woman's flat, while he is murdering her; he 

has to murder her sister, Lizaveta, who is an unwitting witness; he does 

not remember that he must steal enough to make it look like the work of 

a simple burglar. In effect, he is ~~ free to act; he is largely 

activated by chance and fate, just as when he comes to know by accident 

that the old woman would be alone on that particular evening. He is no 

longer acting by his own free-will, nor even by reason; he is like an 

automaton, which once set in motion cannot stop: «KaK-6y.n;TO ero KTO-TO 

Be~ 3a pyKy H rroTRHy~ 3a coaoH HeOTpa3HMo, c~eno, c HeeCTeCT-
6 

BeHHo H CH~OM, oe3 B03p~eHHM». 

Similarly, after the murder, he is incapable of logically arguing 

away his fears and doubts. To all appearances, luck has helped him in 

his far from perfect crime, and he has only to keep up a front until 

public interest has blown away. But he is strangely uneasy : «Heno.n;o3peBaeMble 

7 Be cannot ero cep.n;u;e ••• » 

carry it through, and the truth, the invincible law of human nature, will 

wreak its own. Raskolnikov ends by heing forced of his own volition to 

to give himself up. The detective inspector has not a shred of evidence 

6. Dostoevsky, F.M., "Crime and Punishment", v. V, p. 77. 

7. op. cit., p. 288. 
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to go on, except for Raskolnikov's cyclothy nic behaviour. Yet he knows 

that he has only to wait, and the truth will emerge of its own. In effect, 

Raskolnikov demands his own moral punishment. 

Raskolnikov continues in deed the imaginary, verbal rebellion of 

the «no ,rr.noJI bHblti and lays the path for the despotism 

of the Grand Inquisitor in "The Brothers Karamazov". By his act, he has 

destroyed not merely a moral law, hut the first assumption for belief in 

the world of the spirit. This ideology of strength leads natural ly to a 

morality of violence, and we are indeed far away from the purely logical 

argument that preceded the act. 

And secondly, Raskolnikov fails on the logical level: for even 

to want to prove himself to be a Napoleon indicates a lack of assurance 

that he is a «Cl1JIbHa.fI JIl111HOCTb».Napoleon, according to Raskolnikov, 

would not argue about the rights or wrongs of an action; he would act 

directly. Thus, by his own standards of superm en, Raskolnikov has no 

right to take the law into his own hands. Like the rest of mankind, he 

is a 'louse'. This is his failure in the sphere of logic. 

The realisation of his true mediocrity, his impotence against 

his own all t oo human nature, as with the «no.n;nOJIbHhIti 'l.IeJIOBeK» 

makes him initially hate the goodness of Sonia. Thus, like a spoiled 

child who will assert himself and persist in a wrong - doing, even when 

he secretly recognizes that he is lvrong, Raskolnikov hugs his deed to 

himself the closer: «Mox<eT, .fI e~e lleJIOBeK, a He Bomb, 11 nOToponl1JIC.fI 

ce6.fI OCy.n;l1Tb» 
8 If he recognizes that he is wrong, he lowers him -

self to the level of all humanity, and his ego will not brook this. There 

8. op. Cit., p. 439. 
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are two ways out of his dilemma for him: suicide or suhmission to human 

laws. He has not enough decision, perhaps too much human cowardice, to 

take the first course of action. Yet when he is sentenced to hard labour 

in Siberia, he still will not repent: «COBecTb MOR 
9 

CI'IOKOMHa». 

lie cannot repent, as for him his theory is still valid. lie does not 

allow h~nself to feel guilty. All he has proved is that he is weak, a 

member of the herd. But the theory still holds good: that total moral 

freedom does exist in the absence of God. Dostoevsky does not solve the 

question, and the implications are so disturbing that Raskolnikov had to 

be made to seem to repent. For this reason, Dostoevsky had to tack on the 

optimistic ending about Raskolnikov's resurrection, which for 1'-1ochulsky is 

a 'false conclusion'. «COBeCTb MOR CI'IOKOHHa» means that Raskolnikov 

acknowledges that he is weak, that he has a social conscience, and that 

society has the right to punish him. But the possibility of supermen 

and total freedom still remains to be disproved, and Dostoevsky worried 

out the problem in his two subsequent great novels. 

Raskolnikov's position is somewhere between the herd and supermen, 

for he can visualize total freedom, but is unahle to grasp it. What is it 

then that brought him to his doom? It is not remorse, nor fear of Porfiry 

Petrovitch, nor rep~ntance. If he could have controlled his high-strung 

nerves, there would have been no logical obstacle to his really being a 

superman. But , ... hat makes him just like other men, is that he does not 

accept responsibility for his act. A Napoleon would have acted, and then 

taken come what may. But Raskolnikov humanly blames fate: 

9. of. cit., p. 567. 
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«OH, PaCKOnhHHKOB, norH6 TaK cneno, 6e3Ha~e~HO, r~yxo 

u 6 10 H rnyno, no KaKoMY-TO npHroBoPY cnenOH CY~h hl». 

If man is incapable of acting without referring his success or failure 

to a constant such as God or destiny, then he is not acting in total 

freedom. Raskolnikov's rejection of his act is petty and human, but 

then, so is he. 

Mochulsky argues that Raskolnikov has no worthy foe except fate. 

But surely is this not begg ing the question? He sees Raskolnikov as a 

half-superman: «( OH) TIorHC) KaK TparHtIeCKHM repOM B 60ph6e co cnerrhlM 

11 
.i?O KOM»' Thus, he interprets Raskolnikov's sudden realization of love 

for Sonia as a careful device used by Dostoevsky to conceal the bitter 

truth from his ' public, the truth that Raskolnikov's theory is still 

valid. Remorse and resurrection through love, therefore, would be 

impossible for him, and Dostoevsky dodges the unhappy reality by leaving 

only a vague promise in a «HOBaJI HCTOPH.fi». Mochulsky calls 

Raskolnikov's promised transformation a «6JIarOtIeCTHBa.fI JIO~b» 
12 

So what can we sum up about Raskolnikov? We have no evidence 

that Raskolnikov is a superman at the end of "Crime and Punishment" . He 

has acted on personal reasons (to prove himself), tried to hide behind a 

rational argument, bungled the job, given himself up for no logical reason 

that he would recognize, and later failed to justify his act or accept 

responsibility, asserted his wrongdoing in an attempt to stave off his 

self-realization, and finally, dealt brutally with Sonia until he learns 

10. or . ci t ., p. 566 . 
11. Mochulsky, K. "Dostoevsky: :z.hi7-h I -1 tV OTCr\~~st vo ((947) , 

p. 255. 

12. or. cit., p. 255. 
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to accept the truth aoout himself. In all, he has behaved like a man, 

even a rather stupid one. Nor has he managed to prove that there is 

total freedom, even if there is no belief in God. Only his theory. 

remains to be disproved. 

If total freedom were to exist, good and bad, reason and 

irrationali ty, free-\Vill and predetermination lVould all mutually exclude 

one another. In this state of the lI °neallt:' the utter nihili sm of life 

,,,auld lead the ordinary man to death or ins ('l:city . Man cannot bear the 

ideal of a total freedom, just as he cannot envisage infinity or eternity. 

Man is made up of variables, relativities, contradktions, and hence he is 

incapable of ever living in a world of constants, absolutes and uniformity. 

He can only hold in his mind an absolute as an ideal to guide his daily 

behaviour, but he cannot live \Vith it. Even were he not to believe in God, 

man makes his own bonds, his own rules of conduct, for he cannot exist in 

a vacuum, as Mochulsky himsel f recognizes: «' CHJIbHhIti qeJIOBeK' BO 3:>Ka)!(.n;aJI 

oCBo6o)!(.n;eHHR OT Bora - H .n;OCTHr ero; cBo6o.n;a ero OKa3aJICR 6ec-

npe.n;eJIbHoi1. Ho B 6ecnpe.n;eJIbHOCTH 13 ero ra6eJIb» 

Intellectual freedom by disbelieving in God, does not mean total freedom 

from human laws. Human nature entails that man is slave to some man-

conceived force: demonism or fate. 

Thus, for the Christian, there is no freedom except in Christ. 

The ideas of total freedom and the superman are myths created by man as a 

wry joke at the truth. He suspects that neither can exist, and that it is 

impossible and undesirable that either should exist. If man is to live 

13. op. cit., p. 255. 
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among men, rules must be created and respected. Even Voltaire the cynic 

claimed that: "Si Dieu n' existai t pas, il faud rai t I' inventer". 14 God is 

ultimately irreplaceable as an ideal, a deterrent or a guide. 

"Crime and Punishment " raises four points of discussion: (1) human 

reason, (2) guilt (caused by evil), (3) suffering and (4) salvation, and 

we must study each in turn. Lev Shestov, for whom Dostoevsky was a 

«nCHXOJIOrHQeCKaJI 15 divides the novelist's work into 

tlVO periods from the time of "Poor foolk" to his exile and "Notes from the 

House of the Dead", and then from "Underground Notes" to the speech on 

Pushkin. Doskoevsky's exile transformed his deep beliefs, as Shestov 

s ays: «~ocToeBcKHrr rOBopHJI 
16 

o rrepepO%AeHHH CBOHX y6e~AeHH M», 

and «KaTopra ~OCToeBCKoro npOAOJI~aJIaCb He qeTHpe rOAa,a BCro EH3Hb».17 

Before his exile, Dostoevsky I~as a political liberal, a follower of the 

French socialist Utopianists, Fourier and St. Simon . After his exile, he 

was more of a conservative, with a strong belief in Russia and her narod. 

His faith in man was changed from a political into a mystical one: man 

was seen as an irrational, antinomic and sensual being, but possessed of l 

an instinct for God. From the writing of "Underground Notes", he rejects 

his earlier ideals, and now «JIro6 HMaJ'I ero TeMa - npecTyrrJIeHHe H npe-

CTYIlHHK » . 18 
The foe becomes his former associates in political 

14. Voltaire, F, "Candide, ou l'optimisme", ed. Ren~ Pomeau, 
(Paris, 1963). 

15. Shestov, Lev, "Dostoevsky i Nitshe", (1922) , p. 28. 

16. op. cit. , p. 19. 

17. op. cit. , p. 61. 

18. 012' cit. , p. 70. 
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aeti vi ty - the all ied-liberals, 'vho 'vere both atheists and socialists, 

virtually synonymous for Dostoevsky. Human reason and rationality, which 

formerly had made a perfectible world a possible theory, now were no 

longer sufficient, for how can man build a perfect world, when he himself 

is not infallible? Thus, from human reason, Dostoevsky turned to human 

nature, and to its deepest instinct s , faith and a need for a transcendent 

being. All his later works are a negation of reason, and an affirmation 

of the spirit. 

Much controversy exists about whether Dostoevsky's work is valid 

from the s:tylistic factor. M. Beebe points out that the ideological 

content is unified with the artistic structure: "Theme and technique 

. 19 
overlap". There is a dualism of psychology and philosophy, in which 

the intellect is shown as evil, and the senses as good. The triple 

struggle of mind, body and spirit is embodied in Luzh in, Svi drigailov and 

Sonia. A motive is a driving force to an action, and Raskolinkov's three 

motives became also his reasons thus (1) to kill the old woman to get 

money - self-interest (Mind); (2) to test himself - lust (Body). 

Raskolnikov is more masochistic than sadistic. For example, the drunken 

girl who is pursued in the street by a 'gentleman' gives rise to the 

beaten horse in his dream, and this in turn to the murder; (3) to lacerate 

himself - masochism (Spirit). His passive will-to-suffering is stronger 

than his desire to make others suffer. Raskolnikov accepts his suffering 

as the common lot of all humanity, hence his passionate self-lowering in 

19. Beebe, M., "The Three Motives of Raskolnikov", College English, 
(1955), Vol. 17. 
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front of Sonia, II'ho has suffered greatly for the sake of her family. 

Even II'hen the reasons are exploded (money, self-interest) the 

motives remain. Suffering can he sensual or spiritual, and thus is con

nected lvi th religion. God is shown to be greater than human reason, 

which to a Frenchman is patently absurd, as A. Gide exclaims: "Dostoevsky's 

heroes inherit the Kingdom of God only by the denial of mind and will 

and the surrender of personality".20 Raskolnikov does not repent of his 

crime, because he does not accept his responsibility. It is only after 

eight months of exile that revelation comes to Raskolnikov through love 

and humility, «B oCTpote , Ha CBo6o~e»(in pri'5on)i:n freedom ).21 

The contra is the will-to-suffering, as the pro is the acceptance of love. 

In man's salvation, hwnan reason has a minimal rBle for Dostoevsky. 

Secondly, the idea of rationality leads us to that of guilt and 

responsibility . As we have seen, Raskolnikov says: «COBeCTb MOR CiloKottHa», 

because for him his theory of the superman is still valid . He feels no 

gUilt at the evil he has committed, for to him it is not evil. I-Ie only 

acknowledges that society has a right to punish him, for having failed, 

for having sholl'n himself to be weak. Raskolnikov thinks only that he 

was the cause of the death of the old woman, but that he is not respon-

sible for it. 

20. Gide, A., "Dostoevsky" , (1926), -p. 98. 

21. Dostoevsky, F.M., "Crime and Punishment", v. V, p. 567. 
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In a series of articles, two philosophers deal with the relation 

of causation and responsibility. J.D. Wild identifies causation and 

responsibility thus: "To be responsible for something is the same as to 

be its cause" or "Responsibility is to be identified with a certain type 

f ° h O h 11 f 11 ° ° 1 ° 1 0" 22 o causatIon \oJ IC we may ca , 0 oWIng Arlstot e, Interna causatIon. 

But even determinists \wuld refuse to accept that one is responsible for 

compulsory action. Thus is determinism compatible with moral responsi-

bility? Yes, in a causal situation. In other words, responsibility is 

more structured than causation, as Wild affirms: "Responsibility involves 

1 k o d 23 a "for-to structure", but causation involves nothing of t1e In ". 

Professor Frankena makes a fine distinction a la Aristotle bet,veen 

the two categories: "I f the causes of t he act lie outside the agent, then 

it is forced upon him. If the causes are his O\m desires, which lie 

within him, then it is a voluntary act, and he is responsible for it".24 

This last statement opposes freedom and responsihility to compulsion, i.e. 

if one is free, one is also responsible: "Freedom and responsibility 

belong to the richer and wider horizon of the life -world". 25 Hence, it is 

Raskolnikov's freedom that asserts his moral responsibility, his guilt for 

the evil he has committed . Statements of responsihility are normative or 

moral, and limit one's ontological freedom. In the responsible act, there 

are t hree moments : (1) the distance to evaluate - the root of human 

freedom, (2) the imagining of new possibilities and (3) relevant action. 

22 . Frankena, W.K./Wild, J. D. , "On Responsibility", Philosophy 
and Phenomenological Research, June 1967, No. 4, Vol. XXVII, p. 90. 

23. °E· cit. , p. 95. 

24. or· cit. , pp. 97-98. 

25. op. cit. , p. 100. 
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Raskolipkov lived through all three moments: his was a responsible, not 

merely a causal act, and eventually he comes to see what he has done. 

Thirdly, guilt is the source of suffering, and thus we arrive at 

the crux of Dostoevsky's concept of freedom. RaskolJ'lnkov wants to be 

punished. In fact, he cannot plan a perfect crime, as this would defeat 

his real purpose. His physical surroundings suggest his "s ense of internal 

corruption". 26 Similarly, Marmeladov chooses Katerina Ivanovna as wife -

and the worst kind for him - as an instrument for self-laceration. This 

shows the inner affinity between Raskolnikov and Marmeladov: both call 

themselves beasts, both want to preserve their self-esteem through charity. 

"To suffer passively,,27 is the crucial accusation: suffering should 

be actively entered upon. Raskolnikov has lost confidence in himself and 

feels that he cannot do a good deed. Svid~igailov and Raskolnikov both see 

the world as evil, but they want it proved to them that they are not lost 

to virtue. The latter rationalizes his acts; but this is false. He wants 

to hurt, but even more to be hurt , thus the isolation of self-violence. By 

not helping others in need (e.g. the drunken young girl in the street), 

Raskolnikov moves away from ~'larmeladov towards Svidrigailov. Razumikhin 

preserves the sense of dignity that Raskol]Dkov has lost. One must here 

note the significance of their names: Raskolnikov stands for schism and 

schizoid, and Ra zumikhin for reasonability and practicality. Svidrigailov 

embodies the agony, the self-destruction of the man who rationalizes his 

guilt and will not confess. Raskol nikov 's dream tells him that he must 

26. Snodgrass, W.D., "Crime for Punishment 
One", Hudson Review, 1960, Vol. XII I. 

27. op . cit. , 

the Tenor of Part 
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choose between suicide and murder, and he clearly loses control over his 

actions: "lie suddenly felt with all his being that he no longer possessed 

any freeQom of reasoning or of will, and that everythin~ \vas suddenly and 

irrevocably settled" .28 

As we have seen, Raskolnikov rationalizes his need to prove him-

self by the ruse of self-interest. He invents the real motive, as he 

knows already that his mind will defeat him, hence the "only plausible 

purpose is a desire for punishment". 29 Hence he is always deeply aware 

that he is not a superman. What he does gain is as follows: (1) a 

cleansing of past wrongs and of his sense of guilt. He must " cleanse his 

view of himself and of his \vorld". 30 (2) A proof that he is not negli-

gible; (3) a device that will force him henceforward to obey his conscience. 

He hungers to obey, to be devoted to morality, but cannot find anything to 

bow dOlo,1n to, and (4) the attribute of a "loved and worthy child in a God-

d f ·1 1· 31 centre, amI y-sty e unIverse." 

Dostoevsky arrives at the paradoxical conclusion, that the crimi-

nal is the most eager f or God, because he wills his own suffering (i.e. 

punishment). Raskol]pkov does believe in God, says Snodgrass, and he 

longs for Him to declare Himself. By killing Alyona, and then Lizaveta 

(a compounding of his sin), he challenges God's vengeance. Svidrigailov 

sho\o,1s him the next logical step in hubris - suicide, whereas Porfiry 

28. Dostoevsky, F.H., "Crime and Punishment", op. cit., Snodgrass. 

29. op. cit., Snodgrass. 

30. op. cit. 

31. 0p. cit. 
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Rb:ovi tch and Sonia make Haskolnikov see ,,,hat he has done to himsel f. 

This leads him to the police to give himself up. Simone Weil neatly 

sums up Raskolnikov's strange masochistic-sadistic tendencies when she 

says: "A hurtful act is the transference to others of the degradation 

which we bear in ourselves. That is why we are inclined to commit such 

. 32 
acts as a way of delIverance" 

. 33 
~lan is the third dimension between God and nature, says L. Vatal. 

Suffering is the essence of human life, and man must not resist it, but 

willingly surrender his autonomy to God. Suffering is all-embracing: 

34 "It includes limit, fall, idea, passion, and tragedy." Dostoevsky's 

",orks are the "religion of suffering".35 Suffering is the way of 

stepping into life: "Suffering is metaphysics. ,, 36 Free-will is man's 

dream, but freedom, due to its limits, is only an illusion. Crime puts 

an end to this illusion and also to life: "There is no way out of the 

freedom problem: 37 therefore, there is no \"layout of suffering." 

Suffering, then, is unavoidable: "Suffering is the basis of human life 

and the possibility of the future of human existence.,,38 

Lastly, Dostoevsky shows that suffering lies in the nature of man 

as a free and responsible being, and for him the Russian people above all 

32. Ope cit. 

33. Vatai, L., "Man and His Tragic Li fe " , (1954) . 

34. °E· cit. , p. 94. 

35. 0)2. cit. , p. 95. 

36. Ope cit. , p . 99. 

37. Ope cit. , p. 103. 

38. o~. cit. , p. 110. 
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others could accept pain and suf fering.,,39 In Christ, the human 

personality is completely free, for He conquered suffering and pain, 

and exposed the pattern of world harmony, so that we arrive at a 

position diametrically opposite to that of the Existentialists: "Christ 

can be found only by those who are not afraid of freedom [and vice versa]"~O 

l!ence, suffering is closely linked to the idea of puri fication. 

Dostoevsky welds together the precepts of Christian philosophy and Christian 

mysticism, when he advocates that man should abandon himself to God of his 

own free-will. As suffering leads to a moral purification, man must 

accept suffering as a part of life. If man asserts himself, he is doomed 

to failure. 
41 

Human beings, says C.G. Strem, conflict with hasic moral 

Imvs of human destiny. Humility is the first virtue (e.g. Sonia), and 

self-sacrifice is very important. Thus, those who suffer (e. g. the 

criminal) are closest to God, as Dmitri exclaims at his trial: "I want 

to suffer, and by suffering I shall be purified". 42 Raskolni kov realizes 

that his premise was a false one - i.e. that he is not strong enough to 

create his own moral code. Only suffering can lead to redemption, a 

consequence of the Fall of man and original sin. 

The belief in self-abasement is rooted in the Russian, and 

essentially in the .Oriental, soul. Thus, crime leads to suffering, which 

in turn brings man to redemption. So how can man rise above his sin? 

39. Dostoevsky, F.M., "Diary of an Author", No . 4, 1873, from 
N. Zernov; "Three Russian Prophets" (1 944). 

40. Zernov, N., "Three Russian Prophets" (1944), p. 108. 

41. Strem, C.G., "The Moral World of Dostoevsky", Russian Review, 
July, 1957, Vol. XVI. 

42. Dostoevsky, F.M., "The Brothers Karamazov" . 
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Dostoevsky shows that the intellect, unsupported by faith, destroys man. 

Suffering al one can help man to salvat ion. Hence crime is a metaphysical 

act, rather than a political or legal one, as V. \\1oolf says: "The simpli

fication [of vice and virtue] is only on the surface".43 Dostoevsky's 

heroes and criminals are haunted by fears and doubts, hence their simplest 

acts attain symbolic significance: "The effect of this brooding and 

analysing mind is always to produce an atmosphere of doubt, of questioning, 

of pain, perhaps of despair".44 E.H. Carr delves deeply into the ethica l 

problem of this novel: "The theme of the book is the analysis of the 

motives of the murder and of its reactions on the murderer; and in this 

theme Dostoevsky embodies the whole problem of the relations of the ego 

to the surrounding world, of the individual to society, which is, in 

effect, the central problem of both ethics and metaphysics." 45 Does 

Roskolnikov fail, because he is weak, or because a spiritual essence in 

humanity makes him unable to be a superman? He is himself uncertain 

\vhether he has acted for himself or for humanity, hut "The tragedy for 

Raskolnikov is the collapse of the principle on which he has acted. ,,46 

Both Raskolnikov and Svidrigailov come to the same conclusion: The 

philosophy of the superman [Raskol~nkov] and the rationalistic ethics 

43. Woolf, V., "Granite and Rainbow", 1958, p. 127. 

44. or. cit., p. 130. 

45. Carr, E.H., "Dostoevsky", (1931), p. 191 . 

46. op. cit., p. 195. 
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of the uti litarian (Svidr i gai lov) e-nd alike in pure hecl on ism .,, 47 

Salvation, th en, mus t be earned through tears and torment: "Por 

the Rus s i an, s·a l vation must come not through action, but through sufferin g , 

48 
and t hrough su f fe r ing voluntarily accepted." Hence it is not a gift of 

di vine grace, so much as an existential salvation, as Carr s ays: "lie 

( Dostoevsky) believed firmly that suffering was the necessary psychological 

d · t . f tl f' f . ,,49 
con 1 10n 0 le org1veness o . sln. This doctrine of suffering 

contains many factors - theological, literary and psychological: "Such 

are the elements - religious, romantic and masochistic - which , ... ent to 

SO . 
make up the doctrine of suffering [of Dostoevsky]". Love is the reverse 

of suf ferin g , and it is this that saves Raskolnikov:«"l{epe3 y6 I1ll: CTBO 

cTapYXI1 repo~ ~yXOBHO YMI1paeT, ~epe3 ~ID6oBb COHI1 - BocKpecaeT ••• 
51 

~I13Hb KOH~I1~aCb C O~HO~ CTOPOHhl, Ha~I1HaeTCR C ~pyro ~». 

Salvation is attained through free submission to God: eternal damnation 

is conj oined to determinism, hubris and lack of freedom: «HeT ~pyro~ CBOOOAhI, 

52 
KpOMe CBOOO~hI BO XpI1CTe; HeBepYID~I1~ BO XpI1CTa rrO~B~aCTeH POKY». 

Thus, the dialectic of salvation is simple: crime ~ suffering --) 

sal vation (which is a free acceptance of pain) ~ freedom in Christ . 

47. °E' cit. , p. 196 . 

48. op. ci t_. , p. 200. 

49. op. cit. , p. 292. 

SO. op. cit. , p. 292. 

Sl. Mochulsky, K. , "Dostoevsky: zhiznI 1 tvorchestov", (1947) , 
p . 235. 

52. °E· cit. , p. 255. 
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Christ is the highest superlative for man: "There is nothing more 

beautiful, more profound, more lovable, more reasonahle, more courage ous 

and more perfect than Christ, yes, and I tell myself with jealous love, 

that there could be nothing. More than that, if anyone proved to me that 

Christ was not in the truth, and it really was a fact that the truth was 

not in Christ, I would rather be with Christ than with the truth. 11
53 

It 

is interesting to note that both To};toy and Dostoevsky unden 'ent a con-

version about the age of fifty. 

We can see from our analysis of "Crime and Puns' ment l1 that 

Dostoevsky is combining philosophy and literature . The problem of free-

dom involves the topic of human reason , guilt, suffering and salvation. 

But Dostoevsky also thought as an artist, and thus the philosophical 

ideas are embodied in men. The ideas are inseparable from the personality 

of the protagonists, as claims V.V. Zenkovsky: l1In their destinies in 

the inner dialectic of their development, Dostoevsky traces the dialectic 

f 'f' 'd ,,54 o some specl lC 1 ea. Dostoevsky concentrates on the philosophy of 

the human spirit, and, therefore, deals always with problems of anthro-

pology, historiosophy, ethics and religion. IIis early socialism was a 

form of spiritual searching, the same l1 ethical immanentism,,55 which under-

lies all theories of' progress (even Tolstoy's). It believes in the 'natural' 

goodness of man, in total happiness, and rejects the Kantian concept of the 

'radical evil' of human nature - hence there is no original sin, and no need 

53. Dostoevsky, F.M., letter to Mme. N.A. Fonvizina, 20th February, 
1854, from op. cit. - Carr, p. 282. 

54. Zenkovsky, V.V., "A History of Russian Philosophyl1 (1953), V.l, 
pp. 414-415. 

55. op. cit. 
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for atonement and salvation through Christ, i. e. "Christian natural ism". 56 

Dostoevsky had a religious nature, and in his own words was 

'tormented' by the idea of God. He never doubted God's existence, but 

explored the implication of His existence for man: i.e. the controversy 

of theodicy. His interest in socialism was linked to his religious 

search, and he, therefore, rejected political liberalism, when he realized 

that its followers reviled Christ. This theme of the godless revolutionary, 

who transforms and distorts the nature of freed om in the name of the common 

\'leal, is expanded in "The Possessed". Dostoevsky's thought is concerned 

with antinomies, all of which are reconciled in the realm of religion. 

For him, Russia's strength lay in her Orthodo~ and even history had a 

religious meaning: "Man's freedom by divine intention is the basis of the 

historical dialectic." Dostoevsky indeed formulates the prohlem of 

culture within the religious consciousness itself. Just as Raskolnikov 

symbolizes the break with the religious consciousness, so Kirillov in "The 

Possessed" is the religious reformulation of this break in the ideology 

of mangodhood. Basically, Dostoevsky converted all the problems of the 

human condition - social, political and psychological - into religious 

ones, as we shall see in the next chapter dealing with his novel "Besy". 

56. op. cit. 

57. op. cit., p. 431. 



CHAPTER I I I ) RATIONALISM - THE ABYSS BENEATH 



CHAPTER II I 

David ~1agarshackl said that "Besy" is best considered as a 

political melodrama, which statement implies that the novel is of a 

complex structure, in which each of its layers represents a different 

aspect of human life. On the political level, the novel is based on 

the Nechaev affair, which caused a great stir in 1870 and gave 

Dostoevsky the idea of the novel . Nechaev was the founder of a secret 

society, Narodnaya Rasprava, and murdered, with the help of three accom

plices, the student Ivanov. Dostoevsky's brother-in -law. Snitkin, a 

student in Moscow, and press accounts provided the material for a plot. 

In his anger at this waste of a young life, Dostoevsky conceived a satire 

exposing the Nihilists and Westernisers. The main figure was to be a 

fanatic , an ascetic despot, who craves blind obedience to his orders: 

the character of Peter Verkhovensky was thus to be a caricature of a 

revolutionary, an antihero meant to discredit all his fellow revolutio

naries. He is the philosopher of anarchy, on whom all Dostoevsky's hatred 

for revolutionary ideas was concentrated. But he soon found that his 

secondary character~ came to eclipse the main ones, and he had to re\vri te 

all that he had already produced: thus Stavrogim came to replace 

Verkhovensky as the new hero of the novel. Dostoevsky knew that he was 

committing himself as a writer, and possibly about to alienate a whole 

section of his reading public, but his indignation was too strong to be 

suppressed for personal gain. Thus, he was to some extent prepared for 

1. D. Magarshack, "The Possessed" (1962), Introduction. 
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the storn of protest that greeted the publication in 1871 of "The Possessed". 

We find , therefore, that there are two poles of activity in this 

novel: the political and the metaphysical, which are both nec8ssary and 

interconnected. Of the two groups of characters, the first puts into 

practice and applies the theories of the other. Stavrogin is the ambi

guous hero, who is dead to life and finally is seen not to be a true 

revolutionary; Verkhovensky is the political antihero, who is a prophecy 

for the type of Soviet Commissar who operated in the 1930's . 

The political plot is the outer shell of the eternal metaphysical 

problems which Dostoevsky, as always, leaves unsolved. Verkhovensky and 

Shigalev push the theories of Stavrogin to the utmost limit and then want 

to enforce t he conclusions on a socio-political basis; Kirillov enacts 

these ideas on a personal level. The action is separate from the t hought, 

but each completes the other. "The Possessed", a fragment from the 

unwritten but projected "The Life of a Great Sinner", which was to be 

based on Stavrogin is a defence of the real Russia against the demonic 

pro-western intellectuals and revolutionaries, symbolised by 'the devils', 

taken aptly from the quotation from St. Luke's Gospel (Chapter 8, Verses 

32 - 37). Dostoevsky is here expanding Raskolnikov's problem on a larger 

scale: for a nation'that wants to violate the principles of social life 

in the name of liberty is as equally doomed to failure as the individual 

who covets licence, not because liberty does not exist, but because those 

concerned cannot grasp and use their liberty well. On a mathematical 

scheme, Dostoevsky shows that murder relates to the individual just as 

revolution relates to the masses. Like Raskolnikov, the revolutionaries 

claim superhuman dignity; in the event, they are all proved to be incapable 
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of utilising their unbounded liberty. 

Dostoevsky demonstrates how a nation in revolt will only find a 

nell' slavery and ruin. The collective mania for freedom is even more 

destructive than a sin~le mania. Defeat is the same, for people are not 

strong enough to win a victory over freedom. The ideas of total freedom 

and of God remain unsolved except in Dostoevsky's ethic. Dostoevsky, 

however, attacks the revolutionaries more violently than he does Raskolnikov. 

The latter found that he was not strong enough to grasp total freedom, but 

his theory of a Napoleon, in the absence of God, remains to be disproved. 

In "The Possessed", Stavrogin carries the idea of total freedom further, 

and gets nearer the mark - but being a Napoleon brings him no contentment, 

and he kills himself to end his inertia, which is all he can pit against 

"the abyss beneath" of reason. Similarly, all the revolutionaries fail 

because Dostoevsky clearly wants to show that the idea - let alone the 

possibility - of revolt is corrosive to society. Socialism and revolution 

are the natural offspring of atheism. So socialism for Dostoevsky becomes 

a religious problem, because man wants to replace God by the masses. Thus 

we see how closely linked in "The Possessed" are the political and meta

physical levels of human activity. 

Dostoevsky Saw socialism as the religion of man. For him, it 

emphasized material well-being, the earthly happiness of men and negated 

the possibility of divine recompense, and even of a divine Being. 

Dostoevsky, on the other hand, says that man needs more, else he will 

have recourse to suicide or insanity (if he has any conscience at all) as 

Stefan Trofimovitch says on his death-bed: 
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« BeCb 3aKOH 6hlTHR ~e~OBe~eCKoro ~Hmb B TOM, ~To6hl ~e~OBeK 

Bcer~a Mor npeK~OHHTbCR npe~ 6e3MepHO Be~HKHM. EC~H ~HmHTb 

~ro~ex 6e3MepHO Be~HKoro, TO He CTaHYT OHH ~HTb H yMpyT B 

OT'll:aJiHHI1».2 

Seeing God as a symbol of love, he exclaims: 

3 
«EC~H eCTb Eor, TO M Ji 6eCCMepTeHI» 

In the 1870's, figures as radical as Stavrogin, Kirillov, Shatov 

and Verkhovensky did not as yet exist, and only after 1905 did revolutionaries. 

of the same ilk come into history; hence "The Possessed" is more of a 

prophecy than a documentary. For this reason, contemporaries understood 

the character of Verkhovensky as a mere caricature, and not as a true 

portrayal. Dostoevsky is really indicting the liberals of the 1840's, who 

did not realise the black implications of their airy sermons on freedom. 

For Dostoevsky, revolution is made both by thinkers who have no sense of 

responsibility and by the witless and grasping 'herd'. If he had lived 

till 1917, like other intellectuals he would most certainly have awaited 

a national resurrection after the defeat of 'the devils' , For all these 

reasons we can see that the novel is less important as a political work 

than for the metaphysical questions it raises and leaves us to work out 

for ourselves. 

Stavrogin is the metaphysical centre of the novel, just as 

Ver»Ovensky is the fleeting political axis. His spiritual disciples are 

Kirillov and Shatov, whose destinies are strangely parallel. If 

2. Dostoevsky, F.~1., "The Possessed" , v . VII, pp. 690-691. 

3. op. cit., p. 690. 
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Stavrogin is the warlock, Verkhovensky is his familiar, his demonic 

creature. Stavrogin, unlike Raskolnikov, does not want to prove himself 

a «CHJIbHa.a: JIHtIHOCTb» He is totally free; he does 

not (at least in the version of the text Dostoevsky gave for final 

publication) believe in God. For him, it is a matter of common sense 

that God does not exist. He is further along the road, a complete 

superman, like Svidrigailov. He seeks nothing, he is the habitual negator 

with none of Raskolnikov's innate passion. He hai not suffered for his 

convictions, and is literally bored to death. lie is the «HO Bhlit 'tIeJIOBeK», 

the pivot of the story, who appears to do nothing, and whose past actions 

are retold by others . He is dry, apathetic, melancholic. He only 

longs for something to shatter his deathly calm, to arouse him, as do also 

the «no,n;nOJIbHbIit tIeJIOBeK» and Svidrigailov; this 

explains his duels, his rape of a little girl, who later hangs herself 

(a recurring theme also in "Crime and Punishment"), his marriage to the 

crippled Maria Timofeevna, his latterly interest in political ' struggle. 

He admits once that life bores him to the point of stupefaction; he is 

interested in nothing and is completely dead to the feeling of good and 

evil. We must note here that the unpublished chapter entitled "Stavrogin's 

Confession", published by the Soviet authorities after 1917, shows 

Stavrogin in a different light as we shall see later. 

Like the Underground Man, Stavrogin enjoys vileness mainly for the 

sense it gives him of his own degradation . He juggles erotically with 

anger and delight to destroy his "disease of indifference". Perhaps only 

remorse over a great crime could save him, but he is complete master over 

his memories and feelings. For these reasons, he hates the revolutionaries, 



because he envies them their unbounded and enthusiastic hopes, however 

misjudged, in the future of mankind. 

For Stavrogin has no future. His strength is aimless, and his 

freedom is empty. In "The Possessed", as it stands, his unbelief is 

never shaken; but in the expurgated chapter (Chapter i, Part II) faith 
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and unbelief, God and the devil struggle for a moment for possession of 

Stavrogin's mind while he is visiting Bishop Tikhon in his cell. Stavrogin 

is, in essence, a lie in all his beauty, strength and potential greatness. 

As Tikhon says, lies and ugliness can kill: Stavrogin's confession is 

'inaesthetic' , more funny than hateful, a source of lies; and his suicide 

is the final ugliness, the act of a fleetinr, 'mangod'. His defeat as a 

«CHJIbHaR JIHtIHOCTb» occurs on three planes: the fundamental 

(Liza), the aesthetic (himsel f) and the metaphysical (God). The agony 

of Stavrogin is that of the superman who knows that he is a superman, and 

would rather be like other men . He has good intentions ~hich he manages to 

overcome, resulting in tragedy for someone: Gaganov, Matryosha, ~1aria, 

Shatciv, Liza. In his total freedom (initi.l, accordinr, to Dostoevsky's 

cri terion, and not final) he finds the yawning neant; and having found all 

(and nothing) he kills himself. The whole novel is written for the cata

strophe which never comes for Stavrogin. He ends as he began, a man with 

the whole world and with the abyss of nothing. The three \Vomen around 

him reflect the tragedy of Stavrogin; Marya is sufferirig; Liza is resurrec

tion; Dasha is a nurse to the moral cripple. 

Verkhovensky as the centre of a group of petty revolutionaries -

Lebiadkin, Li putin, Virginsky, Lyamshin, Erkel, Shi galev, Tol katchcnko -

is a compound of Nechaev, and Speshnev, Dostoevsky's "Mephistopheles" from 

his Petrashevsky period (1848 -1849) in St. Petersburg. He is almost a 
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fi gure of farce, a fiend in caricature, who is hated and feared even by 

his fellow revolutionaries. Ile has a diabolic conception of a world revo

lution: «FaCKaqKa TaKaR rroHAeT, KaKoH e~e MZP He BZAe~».4 

He is the logical continuation of Raskolnikov's idea of total 

freedom and a step towards the Grand Inquisitor. The first wants abso-

lute freedom, the second absolute equality, the third absolute power. 

Verkhovensky wants to put into practice Shigalev's ideas on total equality. 

But each of these absolutes negates the other, for there can be no freedom 

(or sense of brotherhood, as in the French revolutionary slogan) in a state 

of enforced equality. Shigalev leaps from the idea of freedom to that of 

despotism with no pause at equality: «BhlXOAfI H3 6e3rpaHZQHo:l'1 

Essentially, equality is for others and not for himself, just as George 

Orwell ironically stated in "Animal Farm" : "All are equal, but some are 

6 
more equal than others". Freedom and power are to be only his privileges, 

and no-one ' else's. 

Verk!lQ.rensky wants to lower the standard of education, so as to 

eliminate the development of superior brains: «~eu;epOHY OTpe3bIBaeTcR 

R3HK, KorrepHHKY BHKa~HBaIDT r~a3a, illeKcnzp rro6zBaeTcR KaMeHRMZ, 

BOT llizra~eB~ZHa!»7 
Slaves should be equal among themselves - with the help of despotism . This 

is the total upheaval of normal tenets, involving the loss ,of personal 

dignity, initiative and responsibility. With the return to primitive codes, 

morality will be unnecessary, because the world will be beyond the concepts 

4. op. cit., p. 441. 

5. op. cit., pp. 421-22. 

6. Orwell, G., "Animal Farm" (1945). 

7. Dostoevsky, F.M ., "The Possessed" , v. VII, p. 437. 
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of ' good' and 'evil'. To rule over the slaves, there will be the new 

autocracy of a select minority, among whom Stavrogin is to he Ivan Tsarevitch. 

It is strange that Verkhovensky, for all his melodramatic evil, has a 

cloglike devotion for Stavrogin . fie is enslaved by his satanic heauty, his 

deathly lack of interest, his aristocratic aloofness: «fl JII06JIIO KpacoTY. 

fl HHr HJIHCT, HO JII06JIIO KpacOTY. Pa3Be HHrHJIHCThl KpaCOTY He JII06HT? 

OHH TOJIbKO H~OJIOB He JII06RT, HY, a H JI~ 6JIro H~oJIal EN MO~ H~oJII 

8 
Ehl HHKoro He OCKop6JIHeTe, H Bac Bce HeHaBH~HT; Bhl CMOTpHTe BceM pOBHe~~ 

He himself feels the need for someone superior to hi mself,for love. For 

he is more than merely a small demon, for he too has a holy madness, the 

ecstasy of the "abyss beneath". He perceives and is enslaved by the 

beauty of destruction and chaos in Stavrogin, and is prepared to sacrifice 

the whole ,,,,orld for him. Without him, he is a worm: « MHe Bhl, Bhl Ha~06Hhl, 

9 
6e3 Bac H HYJIb.Ee3 Bac H Myxa,H.n;eH B CKJIHHKe,KoJIYM6 6e3 AMepHKH». 

This passion alone, besides the rational illogicality of his theories, 

condemns his whole social system. He chooses the lowest point of freedom 

by killing others, but really he enj oys the criminal act . In an attempt 

to weld together his cowardly revolutionaries, he picks on the sacrificial 

fi gure of Shatov . 

Shatov is the revolutionary who has turned , the character built 

on the murdered Ivanov. He is lonely and exhausted , and i s groping for a 

happiness which seems close at hand. HDI",ever, he cannot leave the group. 

Like Dostoevsky, he believes in the more mysterious rules of life, in God: 

8. op. cit., p. 438. 

9. op. cit., p. 439. 



52 
«Ue~b Bcero ~BH~eHHH Hapo~HOrO ••• ecTb e~HHcTBeHHO ~Hmb HCKaHHe 

Eora ••• Bor eCTb CHHTeTH~eCKaH ~H~HOCTb Bcero Hapo~a. TIpH3HaK yHH~-

To~eHHH HapO~HOCTe~, Kor~a 60rH Ha~HHaroT CTaHOBHTbCH 06mHMH. Kor~a OHH
1 

CTaHOBHT CH 06mHMH, TO YMHparoT 60rH H Bepa B HMX BMeCTe C 

caMHMH Hapo~aMH ». 10 For him, there is only one true 

God, and Russians are the only pure, childlike people. Shatov, like 

Dostoevsky (in their characters we see a close affinity) entrusted to 

Russians a messianic role which only they preserved , while other nations 

had lost it. But Shatov comes to God through love of the people, they 

are his obj ecti ve: «Y Koro HeT Hapo~a, Y Toro HeT H Bora! ••• Hap oA -

11 
GTO Te~o 60'l:me». Dostoevsky came to people only through God, a reverse 

process to Shatov's. The birth of a child (Stavrogin's) to his wife touches 

Shatov with the unquenchahle faith and happiness for which he is groping, 

and of which he is deprived when he is murdered by Verkhovensky. 

Unlike Verkhovensky, Kirillov chooses the highest point of freedom 

rather than the lowest (murder) by killing himself, to free man from the 

fear of death, and therefore from the necessity of inventing a God to miti -

gate this fear. He wants to prove that man is free: if a man can end his 

life by his own will, he is free, a God himself, a «lIeJIOBeKo6or»: 

«EC~H HeT Bora, TO H Eor ••• qeJIOBeK TO~bKO H ~eJIaJI, lITO Bhl~yMhlBaJI Bora, 

ce6H» 12 
As a passionate atheist, Kirillov 

believes that man has created God only to escape from the sense of the free-

dom that frightens him . To vindicate this freedom, the necessity for God 

10. op. cit., p. 265. 

11. op . cit., p. 266. 

12. op. cit., pp. 641-642 . 
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must be destroyed: «CBo6oAa 6y,n;eT, KOr,n;a 6y,n;eT BCe paBHo, JI01Tb 

H~H He EHTb ••• H y6hlBaro ce6H, qTo6hl nOKa3aTb HenOKopHoCTb H 

HOBYIO, 

CTpamHYro CBo6o,n;y Moro ••• H Mory B r~aBHOM nyHKTe nOKa3aTb ••• 

13 cTpamHYIO CBo6o,n;y MOIO». This vindication of a freedom 

outside of God is where the Existentialists begin, as J. P. Sattre says: 

"Dostoevsky wrote: 'I f God does not exist, then all things are lawful'. 

That is the starting point of Existentialism. For with the disappearance 

of God there also disappeared all possibility of finding values in an 

intelligible heaven. This world of abandoned man who cannot find anything 

to hold on to, neither within himself nor outside of himself, is the world 

14 
of the Existentialist novel". Kirillov wants man to be free, and to 

recognize his freedom through his moJn example: «GTO y6bIO caM ce6H 

HenpeMeHHO, qTo6hl HaqaTb H ,n;OKaaaTbo Ha~HY, H KOHqy, H 

,n;Bepb OTBOpIO. 11 cnacy ..• » 15 

These last words show that, like Jesus Christ, Kirillov kills 

himself to save other men: "For the Christian, 'the last enemy that shall 

be destroyed is death'; for the superman, the last enemy to be overthrown 

is the fear of death,,~6 For he can recognize Christ without acknowledging 

God. This was Dostoevsky's problem also: whether to accept Christ with 

God or without God. 'Kirillov shoots himself to get out of the dilemma, just 

13. op. ci t., p. 644. 

14. Quoted in p. 82 in "Fyodor Dostoevsky, Insight, Faith and 
Prophecy" by R. Fueloep-Miller (1950) . 

15. Dostoevsky, F.M., "The Possessed", v. VII, p. 643. 

16. Carr, E.H., "Dostoevsky", (1931), p. 229. 
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as much as to prove his theory. He loves God with his spirit, hut refuses 

Him with his mind: his heart cannot live without God, hut his mind cannot 

live with the idea of Him. Thus, he kills himself to destroy hoth the 

idea of God, and because he cannot live without that idea: «Eor He06xo,n;HM, 

a nOToMY ,n;OJIJlCeH 6bIT b (hecn-t speakiY\~n' HO 

H He MOJICeT 6bIT b (rni-n <l Sfeilld-n g) - HeJIb3R 

R 3Haro, RTO bora ReT 

C 

MbICJIRMH )KHT b ••• » 17 
On his suicide, Verkhovensky conveniently 

pins the murder of Shatov, thereby offering up two sacrifices to his 

idea of revolution . 

Thus, on the spiritual level, we see that in these four characters, 

apart from their political activities, there are represented four stages 

of development: Shatov is the emotional believer with a belief in Russia's 

messianic Orthodoxy; Kirillov is an emotional atheist, one step from being 

a Christian (as Bishop Tikhon tells Stavrogin before reading his confession: 

«CoBepmeHHbIH aTeHCT CTOHT Ha npe,n;nOCJIe,n;HeH BepxHeH cTyneHH 

,n;o cOBepmeHHe~me~ BepbI(TaM nepemarHeT-JIH ee, HeT-JIH) a paBHo -

,n;ymHbIH HHKaKoH BepbI He HMeeT KpOMe ,n;ypHoro CTpaxa ••• » 18 

Verkhovensky is the calculating, machine-like, satanic atheist; and Stavrogin 

is the congenital, bored 'real' atheist , There is hope for the first two, 

some even for Verkhovensky if he could develop a passion for God, as he 

holds for Stavrogin. But there can be no hope for Stavrogin in the published 

version of "The Possessed". 

17 . Dostoevsky, F.H., "The Possessed", v. VII, quoted by K. 
Mochulsky in "Dostoevsky: zhiznI i tvorchestvo", (1947), p. 368. 

18. Chapter 9, Part II - the expurgated chapter, p. 33, 



S5 

Dostoevsky, like Sartre, hates t he 'mn.uvais e foi' of th c l.;arld ' s 

' scoundrels ' (les salots), the compromiscrs and herd -like worthies. Amon g 

hi s gal lery of «CHJIbHble JIH'lHOCTH» ( gtr ol1 g" -rY) e l'l ) Stavrogin is 

the stronges t, a Nietzschean figure, a walking Antichrist. Dostoevsky 's 

19 
idea of the world tragedy, likens Mochulsky, draws him close to Goethe, 

with Stavrogin as Faustus, Verkhovensky as Mephistopheles, and Haria 

Timofeevna as Gretchen. She is the one who could save him spiritually 

(unlike Dasha who is only a nurse to Stavrogin) being both a symbol of the 

Virgin ~1ary and· the Earth Mother. Speaking from passionate belief with 

the voice of Dostoevsky, she judges Stavrogin, and finds him a sham. He 

is no true-blood prince, only a 'pretender!' ( «C aM03BaH eIJ;;) . ) 

In the unpublished chapter, a new Stavrogin emerges. In it, we 

get his confession, which is nothing if not a craving for self-punishment, 

for the Cross (a 'burden' ) , for Bishop Tikhon's help. «H Bepy B 6eca, 

Bepyro KaHoHH'leCKH,B JIH'lHorO, a He B aJIJIeropHro»20 he says, 

and after Tikhon has perused his chronicle, he admits that he would be 

relieved by Tikhon's condonement. Tikhon, however , detects in the wild, 

impulsive 'inaesthetic' style, a purpose not in keeping with Stavrogin's 

avowed intent of self-punishment. He rejects it as not being a proof of 

repentance. But it remains a fact that this is the closest that Stavrogin 

ever comes to being moved towards a good deed. The novels "Atheism" and 

"The Life of a Great Sinner" were to be centred round the figure of Tikhon 

20 Zadonsky, who appears briefly in this important expurgated chapter. 

19. Mochul sky, K., "Dostoevsky : zhizn' i tvorchestvo" (1947). 

20. Chapter i, Part II, the expurgated chapter, p. 31 (translated 
by S.S. Koteliansky and V. Woolf, 1922). 
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Dostoevsky's idea was that every man's soul, if it remain true to 

itself, is Chri stian . If the chapter on Stavrogin's visit to Tikhon had 

been left in, Stavrogin might have been redeemed, but in that case there 

would have been an inconsistency in his character, perhaps also too facile 

a solution f or Dostoevsky. Whether it was the publisher Katkov's intervention, 

or Dostoevsky's own action that led to the deletion of the passage, the 

omission preserves the integrality of Stavrogin's character. An echo of 

the possibility of redemption remains in the title page quotation from St. 

Luke, in which the cured sick man sits at the feet of Christ. Dostoevsky 

wanted to demonstrate his dream of 'universal harmony', and in all his 

three great novels he ends by showing the impossibility of solving meta

physical questions by reason alone - if man refuses God, then evil triumphs 

in a world which negates graces. In "The Possessed", Stavrogin, Verkhovensky, 

Shatov and Kirillov, for one reason or another, all come to grief in their 

political and spiritual conflicts. 

If a superman can destroy the fear of death, then he will be the 

«tteJIOB eKO 60 r» (man;;od) who OtiS t s the «60ro tteJIo B eK» (Goltrri<:1n, i . e. Ch rist, 

the Son of God). Dostoevsky's theme is that if atheism is rejected, man 

will be purified. His religious and philosophical ideas predominate here 

over the original poE tical intent . Socialism for Dostoevsky was a reli gious 

problem, enacted by Stavrogin and Verkhovensky , who are doubles, and sons of 

Shigalev. Stavrogin is not quite at the point of total disbelief, for in 

the confession there is some doubt in his mind. He is reflected in Kirillov 

and Shatov, splintered into disbelief and belief: this shows the existence 

o f the two in Stavrogin's mind . Stavrogin is challenging himsel f and God 

to intervene in his acts; essentially. he is looking for a burden. He 
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challenges reason, is not quite sure that he is totally free, though he 

acts as if he \Vere. When he does not find a valid anSlVer, he commits 

suicide. He is spiritually dead, incapable of love; and this is the 

true hell for Dostoevsky. 

Shatov has his olVn idea: Russia has her special God (cf. Cyril 

Theodosius), and so he comes to God through the people. This is an idea 

deep in Orthodoxy which aligns Dostoevsky's and Shatov's beliefs. Kirillov's 

conflict is between heart and mind. tIe too loves, and is prepared to admit 

that all is good, but he cannot conquer his mind. He feels a need for God, 

but cannot reconcile this need with reason. Thus, his suicide proves that 

he does not need God, and yet cannot live without that need. Verkhovensky 

is the classic example of a man who preaches freedom, but is not strong 

enough to bear it. Indeed, he needs someone before whom he can bow down. 

Nor does he really believe or want equality. He too needs an idol. Shigalev's 

idea that equality is only possible among slaves is logically valid, since 

one can never have equality and freedom at the same time. 

We must now examine three points that are raised by this novel: 

(1) the idea of the 'abyss beneath'; (2) atheism versus moral responsi

bility; (3) the loss of freedom through revolution . The 'abyss beneath' 

is Dostoevsky's way of naming the horror of disbelief. The expurgated 

section of Part II shows us Stavrogin visiting Bishop Tikhon in his cell, 

and their dialogue together, followed by Stavrogin's confession, sheds a 

different light on Stavrogin' s character. . Stavrogin asks Tikhon if the 

devil exists, and their next repliques are very important: "Devils certainly 

exist, but one's conception of them may be various (Tikhon) fIr do 

believe in the devil, I believe canonically, in a personal not allegorical, 
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devil (Stavrogin) . . . And can one believe in the devil without believing 

in God? (Stavrogin) . . Oh, there are such people everywhere". 
21 

(Tikhon) . 

Stavrogin has a dark, demonic nature, and so it is easier for him to envisage 

the devit than God. Thus, his abyss is totally annihilating, and inescap-

able, being born of rationalism. 

After reading the confession, Tikhon questions Stavrogin on the 

reasons that prompted him to write it. Was it, perhaps, a sign of remorse: 

"You were not ashamed of admitting your crime; why are you ash amed of 

22 repentcnai?" Stavrogin's crime is horrifying, hut also ridiculous in 

its pointlessness. He avows that he had only one intent in writing the 

confession: "I want to forgive myself, and that is my object, my whole 

b
. 23 

o Ject". Tikhon, however, sees through these apparent words of humility. 

He detects the lie, the need for a 'gesture' that provoked Stavrogin's 

action. That is why the confession is hoth 'inaesthetic' and laughable, 

as is his suicide at the end of the novel . In the introduction, V. Komarovich 

claims that Stavrogin was repentant: "Here Stavrogin's confession , however 

absurdly expressed, is a penance, i.e. the act of a live reli gious will" . 24 

If the chapter omitted by Katkov had been included in the novel, Stavrogin's 

suicide would be incompr ehensible. Stavrogin was meant to be converted, but 

Dostoevsky realized that this would not respect the religious and artistic 

intentions of his work. No longer did he desire a facile solution as in 

"Crime and Punishment". Only an echo is left in the quotation from the 

21. Koteliansky, S.S./\'Ioolf, V., "Stavrogin's Confession" (1922), 
pp. 30- 33. 

22. op. cit., p. 72. 

23. op. cit., p. 80. 

24. op. cit., p. 131. 
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Gospels at the beginning of the novel. 

Doestoevsky held that "sin .. is not innate in, but accidental 

25 to man", and so a "universal harmony" is always possible, albeit "the 

essence of the universe [is] clouded by sin".26 In each of his novels, 

Dostoevsky posits this hosanna, and in each succeeding novel we see a 

more and more religious conception of the world, as being beyond grace, 

which is a divine gift. Thus, the optimism conveyed by Stavrogin's 

confession had to be quenched. In effect, Stavrogin' s "ahyss heneath" 

is insoluble without God's help, and no amount of strength, beauty or 

reason (particularly reason) can assist man. Hence, we can infer, says 

A. Dolinin, that it may have been "hubris rather than humility that hrought 

Stavrogin to Tikhon. In any case, the extra chapter adds richness and 

depth to the character study of Stavrogin,for we see that he is not totally 

unshakeable . 27 

Secondly, the doctrine of sin applies a Christocentric judgement on 

human nature. 
28 

This theme ushers in the idea of atheism pitted against 

moral responsibility . . Han is seen as a self-transcending spirit both hy 

idealistic philosophy and Existential ism. Stavrogin' s de liberate rej ection 

of the good (leading to his guilt) and with repentance (leading to divine 

forgiveness) is seen as a rejection of moral responsibility, as Kierkegaard 

said: "Despair over sin is an attempt to maintain oneself hy sinking still 

25. op. cit. , p. 125. 

26. op. cit. , p. 135/136. 

27. Dolinin, A. , "Ispoved' Stavrogina", Literaturnaya Mysl', 
1922, Vol. 1. 

28. Ramsey, P., "God's Grace and Man's Guilt", .Journal of Religion, 
January, 1951, Vol. XXXI. 
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deeper". 29 Stavrogin refuses the first level, and passes into the despair 

of unforgiveness. This is a "definite position directly in the face of 

30 
the offer of God's compassion". Thus, his strength turns to weakness 

he cannot receive forgiveness, for he is too weak. By nature, he can face 

people's anger, but not their laughter. lIenee, Stavrogin' s atheism is a 

sign of his moral pusillanimity, and of l ack of a creative freedom. 

For Dostoevsky, freedom was negative if it turned against God, as 

l3erdy3ev echoes when he says that Christ is not only the Truth, but the 

truth about freedom. God alone can set limits to human freedom, as 

Kierkegaard said: "Without God, man is [not too weak but] too strong for 

himself".31 Atheism is a limitless exercise of freedom: "Freedom acts 

32 
out of nothing to create a deed which before was not" . But man is bound to 

finite freedom, and can achieve true freedom outside of himself only with 

external, i.e. divine help. Raskolnikov's self-willed act was the result 

of meonic (initial) freedom: Opto, ergo sum. Dostoevsky wants to destroy 

this type of freedom. 

Human freedom is dynamic, limitless, and, at once, vacuous without 

God. This freedom emerges in three spheres (1) individually (2) socially 

and (3) universally. God gives this human fr~llt>m terms and meaning: 

"Without God there is nothing a man is bound not to do".33 Firstly, in the 

29. 01'. cit . 

30. op. cit. 

31. Ramsey, P. , "No ~10rali ty wi thout Immortality", Journal of 
Religion, April, 1956, Vol. XXXVI. 

32. op. cit. 

33. op. cit. 
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personal context finite freedom comes into conflict with its own existence, 

as with Kirillov: "Suicide is an inner logical consequence of vital 

atheism". 
34 

Ki'ri llov achieve full freedom, \vhi ch is impossible, wants to a 

f or to deny God is to att empt to exalt oneself into a di vinity. Se condly, 

in the social context, finite freedom comes into conflict with social life, 

as in the case of Verkhovensky and Shigalev. "Without God, freedom is 

35 
boundless:, i.e. boundless submission as well as boundless despotism. 

For all is permitted. Thirdly, in the universal context, without God 

there can be no moral responsibility. Hence, without a positcJ. ideal such . 
as God, man is against himself, against others, and against morality. This 

means that deicide ends in suicide. Man is a theonomous and religious 

creature, and his rejection of God leads to slavery and immorality. lVe 

will see later how Ivan, the atheist, is torn between rationality (atheism) 

and the surd (belief, morality). 

Dostoevsky teaches therefore that suicide is the logical result of 
36 

atheism, claims G.W. Thorn, as Stepan Trofimovitch says: "God is necessary 

37 
to me, if only because He is the only being whom one can love eternally". 

Human nature is latently evil, but suffering and the power of love will 

regenerate him, as Father Zos ima says: "Love a man even in his sin, for 

that is the semblance of Divine Love, and is the highest love on earth. 

Loving humility is marvellously strong, the strongest of all things, and 

34. op. cit. 

35. op. cit. 

36. Thorn, G.W., "Dostoevsky as a Religious Teacher", Contemporary 
Review, 1915, Vol. CVIII. 

37. Dostoevsky, F.M., "The Possessed", quoted by Thorn, (op. cit.). 
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} ° h ° ° k 0" 38 tlere IS not Ing else 11 e It . 

Finally, Dostoevsky shows that atheism is the root of det ennini sm, 

weakness and amorality, as C.l. G.l. icksberg says" "If there is no God, 

39 
th en there are no moral obligations, and the end justifies the me ans". 

40 
Dostoevsky "is a religious novelist par excellence", who shows that "to 

destroy without conscience [like Verkhovensky], to kill without remorse, 

f o h 11 f ° h· d 41 . h· h one must lrst satter a alt In Go ". For Stavrogln, WIle e 

believes in a personal devil, cannot believe in God. It is his mind that 

is too strong, his spirit too weak: 

decidedly inferior instrument, that 

"It is the intf:Hlect, a limited and 

42 
is the enemy of God". 1,lorali ty, 

the values of life are caught in a trap where there are no easy victories, 

no miracles: "It is impossible to believe in God, and it is impossible 

not to believe: that is the dialectic of doubt in which his characters 

43 
are trappe~'. Atheism, in fine, is the denial of freedom, not its 

vindication. 

We come ultimately to the idea of the loss of freedom in revolution . 

For revolution, the classic form of self-assertion, is the quickest way to 

the abyss, as E.H. Carr explains: "The ethical theory which, individually, 

produced the crime of Raskolnikov, leads socially to revolution. The 

Raskolnikov of privaOte life is the nihilist of politics. . . The ethical 

problem of "Crime and Punishment" becomes the ethico-political problem of 

38. Dostoevsky, F .M., "The Brothers KaramozoV", quoted by Thorn, 
op . cit : 

39 . Glicksberg, C. I ., "Dostoevsky and the Problem of Reli gion" , 
Bucknell Revi ew, 1959, Vol. VIII. 

40. op. cit. 

41. °E· cit. 

42. °E· cit. 

43 . 0p . cit. 
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. 44 45 
"The DevIls". This novel, says R. A. Tsanoff, has a theme parallel to 

Turgenev's "Fathers and Sons", but 'vhereas Turgenev took an obj ecti ve ( and 

some critics consider ambiguous) view of the nihilist s, Dostoevsky passion-

ately condemn ed them from the outset . Peter Verkhovensky, the ch ampion of 

free dom and ertuality (an absurd juxtaposition) in the name of the masses 

will ens lave the masses. This spi ri t of destruction is demonic, and. 

negates the Christian qualities of Russia just as Raskolnikov's murder 

negates human qualities. Dostoevsky was ever the defender of things 

R · "k f " ' II' 46 usslan, a spo esman 0 RUSSIa s ml Ions". 

fvlodern man has become a prey to doubts, as Fueloep-f'.1illcr says: 

"The devil torments modern man by suspending him midway between belief 

and disbelief in God". 47 Dostoevsky found the solution to disbelief in 

the figure of Christ ; in the words of Kierkegaard: "I know now that I 

have found God in Christ, and that He 'viII help me to triumph over my 

doubts".48 For both Dostoevsky and Kierkegaard revolted against modern 

rationalism. Loss of belief was equivalent to a loss of life , and revo-

lution was the propagator of ruin. The Soviets have cleverly inverted 

Dostoevsky's ethic: for him revolution was death , for them , revolution 

is vital and so freed om becomes a myth,as in Lenin's words: "Freedom 

. 49 
is a bourgeois prej udice". Berdyaev has pointed out that Dostoevsky's 

44. Carr, E.H., "Dostoevsky" (1931), p . 218. 

45. Tsanoff, R.A., "From Darkness to Light 
Institute Pamphlet, Houston, 1917, No.2, Vol. IV. 

46. op. cit. 

F. Dostoevsky", Rice 

47. Fueloep-Miller, R., "Fyodor Dostoevsky - Insight, Faith and 
Prophecy" , (1950), p. 44. 

48. op. cit . , quoted , p . 57 . 

49. op. cit., quoted p. 106 . 
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Grand Inquisitor symbolizes communist socialism rather than theocratic 

Catholicism. Both communism and fascism - the offspring of revolutions 

and wars - deny the primacy of hum an indi viduali ty and political freedom 

(as against political ' equality '). God, and indeed, Christianity had to 

be destroyed so that man could flourish, perhaps better to say exist, 

under the new r~gimes. "Dictatorship and collectivity are prerequisites 

of one another, each produces the other out of itsel~,.50 For Dostoevsky, 

revolution went against its own principles: fighters for freedom ended 

up by becoming despots, and freedom remained as much a chimaera as ever. 

His dream was for the hrotherhood of all men in a spiritual, not a poli-

tical sense, as he says in «,Il;HeBHI1K nI1CaTeJIR»: 

"Our goal is a fellowshlp with full respect for national indi viduali ty, for 

the maintenance of complete liberty of men ''lith the indication of what 

liberty comprises, i.e. loving communion guaranteed by deeds, by the 

51 
li ving example by the factual need of brotherhood". 

Dostoevsky fought contemporary 'self-isolation' and 'withdrawal ,~2 
He considered Europe dead, a 'precious graveyard' in the words of Ivan 

Karamazov. For Dostoevsky believed that Russians had a destiny, but not 

apart from God: they must return to the soil, i.e. «nO'tlBeHHI1't1eCTBO» 

5 0 . of . ci t ., p . 119 . 

51. Zenkovsky, V.V., quoted by, in "Russian Thinkers and 
Europe", (1926) _ "The Diary of an Author". 

52. OP. cit. 
< 
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lie thought of the narod as «60rOHO cell» (i.e. GOa-beClOrin( }ident i fying 

the Russian people 'vith Orthodoxy. Russia, not revolution, \Vas to 

renew the world. In rejecting Christ, Europe is left with " an impotent 

S3 
and barren freedom". Man can be free and irrational (and believing) 

or unfree and rational (and atheistic). Freedom produces prohlems in a 

naturalistic order of life, i.e. in a life outside of Christ and the 

fact that modern scientific ideology rejects God, Zenkovsky calls 

"f h 1 l' S4. . h k at om ess amora 1sm", 1n agreement \\11 t Dostoevs 'y. 

For Dostoevsky, socialism could not solve the problem, because 

it has destroyed the very foundations of morality in man. In his mind, 

catholicism and socialism 'vere linked as common oppressors of human 

freedom - he even forecast a "Catholic socialism" S5 As we shall see in 

the Legend of the Grand Inquisitor, Dostoevsky unifies his thoughts on 

catholicism as being the scourge of mankind. According to him , Orthodoxy 

alone maintains freedom, while at the s~le time minimizing its discre-

pancies. He wanted an inner unity and synthesis of the Russian people, 

with a chiliastic idea in the cult of the soil. His love for Russia often 

submerged his panhumanism, to the extent that his creative pO\oJer was limited. 

Thus, for him, Russia was supreme. Revolution, socialism, catholicism, 

democracy and, in gcineral, all European imports, were noxious. 

So we see how closely are linked for Dostoevsky metaphysical 

and political ideas: the "abyss beneath" is both the pit of disbelief and 

the horror of revolution. In all events, freedom is negated, for only in 

53. op. cit. 

54. °E' cit. 

55. °E' cit. 
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God can man be free, thus encompassing all three categories of freedom -

ontological, circumstantial and acquired. Man must not rebel against his 

environment, which develops a rare acquired freedom, and he must finally 

surrender his natural freedom to God. In this process, the Russians 

lead, at V. Ivanov says: 
56 

«HapoA-6oroHoce~ - ~HBO~ CBeTH~bHHK UepKBH H HeKH~ aHre~». 

I-Ie claims that what Dostoevsky called «pea~H3M B BbIcmeM CMbIc~e» 

57 
is Te.ally «pea~HCTHtIeCKH~ CHMBO~H3M». 

This realistic symbolism is seen best in Dostoevsky's last master-

piece "The Brothers Karamazov", in which the novelist emhodies metaphysical 

problems in flesh and blood protagonists, finally denying that he was 

merely a psychologist: 

«MeHR 30BYT nCHxo~orOM: HenpaB~a, R ~Hmb pea~licT B BbIcmeM 
58 

cMbIc~e,T.-e. H306pa~aro Bce r~y6HHbI AymH tIe~OBetIeCKo~»o 

Here antinomial personalities personify philosophical questions, and we 

wonder if at last a solution is to be reached. K. Mochulsky said of 

Stavrogin: «CnacTH ero Mo~eT TO~bKO tIYAO». 59 

Does a miracle yet save Ivan Karamazov? How can man achieve final 

freedom? What is the panacea then f or human salvation? Our analysis in 

the next chapter should show us where Dostoevsky leads us in his last novel, 

and what type of freedom man is able to achieve. 

56. Ivanov, V., "Osnovnoy mif v romane 'Besy', Russkaya ~Iysl' ," 
April, 1914, Vol. IV. 

57. op. cit. 

58. Dostoevsky, F .~1., "Iz zapisnoy knizhki" from "Pis'ma i zametki" , 
St. Petersburg, 1883, p. 373. 

59. Mochulsky, K., "Dostoevsky: zhizn 1 tvorchestvo", (1947), p. 379. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Dosto e vsky d ea lt wi th fo ur di ffc n: il : ,lomai ns in his 

f our great novels: crime/society in "Crime and Punishment"; 

religion in "The idiot " ; politics in " The Possessed"; and 

me t aphys ics (i.e. the debate on the existence of God) in " The 

Brothers Karamaz ov". There is a lo gical development of themes, 

and certain affinities between the characters of My shkin and 

Alyosh a , Mitya and Rogozhin, S~idrigailov and Stavrogin, but 

each nov e l explores a new field. "Th e Brothers Karam a zov " 

wa s intended as Part I of a trilogy dealing with sin, suffer in g 

and redemption. One common factor, however in all of 

Dostoevskyls writing is, according to Dobroliubov: «3TO 60R h 0 qeRO_ 

BeKe, KOTO PhlH npM3HaeT ce6H He B CMRax H~H ••• He B npaBe 6hlTb qe~o-

BeKOM HaCTOHmMM, nO~HhlM9 caMOCTOHTe~bHhlM, - qeROSeKo M, 
1 

caMMM no ce6e». Every man must realize that he has a 

right to life and happiness. 

The proqlem of God tormented Dostoevsky all his li f e, 

and this novel was me ant to be h i s final word on the subject. 

It came to publication in 1880, after three .years of int e nsive 

preparat ion a nd collecting of material. Dostoevsky ~as greatly 

helped by the young philosopher Vladimir Solovyov (1853 -1900 ) 

IN . Dobroliu bov "Zabitye Lyudi". (1861) . 
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whose doctoral thesis "The Crisis of Western Philosophylr 

at tacked European Positivism and forecast the advent of new 

metaphysics . The discussion with Dostoevsky h e lp ed the writer 

to formulate and to project artistically the philosophical 

ideas that had been scattered throughout all his works. For 

fa c t son 0 r tho do x doc t r i n e, h e con suI ted Con s tan tin P 0 b e.d 0 nos t s e v , 

procurator of the Holy Synod, and visited the monastery of 

Opt ina Pus t y n I n ear M 0 s cow ( Fat her Z 0 sima i s con c e i v e d a s a 

mixture of its starets Ambrosius and the 18th century saint 

Tikhon Zadonsky). From the 1860's, Dostoevsky had been deeply 

at tracted to the preachings of Bishop Tikhon, and the latter 

was to figure both in "The Possessed" (Part II, ch. 9) and 

in "The Brothers Karam a zov " , and in the projected but incomplete , 
"The Life of a Great Sinner". Dostoevsky was also interested 

in N. F. Fedorov's theory of common action, and developed 

the idea into a spiritual cell for brotherhood. As the book 

was to be his crowning work, it was also the most arduous, 

and was completed only three months before his death. Yet 

it is not only a metaphysical dialogue; it was his intention 

to produce a work of art, thus it is the culmination of his 

whole life, both as an artist and as a thinker. 

Dostoevsky uses hate between fathers and sons as the 

basic theme, and parricide is the principle act of the novel. ' 

The responsibility for the crime falls in varying degrees 

on Dmitri, Ivan and Smerdyakov. This relationship of hatred 



is counterpoised by the spiritual affinity b etwee n Alyos ha 

and Fathe r Zosima . 

Dostoevsky 's humanism is evident, a protesting a nd 

impious humanism, oppo sing social utopi as, in order to protect 

ma n from the cruelty of historical reality. Alyosha raises 

the figure of Christ to neutralize the hubris of Ivan's poem 

on the Grand Inquisitor. The ideal o f beauty put forward 

by Father Zosima repudiates materialism, modern science, 

soc i a lis man d 0 a r w'in 's the 0 r i e s . 

Dostoevsky's achievement in this novel was b oth the 

philosophical content and the fullness of the Karamazov 's 

char ac terisation. In "The Brothers Karam a.z ov" he hei gh tened 

and gave a concentrated generalisation of his former heroes. 

Each ch aracter is symbolised by a quality, e.g. sensuality 

(Fedor), egoism (Ivan), licentiousness (Mi tya) puri ty (Alyosha), 

hum i l ity (Zosim a ), frivolity (Mme Khokhlakova), self-love 

(Kate r ina Ivanovna) and impetuosity towards both good and evil ~ 

(Grushenka) . 

a lle gorical. 

Thus the characters can be said to be a lmost 

There is an affinity betwe e n all the Karamazovs: 

for instance, Mitya is a mixture of unrestrained sensuality 

and h 0 n 0 u r a b lei n s tin c t s; I van i san e w R ask 0 I nik 0 v 'v h 0 

embodies an abstract form of Karamaz ovshchina; Fedor, in 

Go r k y 's w 0 r d s , i san am 0 r p hol./ S mot ley sou I, s i m u I tan e 0 u sly 

timorous and bold, and essentially malicious . 

In one o f the draft?, Ivan is made to say that he would 
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l ike to d e stroy completely the idea o f God. This is t he idea 

be hi nd the creation of the Grand Inquisitor , ~ho does not 

be li e v e in God. In his dra f ts, Dostoevsky compares Ivan with 

Kirillov from " The Possessed ". Ivan defends man against 

suf f erin g , and so joins the Antichrist of the Grand Inquisitor, 

while Kiril lov in defence of human reason replaces God ma n 

(=Christ) ~. mangod, and in order to negate the idea of God, 

kills himself. Book VI, Part II, concernin g Father Zosima 

was written as an answer to the Pro and Contra dialogue .of 

Chapter V of Book V, Part II. Ivan's logical argumentation 

is opposed by the life and spiritual ideology of Fa ~ her Zosima. 

K. Moch ulsk y comments that the three brothers Dmitri, 

Ivan and Alyosha represent the three aspects of Dos toevsky 's 

personal ity : Dmitri is the romantic; Ivan is the atheistic 

believer in socialist utopias; Alyosha is the spiritual 

realist. They have a spiritual unity, because Mitya embodies 
, 

the em otions, Ivan reason and Alyosha the power of love. 

Ivan's two doubles are Smerdyakov and the devil. All of the 

four men are jointly responsible for the murder, even Alyosha's 

passiveness is in part guilty. The punishments too are parallel, 

for Dmitri is sent to Siberia; Ivan has a serious attack of 

brain-fever , and Alyosha undergoes a spiritual crisis. But 

there is a hope for them o f purification and a new lif e, 

whereas Smerdyakov is denied a ll this through his lo gical 

end in suicide, for like Stavro~inhe has proved to himself 
.) 

that everything is permissible . 
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Ivan lS the esse nc e o f the intellect a «Mor:VfJla»9 a. «3ara.n;Ka» 

for his brot h ers . Yet Father Zo s ima easi ly s olve s th e mystery 

of Ivan. Zosi ma tells him that his thou ght s are split 

betwee n belief an d unbeli ef , and that the unsolved qu es tion 

of God tort ure s him. Zosima foretells his fall and rebirth. 

Ivan's thirst for life expresses the earthy power of the 

Karamazovs, a s he tells Alyosha: 

«~aTD xo~eTCR a R ~aBy XOTROH a BorrpeKa B ~orHKe ».2 

This lust for life is in conflict with his cold, godless 

logic. He rejects with his br a in what he loves with his 

h eart-- this is his dichotomy. He is proud of his mind and would 

rather reject the world created by God than his own rationality. 

He sees an irrational source of evil and suffering in the world, 

particul ar ly the pain of children. If the world's harmony 

is based on such suffering, he says, it is not good enough. 

Ivan re jects God ou t of love for humanity and this fact lends 

support to his argument. As Christianity recognizes trans gres sion 

and doomsday, Ivan rejects them as false and senseless . Rejecting 

ori g inal sin, he transfers the responsibility of evil in this 

world fr om man to God . And an evil God cannot be God; thus 

h e cre ates the poem of the Grand Inquisitor , to destroy th e 

idea of redemption. 

The old Cardin a l of the le gend 'out of "love" for 

h um anity as sumes the task o f ruling people by hypocrisy and 

2 
F. M. Dostoevsky, "The Brothers Karamozov", IX, 288. 
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falsehood. He is not a villain but an ascetic, a sage an,d a 

philosopher. He pretends to be Christ's disciple; thus he is 

a f a lse-Christ, who denies the commandment to love God in 

order to "love" man. But godless love will turn to hate, and 

losin g his faith in God, the Cardinal loses faith in man too. 

Man becomes a weak creature whose goal is bread, and an easy 

conscience. The Cardinal has taken away from man everything 

that made him human, i.e. his o ntological freedom. The Legend 

is the crux of the controversy of freedom versus an easy 

happiness. This split in Ivan's consciousness provokes the 

vision of the devil, who incarnates the evil of Ivan's mind. 

Ivan opposes his «Ha~PHB»,i.e. bruised senseof justice to 

God ina un i v e r s a Ire v 0 It, say s E. Was i "Ie k . 3 

Alyosha is the positive principle of the book, a 

"realist" and philanthropist ahead of his time, rather, a 

mystic. He is a stronger version of Prince Myshkin from ;j The IdJof: 
In a planned but never realised continuation of the novel, 

Alyosha was to feature as the sinner who is finally resurrected. 

Yet he too is full of the Karamazo v ian lust for life, which 

fact Father Zosima recognizes from the outset. In Alyosha, 

Dostoevsky wanted to show a new type of Christian spirit--the 

monastic servitude to society. He follows Father Zosima's 

I a s t p ie ceo fad vic e t 0 him, and go e sou tin t 0 t'h e W 0 rId. But 

3 E. Was i 01 e k, " Dos toe v sky, the M a j 0 r F i c t ion", (l 9 6 4 ) . 
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before he attains the final stage of resurrection, he lives 

through periods of ideological clashes with Iv an, doubts and 

temp tations. Ye t whereas Ivan arrives at a rejection of 

God, Alyosha ends with a vision of the Resurrection and 

Christian love for humanity, concluding on a poem to God's love 

and man's faith in Him. As the devil is Ivan ' s support, so 

Father Zosima guides Alyosha. In Z 0 s i maw e see the em bod i in en t 

of Dostoevsky's faith in the spiritual awareness of the Russian 

people and in their messianism. 

The main fact of the novel is the choice Dostoevsky 

posed between the Grand Inquisitor and Christ, between de sire 

. \ 

for contentment and a terr1ble freedom, between hate and love. 

Dmitri is the man of passion with the same Karamazovian 

stren gth as his father, but with more awareness of the "abyss 

above" . Ivan and his tw o doubles represent the "abyss beneath". 

Thus the novel is concerned both with seduction and with 

Christ. Between these two poles, the souls of all the characters 

a re ranged in hierarchical order. The life of the three 

brothers unites the three strains of spiritual conflict in 

one personality: murderous thought (Ivan), destructive passion 

(Dmitri), passive connivance (Alyosha), cul~inating in crime 

(S~erdyakov, a caricature of Ivan). Ivan is the European, 

Dmitri represents the old Russian, and Alyosha the new hope. 
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The four brothers are the aspects o f one man at different 

spiritual stages between beast and man. 

In the spiritual arguments, Dmitri the ordinary man, 

is neutral; Ivan chooses the lower abyss (in answer to Fedor's 

question about God, he denies His existence) , and Alyosha 

chooses the upper abyss (affirming Him). But Ivan ' s "no " 

perhaps is not categorical. Like Kirillov in " The Possessed " 

«qYBCTBOA OH nro6HT EOEH~ MHP, XOTH pa3YMOM H He npHHHMaeT 

4 
ero». 

The religious theme of the novel is the struggle of fait h with 

disbelief, or rather with refusal of faith. The he a rts of 
\ 

people, as Dmitri perceives, are the battelfields of God an d 

the devil: as in Dmitri's own soul, there is the freedom 

of choice : <<I'1l0)KeT 6bIT b 9 

As we see from Stavrogin's "Confession", Stavrogin 

has the same attitude to Tikhon, as Ivan to Zosima in this 

novel. The logical arguments of Ivan are opposed by the 

religious concepts of Zosima: Euclidean reason denies, but 

4 F. M. Dostoevsky, "The Brothers Karamazov", IX, 
quoted by Modulsky, p. 507 . 

5 o p. cit., Dos toe v sky, I X, quo ted b y M O.:fiU 1 sky, p. 4 9 6 . 
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mystical revelation affirms. For Ivan, reason is the only 

important a ttribute o f man . His philosophical mind is the 

peak of the development of intellect fr om Plato to Kan t, a 

razor - sharp tool which only succeeds in torturing its owner. 

He would rather d e ny God's world than his own mind . His 

rationalist understanding finds no meaning in the world, 

because of the presence of evil and suffering. He is wiBing 

to accept God, but not His world. Why? Because he wants to 

make Him alone responsible for chaos, and " give back his 

entrance ticket", as Zosima clearly sees from the start: 
6 

« (Borrpoc 0 Bore) e~~ He pem~H B ero cepAue H MyqaeT ero»e 

Ivan does not deny God, but struggles with Him. Man is born 

innocent, and so a child's suffering is all the more unjustifiable. 

It is Christ's dying on the Cross to redeem all sinners that 

Ivan is forced to reject, and it is an enormous task. For 

Alyosha, this is revolt against God, and he confronts Ivan 

with just this point. The latter cleverly changes tactics 

at Alyosha ' s question, and from his logical arguments jumps 

into his legend,of the Grand Inquisitor. 

Ivan questions Voltaire's statement, about whether God 

should be invented if He does not exist. Did God make m,an, or 

man God, is the question that torments Ivan, but he does not 

6 F. M. Dostoevsky, "The Brothers Karamazov " , IX, 
quoted by Mochulsky, p. 512. 



really want an answer as he knows already: 
'I 

the question is 

purely rhetorical. Perhaps this is because he can b ea r his 

own unbelief, but would find a negative answer from anyone 

76 

els e unbearable. He admits he wants to understand God like a 

geom e trical theorem. As man can only grasp three physical 

d ime n sions, he is willing to accept God as a <<. SeH .. l et..9L rap)\O H li ~~. 

He suffers from his huge intellect, and admits wryly: «YM 

He ac cepts that Christ was God, but condemn~ His love 

for th e earth a s an impossible miracle. Why? Because every 

man suffers alone, and thus Christ'S martyrdom is not a 

universal but a personal act. As an extreme example, Ivan 

takes the suffering o f children «(KOTOphlX) MO~HO ~ID6HTh 
8 

.n;aiKe H B6~H3 I1». 

If man has invented the devil in his own image, then God is 

synonymous with the devil. Ivan logically cannot reconcile 

the existence of a " good" God with evil. He refuses to accept 

the existence of God, universal harmony, the knowledge of good 

and evil, if the price to he paid is a child's needless 

7 Op. cit., Dostoevsky, IX, 296. 

8 Op. cit., Dostoevsky, IX, 298. 
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sufferin g . For him, even one te a r threatens the pr inci p le 

9 
of good: «Ha HexenO CTRX MHp CTOHT». 

Ivan ultimate ly wants recompense now, and not in infinity 

«MHe HaAO B03Me3AHe, HHaqe BeAh R HCTp e6xm c e6H».10 

If universal h a rmony is to be bought with a child's t ea rs, 

how are these themselves going to be redeemed? If there 

exists this harmony, why is there a He ll? Ivan struggles wit h 

all these paradoxes within his mind. Christ's dyin g is not 

enough, and at all events did no good, as the Le gend is meant 

to prove. The Legend is the ideological centre of the novel, 

the story of a «cxa6oe cepA~e». 

Christ according to the Legend appears in 16th century 

Seville, and creates miracles to which the Grand Inquisitor 

is witness. He is arrested, and later confronted in the 

dungeons. Christ is told categorically to go away, as He is 

not needed any more;, for, the Pope has all that is necess ary 

to guard the conscience of the people. Christ wanted by his 

own actions to liberate people. Now the people have laid this 

burdensome freedom at the feet of the Inquisitors. The irony 

is th a t the people still think they are free, but this 

emasculated freedom is not what Christ died for. The cler gy 

9 Op. c i t., Dostoevsky, IX, 305. 

lOO p. ' D k Clt., ostoevs y, --A ___ _ IX, 306. 



says the Car din a l have lIconquer ed " freedom, so a s to make the 

pe ople happy . 

Whe n Christ wa s tempted in the wilderness by th e devil 

three times, three times He re f use d . These are ~h e very points 

on which the old Cardinal attacks Him; He refused (1) to turn 

st on es into bread (miracle) ( 2) to throw him se lf off a hi gh 

tower to test God's love (mystery) (3) to have power in Rome 

a nd over all the lands ( auth ori ty) . And the three secrets 

of controlling the conscience of th e masses to make them 

"happy" are miracle, mystery and authority according to the 

Grand Inquisitor, in other words, the Antichrist or devil's 

disciple. 

Christ wanted free love, but people do not desire this 

complete freedom of choice to believe and love 
11 

60THTe Hac, HO HaKopMHTe Hac». 

«JlY'llme rropa-

The cler gy have tak en up th e n at ural freedom o f man, and lie 

in the name of Christ to make him happy. Men need something 

to bow down before, a common idol, and the old Cardinal has 

exploited this need for a spiritual crutch. He applauds the 

devil 's action in tempting Christ: «HeT y 'lle~OBeKa 3a6oTH 

My'llHT e~bHe e,KaK Ha~Tll Toro, KOMY 6hl rrepe~aT~ rrocKopee TOT ~ap 
12 

cBo6o~hl, c KOT OPhlM GTO HeC'llaCTHoe cy~ecTBo pO%~aeTcH». 

11_OAP~. __ C_l_·t_., Dosto e vsky, IX, 318. 

1 2 
F. M. Dostoevsky, "The Broth er s Karamazov", IX, 319. 
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To keep one 's c on s ci e nc e at b a y is a l mo s t mor e pr e ci ous to man 

th a n earthly br ea d: «Ta~Ha 6 hlTHH qe~O Beqe CKO ro He B TOM , 

13 
qTo6hl TO~bKO EHTb, a B TO M, ~~H qe r a ~HTb» . 

But for ma n to have an idol and earthly bread is h ap p iness 

i ndeed, and this is what the Cardinal tries to procure for 

him. 

Because Christ did not want people to be enslaved by 
I 

these three secrets, the Grand In quisitor accuses Christ of 

a skin g too much from man. If He had res p ec t ed man l e s s , He 

would have loved him more. Men do not desire freedom of 

choice to love and believe, but covet only a lie so lon g as 

they a re told it is the truth 

C ~? y~e Bo ceMb BeKo B»o14 

«IvIbr ~aB HO Y)K e He C To 6 0 H, a 

He and his colleagues have put the three gifts of the devil 

to g ood use. The Grand Inquisitor despises Christ's amateurish 

t a ctic s , as a professional do e s a tyro's: if Christ had 

accepted the gifts, ~ would have given the people somethin g' 

to worship, ~ would have helped them to keep their conscience 

at peace, to unite everything in a "world harmony"--and this 

at least would have been more like the real thing. 

The clergy now dominate with complete despotism , 

13 0p . cit., Dostoevsky, IX, 320. 

14' 
Op . cit., Dostoevsky, IX, 323. 



,\'here;1s !le \'Jolllcl h:1\I0 ruled with kindness : overy sin will he fori;iven, j.f' 

it is comnli ttcd \vi th their approval, private Ii -Fe milst be conducted 

according to their orders. And after death, the people will find nothing , 

and the irony turns into a hlack joke. The old Cardinal rejects the 

synthesis "lade Ly man of the divine and human principles of freedom . 

Christ r,ave freedora of choice, ,,,rhich entails individual responsibi li ty, 

which in turn sulljects man to torments of consci en ce (remorse, temptation, 

hope): all this brinr;s him suffering. Thus Christianity is a religion of 

suffering, the \my Chris t preached H, says the Grand In(Flisitor. Tn the 

Roman ChllTCh, the Inquisitors made the choice for J1lan. Religion according 

to them should soothe, ShOllld he easily followed hy the masses, whereas 

Christianity is only for the spiritual aristocrats. The ~rand Inquisitor 

wants to give a Euclidean orr,anisation to the I.;orld, and this leads to his 

Shigalevian despotism. 

The religion of earthly bread is comparahle to the atheistic 

socialism as seen in "The Possessed." For Dostoevsl(y, the Roman r:hurch 

I'.'ould ul timately have fallen in \Vi th socialism and hui It a TO\'/Cr of Rahel 

on thes e «XJI e 6hI» , on Antichrist. The Grand Inquisitor defends his 

treachery of Christ as I'i1l ove" of the people just as Ivan does - hut hoth 

are lying, the first consciously, the second unconsciously. Dostoevsky 

\"r anted to unmask ROl~an Catholicism and contemporary socialism. Just as men 

IVant miracles to captivate them, mysteries to enslave them, and authority 

to impose a \Vorship on them (hence hetraying their total freedom), so the 

Church betrays God to make men "happy" (thus cheating Christ's intent). 

The Roman Church is, in Ivan's portrayal, the l ast resort of :::t)H~isr.', bv \·:bi ch God 

is vult.:ariz~d, commercialized, soci~.lizecl, and eff0ctivelv rliSal'lilcd. For I)ostoev-. \ 

sky , Ror.le h'<=tS Cl i minz at a Caesaris ti c empire. I!ere one must point out that 

any ecclesiastic system, based on hierarchical positions, in Orthodoxy too, can be 
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l,l:lmed ClS heing " 5:ocll ess " , for n ritualisti c relifion i s sennrated from the 

s1) i r1. t oT God hv it s very ritual . Trlle believers have usually nersonali s ed 

their God, and lic en called heretics 1)y their own C1mrch . 

Dostoevsky's most vita l i ntent i n th is l as t nove l was t o exam i ne 

the meaning of freedom and power. The old Car dina l is shown as an as cetic, 

a s eer , a C1llasi -phil ant hro}1ic reformer, ,.,rho has finally l ost his f ai t h in 

God . llc i s not ant iChrist, hut mock-r.hrist. Solovyov in «T PH Pa 3ro Bopa» 

had t he s ame interpretation of the Grann Inquisitor; the latter s t ons 

loving God, so as to love man. But this very " love" turns to hatred, 

as ~10ch\llsky says: 

«OTpHI.J;aR 6eccMepT He 
15 

tIeJIO BGKa»e 

.n;yruu, OH OTBepraeT AYXO BHYIO rrpupO AY 

Though 

t his is said ahout Ivan, it applies also to the old Cardinal~ Ahsence 

of helief in God means absence of belief in man: « I:CJH1: HeT Eora H 

6eCCMep THH .n;ymH, TO He Mo~eT 6HTL u JII06Bu K TTe 0 .u ¥i n..,. JI BStIeCT BY» .. 
16 

In Ivan's article on the ecclesiastical courts, he says that mankind is 

hat efu l at close quarters (no t so , chi ldren) • Thus when he says: « He XOtIY 

17 
rapMoH HH , H3-3a JII06BH K tIeJIOBetIeCTBY He XOtIY» we f ind, 

a logical contradiction. This is because, his love for mankind i s mere ly 

a rhetorical flourish: he only ",ants to put himself in God's nlace. Ivan, 

hecause of his exquisite intellect ~ cannot l ove people warmly and und emand-

ingly like Alyosha. lie can love man only in the ahstract, at a distance. 

IS K. t-lochulsky, "Dostoevsky: Zhizn' i tvorchestvo" (1047), p. SId. 

16 Dostoevsky's notes c f Mochulsky, p. 474. 

17 F. 1vI. Dostoevsky "The Brothers Karamazov", \T. IX, p. 307. 



R2 

Thus the old Cardinal's "love" for mankind is not real love : he 

ni ties anJ tyrannizes over the masses as <or:aJI OC I1JIhHhI , nOpO'IHbI, HH'ITOXmbl 

Ii 6YWfO BIl\IiRV.» 
9 

18 
animals or sl aves rather than men . ' To huild his 

« B ceo6Il(ee , he has to resort to tyranny , Shi ~a lev's 

method «6e3rpaHH'IHOr O ~ecnOTH3Ma» 19 
This opnos es Zosima's 

i dea that f reedom is God's gift, as ~!o chllis ky says: «'C B o6o.n;a 

eCTh aKT BepbI» 20 d . l' 1 h h ' f , an (CV1 eXl.sts on y ecause t ere 1S . ree-

dom . In Dostoevsky's scheme of the \vo rld, t) 1\'.r·,~,is a clear dichoto li(V : 

fre edom is God and love; power, self-will and hate are the devil. If any 

of the bad elements strays into the personality of the good man he is 

doomeJ. So all earthly pleasure is always foreshadowed hy t he threat of 

suffering. Only with God constantly in mind, can man he sure of a less 

e~hemeral happiness. 

If «e, ce n03BOJIeHOt>y as for Raskolnikov, there is no llell, just 

as there is no God. Ivan's pure idea of murder leads to Smerdyakov's 

act, for as the latter says, if God does not exist, there is no such thing 

as being virtuous: virtue is meaningless. He confuses final freedom 

(on ly in God, for Dostoevsky) with initial freedom (or licence). 

Negat ing God, Ivan is faced \'lith Smerdyakov, the ape, madness, the abyss 

beneath . The devil is himself, but a "stupid, trivial" self -- his 10\<1er 

self. 

lSOn. cit., Dostoevsky, V. IX, p. 318. 
~' ---

19r:, "-!. Dostoevsky, "The Possessed", V. vn, p. 4~,~~ . 

200p • cit., Mochulsky, p. 511. 
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Ivan cloes not deny God, hut the possil)ility of conceivinp; lLim, 

for Goel is , hy cl efini tion, not of this world. On the threshold of be-

li e f, he h'i t hdr aws. Ivan wants to replace God, t o do l'li t hout Him, to he 

whole himself (heart and mind) : N fl 6bI CO B eprn e m w YHP. "'I'O)KHT D 

21 That is why he refuses the faith that is almost at 
H,n; ero Eo r ED) 

hand. Pere a r,ain Dostoevsky's idea of nature's sunerman comes in. Hut 

un like St dvrogin, Ivan is not at ease in his atheism . Ile is torn 11etl'!een 

God, and the devil. 1\~1en he drives out the devil, it is himself, his 

moJTI mind that he is unconsciously repudiating. Li ke Kiri llov, he peTcei ves 

imvanlly the need for God, hut takes the voluntary path to !lell, Love 

and faith struggle with reason and hate, and the outcome is left un-

solved. Dmitri foretells Ivan's rise: 

TJle outcome of the novel as a whole is more 
a He HaM8 OH BbI3.n;opOBeeT~:22. 

optimistic than the o f~lhe Possessed: hecause Ivan himself, the declared 

athe ist, is less radi cal at his most hitter than the inert Stavrogin . 

For Dostoevsky, a Christian can only he free in God and love. A 

man who attempt s total freedom on his ololn is doomed. Alyosha, contrary to 

Ivan, starts l.;ith love. lie realizes that Ivans poem is praise, and not 

censure of Christ (and so it is), and his Grand Inquisitor only a nhantasy. 

Ivan attachs the Church, not Christ himself, defends true faith against 
. . 

the atheism of Catholicism. Rut with brotherly concern, Alyosha i s 

concer ned more with Ivan's health and state of mind: he fears that Ivan's 

spiri tllal unhealth I"i ll kill him surely. .Just as Iva:n Ivants to he healed 

by Alyosha's love, so Alyosha turns to Father Zostma for protection, as a 

fountain of goodness from Ivhich to replenish his O1VTI faith. 

21 

22 

Dostoevsky's notes, cf. ~1ochulsky, p. 482. 

F. ~I. Dostoevsky "The Brothers Karamazov" , V. X, n. 32l. , 
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J\lyoshn is a realist who ])elieves: ({ B peaJLHCTe 9 Bepa He OT -qYli.a pO/I{ ";' 

23 
Roth J\lyosha and Zosima are men, not 

saints, hoth are mot ivated hy love . Zosima has a joyous doctrine of 

l ove , helieving ';:hat God loves man morc than he can conceive ; that lIe loves h i m in 

~is s in and with his sin.lf man loves, he helongs to God,as Lov~ redeems , saves every 

thine . The effort matters more than the result: to admit one's faults 

and to love is enough. Conques t sho\lld be t hrou?,h love only: 

24 

Love for mankind can only come through God. 

Christ is the mystery of freedom: man helieves not because 1lUt 

in sni~of that mystery. Dostoevsky invites us to this faith which is 

incomprehensihle and logically inadmissihle: «Oopas XPHCTO B xpaHHM, H 

BO CCHHeT KaK Ji.paro~eHHhl~ a~Maa BceMY MHPY» 2S 
In this f reedom, 

every man is an equal, and Zosima I s precept is : «TIOMHH ocooeHHo, '4:T O 

26 
All men are brothers 

and mutually ans~"erable, hence the concept of universal responsihi Ii ty: 

«BOHCT HHY BCHKHH rrpeJi. BceMH aa Bcex H sa BCe BHHOBaT» 27 

Alyosha tells Ivan to love Ii fe more than lOf,ic, and then he 'vi 11 

understand. This is echoed hy Father Zosima ,,,hen he recalls the ''lords 

of his hrother l'larkel: 

«}K113H h e CTh pai:1, .H Bce Mhl B paro 9 Ji.a He XOTHM sHaTh Toro, a eC~11 Ohl 
saXOTenH Y3HaTh, saBTpa Re 11 CTan Ohl Ha 
BCeM CEeTe pai1» ~8 Paradise is here and nOlv, if every 

lOoment is lived to the full in love. But Ivan refuses to love t he 'vorlel, 
23F• ~I . Dos to evs l~y "The I1rothers Karamazov, " V. IX, p. 3S. 

24
0 n. ci t ., Dostoevsky, \! . IX, p. 399. 

2S 
c:i t .• Dostoevsky, v. IX, 306. On. p. 

260 p. cit. , Dostoevsky, V. IX, p. 401. 

27 
ci t ., Dostoevsky, V. IX, 361. On. p. 

28
0 p. ci t., Dostoevsky, v. IX, p. 3f>1. 
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Ii fe , God 1)e-fore his OIm reason . I n the fif;llrCS of Alyosha and Ivan 

Christian love con:fronts godless reason . 

For Father Zosima joy is (lS ir1portant as, and i ns eparable from, 

love : «HarpaAhl ~e HHK Or,II, a He H~H7 H6 0 H 683 Toro y~e Ee~XKaR 

Te6e HarpaAa Ha c e~ 3eMne: ,II,YXOEHaH pa,II,OCTb TEOH, KOTOPYro 

06peT aeT» . But this ideal joy is spiritual not fleshly : « r tITo6bI 

Haxo,n;H~ CEOM pa,II,OCTM nMIDb E rr o ;rr,BMrax 

H MHno ce p;rr,MH, a He B pa;rr,OCTHX ~eCTOKHX KaK HhlHe». 

Zosima traces the soul's ascension to God: through (1) suffering 

(2) humility n) universal responsibility (4) sympathy (5) joy (6) love 

and t he zenith (7) ecstasy: <<JIro6I1 nOEepraTb CR Ha 3eMnro 

rrpOCEe~eHMH 

30 

~o6hI3aTb ee ••• OMO"({H 3eMJIro cne3m-1M pa;rr,o c TH TBoeH H ~ro6H CHH cne3bI 
31 

TBOH» 

«[ a,II, 

nro6HTb» 

Ile11, as in all Dostoevsky's \'Iorl~, in the incapncity to love: 

eCTb 

32 

] cTpa;rr,aH I1e o TOM? "({TO Henb3H Y)i{ e 6 0nee 

Zosima essentially emhodies Dost oevs}:y's ecstatic alvare-

ness of the world. 

Alyosha's ecstasy answers Ivan's douhts. Personal love is 

transformed into universal hrotherhood, and the novel finishes on a triumnhant 

confessi on of faith in resurrection, in Alyosha's words t o the children : 

33 Thus \'!e «HerrpeMeHHO BOCCTaHeM, HenpeMeHHO yBH;rr,HM» 

see ho\\' Dostoevsky opnos es the contra of Ivan to the nro of I\l)'oshn. 

2~)F . ~1. Dostoevsky "The Brothers Karamazov, " \f. IX, p. 403. 

30n n. ci t. , Dostoevsky, V. IX, p. 307. 

31 
c i t. , Dostoevsky, V. lX, 403. On. p. 

32nn. c i t . , Dostoevsky, V.,IX, p. 403 . 

33() n. cit. , Dostoevsky, V. IX , p. 338. 



The old C;<1'din;1l staTts "'ith "love" for mankind and ends \·:ith Jesnotism , 

and t i e loss of freedom. Christ's silence justifies man as a free 

heing: «CBo6o;i)":!aH JI~'PHIOCTb tICJIOBeKa pacKpbIBaeTcH TOJIbIW BO 

XPI1CT8; 

BO XpI1CTe» Christianjt~ is the re l i~i on of spiritual 

freedom . Christ has no need t o repudiate the Grand Influisitor. flis 

nresence is enough, and I lis kiss proves that he can love even the Grand 

Tnrplisitor. This is Zosima' s conc ept of Christianity . If Chri st can 

love t he old Card inal who nerverted His Word, then ~od exists and is good . 

Christ's action is the final answer to Ivan and the Grand Inqllisitor. 

Just as Raskolnikcv' s ~Bce rr03BOJIe H O) is re-

enacted in Smerdyakov's murder, so Stavrogin's idea of sel f -destruction is 

complemented hy Ivan's 'bes~In the same way that Stavrogin's personality 

is splintered into helief and disbelief so Ivan's dialogue with the devil 

splinters his personality into paradoxical statements: he re f uses to say 

he accepts the devil, 1mt to Alyosha he affirms his actual existence. 

Li ke Stavrogin, Ivan when he believes, does not believe that he believes , 

and when he does not helieve, does not helieve that he does not helieve, 

35 
as \!ochulsky says: «OH BepMT 9 Kor.n;a He BepI1T, OT pI1u;aR 9 yTB ep)K.n;aeT:>') . 

For Smerdyakov. the natural atheist, \'Iho puts Ivan I s ideas into practice , 

there is no hope: he kills himsel f «CBoeIO co6CTBeHHO H 

OXOT0 0.» 
3G 

., as a fina l act of cl emonic self-will. But for Ivan, 

the torturecl atheist there may he redemnti on if he all"ows his intellect 

340p • cit . , Nochulsky, p. 51l~ _1--__ 

35f"\ 
'Jp. cit., !ochulsky, P. 512. 

36 h r. ~!. Dostoevsky, "The Rrot ers Karamazov, "V. X, p. 239. 
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t o be suhr.lerr:ed hv feelings and conscience. It is for him to -find hi s mIn 

Dostoevsky tri ed always to r econcile t he irreconcil~)le , and 

succeeds to a grea t extent in this his las t novel. For him the total 

sniritual experience \V as predominant, and external s '''ere of minima l value. 

Dostoevsky I\'as caur,ht 11et\Veen the realms of phant asy and reality, 

the spirit and the flesh. In the artistic and spiritual con fession ex-

pressed in the pro and contra ar~uments, he tried to remain as ohjective 

as possible, but his moJn nassionate helief, his ethic reflected in i\lyosha 

and Father Zosima, remains his final answer for happiness on earth. The 

barrier het\Veen Ivan and Zosima does not seem insurmountahle. 

!vhere nostoevsl~>: differs fron Sartre is that for the former 

fre~·a c;·'l is in r.od only, and: f or the latter it isoutside: ,Q)f. SOd. Sin 

leads to · T111nish!Mmt (suffering). and repentance t o redemption. Final 

freedom is inseparable from (:;od. This novel may be examined from four 

aspects (1) the Legend of the Grand Inquisitor (2) the love of Christ as 

being the freedon: of man (love _.>freedom) (3) initial freedom to be 

sacrificed to attain (4) final freedom ,,,hich is in (:;od alone. 

Firstly many critics have dealt with Dostoevsky from the particular 

aspect of the Legend, and these are divided into those who agree with 

Dostoevsky's view of· freedom, and those who disagree. i\mong the first, 

37 
p. Rahv is one of the most important. He sees l v-an as representing a 

general «MI1POBO 3 3peHHe» 1 expressing an eschatological frame of mind 

typical of ~le Russian intelligentsia of the time. Freedom is regarded as 

a consummation of r ebellion and happiness as a rejection of Inman freedom . 

37p • Rallv "The Legend of the Grand Inquisitor", Partisan Review, 
~·!ay-Jtlnc 1954, Vol. XXI. 
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The Lege Yld 11[1s two protogoni.sts; the Granel Tnquisi.tor, standin.r; for 

historicetl reality, and Jesus Christ '"ho represents freedom . Eoth arc 

essentially R.ussian in nature, the crnel verSllS tl~c !'leek . Tn the Grand 

In<1uisit or, Dostoevs ky is attacking the mixture of soci a lism and 

Catholicism, linked together hy the allthorimti I principle. This is \<Jhat 

makes Dostoevsky's \<Jork a critic ism of pO\<J er as we ll as a metaphysical 

dialogue . 

;'lerezhkovsky has call ed Dostoevsky a religious revolutionist, for 

the l atter favoured a Utopian, l atent, mystical anarchism. Dostoevsky 

fe ared that man would be Iveak enough to 'vant an organis ed happiness. 

The concept of fr eedom held hy Dostoevsky evolved through " Notes from 

the IJnderground" (1862) to "The Brothers Karamazov" (1 8110). ~! an is seen 

as irrationetl ?etnd perfect soc:i.et.i.8s are hence impossil)le, hecause they 

arc hased on human, i. e. irrational l)ases. But for the Grand Inquisi tOT 

perfect societies are possihle because man does not want freedom, i.e. 

irrationali ty. The difference hetlveen the cetrly and letter concents of 

fre edom is clear. Ord inov from the early short story "The Land l ady" is 
, 

a psycho l ogist who attacks reason. The Grand Inquisi tor is a historian 

\.;ho exp oses the myth of freedor.1. Ordinov can refuse Chris t just as he 

refuses reason; this is pure anarchy of the mind. It is only later that 

Dos to evsky devel oped a nell' concept of freedom, based on Christian love and 

the man's self- surrender. Shigalev, as R.ahv points out, helieves thett 

the extremes of f reedom, and despotism are close, wherea s Dostoevsky 

asserted that freedom of choice hetween good and evil is the very essence 

of man's humanity. Freedom, being linked thus to existence, is inseparable 



frO!~l ~uf'fering . Thc Existentialists likc'visc hold that to )':Y<1sn one's 

bcin?, in frcedoJ:l is -Fr<lllf-ht ,-lith " an~Bt" and p<lin. The difference is 

that fOT Dostoevsky the choice is moral and relig ious, whereas fay the 

Existentialists it is 3. total cho i ce of man' s l)cing. Dostoevsky's 

invitation to choose hetween Christ and the Grand Inquisitor is a stark one -

there is no middle way. 

R. C;uarclini has criticised the Legend on just t his point. The 

Christianity of the "Legend" at hottom has no relationship \'lith this 

middle level, and it is this which makes it unreal.,,38 He claims t hat 

the Grand Inquisitor is right, because Dostoevsky's idea of (hrist is too 

hi gh for the average man. Indeed to deny gradation he tween good and 

evi l is to reject the God of love, htlmility and reality. For Ivan, 

Cltrist stands for the surd lle offers final freedom, too difficult for 

men, ' who at best desire servitude or initial freedom. The Catholic 

Church opposes the reli7,ion of love and freedom in the truly Christian 

sense. Rahv claims that (hrist as Dostoevsky portrayed !lim is detached 

and ep;oi stic . Ivan creates !lim as such, hecause he himsel f is detached 

from the world, and detachment \'las a quasi-sin for Dostoevsky. Ivan rejects 

God's creation as irrational, non-Euclidean. He wants peace on earth now. 

I-Ie supports the Grand Inquisitor \<1ho wants to ,,,rest the world from r;od 

and make it "per:Fect." 

38 G d ·· "T1 J d f th f' d I .. t " C R. Juar Inl, 1e ~egen o. e <,ran nqulsl or , .ross 
Currents, Sept. 1952, Vol. III. 



00 

Ivan believes in God t o an extent, hllt he ,,,ants to take a\vay 

Ilis oi vine moral 2-llthori t y. Ivan and Smerdyakov have placed thems elves 

heyond divine law, the former hy his revolt, th e latt er hy his satan ism. 

Ivan acts like a s\~ erman, a Grand Inquisi t or in his old ohjectivity, hut 

l ike 1<.askolnikov he is 'veak and harren: "Vitality hecomes corruptwhen the 

heart is not linkert to the spirit".' 39 In effect the s uperman hecomes a 

depersona lizert creature. Ivan's desire to rai se himself to a superhuman 

amorality come s t o a head in his meetings with the dev i l .I f salvation is 

through renunciation of the :'lc lf, Ivan '''ould rather di e . Ivan's 

vindication of individuality is cosmic . Guardin i confirms ~"The"Grand 

Inquisi t or" is the story of Ivan and his family: the story of man, of the 

human family.,,40 

Chri st gives liherty to man, responsihility f or action. The idea 

o f equality negates that of liherty, for the two cannot exist. For Ivan, 

people are only equal, but not ~rpe )van, starting and finishing with 

intellect, rationali~s religion as a thing of thQ indo If man is not made 

41 in the image of (;od, the devil is made in the image of man. " IVan 

paradoxically despises people emotionally, hut glorifies man inte l lectually. 

V. Rozanov attempts t o see deeper into the Leg end as a reflection 

of Dos t oevs ky' s per~onal metaphysical strugg les. Jle ShOivS h m,' in this 

chanter Dostoevsky play-acted his mVTI in ne r drama : 

« t ne reH~a 0 BexHK o M MHK BM3HTope' ••• OTBeQaeT, Ha nOTpe6HocTb y XH TBOpHTb 
3TOT xao c 9 yHHQT O~HTb 42 
GTO CMH T eHHe» In an epi logue, he amazingly puts 

390n . cit., Guardini. 
--'----

40_0.:...p_,_c_i_t., Guardini. 

,n 
C. A. ~!anning , "The Grand InC]uisi tor", American Th eological 

Review , Jan. 1933, Vol. XV. 

42v . Rozanov , "Legenda 0 velikom inkvizitore F.~!. Dostoevsko f, o"(I906), 

_ P .2.2 5 . 
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Dostoevsky helmv Gogol as <1 crc:1tive artist, but ratcs Dostoevsky's 

'f h } 4:5 gen1usor metan ysics as .Iuge. 

Like (;1laroini, ramus sioes Ivi t~l Ivan IS concent of freedom from 

God against Dostoevsky' s ~ Ii [Ivan 1 ref1ltes HiTil in the namc of a mor;J,l 

44 value." Nothing can compensate for evil in the I\!orld. Tf cvil js 

t ' l' \" ' 1 " hI ,,45 esscn 1a to (lV1ne creat10n , tlen crca t1 0n 1S unaccept;J, c. Tvan 

is rehelling fOT the sake of all humanity ancl human dignity : «JIY'tJ:lIle 

yE R OCTaHycb rrpH HeOT OhlmeHH OM cTpaAaHHH MO~M H HeyTo~eHHOM He-

rOAOBaHH¥. M08M? XOTR 6 b1 R 6bI~ ¥. Herrpam) 46 
Ivan renresents 

the refusal of salvation, he cause he feels real compassion for humanity : 

" Ivan r ebels against a lllurderous God; hut from the moment thL,t he hegins 

47 to rationalizs his l'ehellion, he deduces the lal" of murder". nut this 

raises a nractical prohlem, as r alllUS points out: "The C\uestion is: can 

one live in a state of rcllcllion? Ivan implif!s that one can live in a 

state of rehellion hy pursuing it to the hitter end, i.e. as God and 

immortality do not exist, the new nan is permitted to hecome God. ,, 4R 

To accent crime and one's own law is to become God, and this is ,,:hat 

the Grand Inquisitor is doing: "The Grand Inquisitors proudly re fuse 

freedom and the hread of heaven and offer the hread of this earth without 

43V• qozanov P. 225. 

44A• ramus, "The Rebel " (1 954 ), p. 55. 

450 ' , n. Clt., p. 55. 

4br:. 1'-1 . Dostoevsky, "The Brothers Karamazov," V. IX, p. 30R. 

47 
Op. cit., p. 58. 

48np . cit., p. 58. 
--'----
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4() 
freedom."· This is a "noh 1e" tas k , "humani tarian" in the true sense, as 

it liherates man from his free dom! Ther e f ore, sieling Ivith mankind, Ivan ends 

Ivi th solituoe . 

D. H. L:lh'renCe similarly side s Ivith man against God: " rThe 

Legend ] .•• is a cleadly, devasta t inr- sllmm i n p; Un , unansh'c rah le he caus e 

hor ne out by the long exnerience of humanity. It is reali tv versus 

illusion, and the illusion Ivas .J es us, while time its elf retorts with 

the reali t y.II
SO 

History has proved .Jesus Christ's message inadequate, 

i.e. irrelevant to present situations: liThe inadequacy of Jesus lies in 

the fact that Christianity is too difficult for men, the vast mass of 

men ••• Jesus loved mankind for ",hat it ou~ht to he, free and 1i':i ~Jles s. 

Th (' dr" I . f h .. . h 11' '1" . II 5 1 ,e \,ran nCl1l1.S1tor oves It .or \V at 1.t IS, WIt. a Its ImItatIons. 

r·!an wi 11 always d emand mirac Ie, mys t e ry ano authority for hy nature he is 

weak. For Lalvrence, Ivan has made a restatement of man against the idea 

of his perfectihility - man, in other words, cannot choose hetween good and 

evil. It must f)e chosen f or him from above. Therefore he is not meant 

to be f ree, resnonsihle or perfectihle. 

Like Guardini and Lawrence, N. O. Lossky condemn s t he harshness 

of' the message Dostoevsky preaches: «XpI1CTI1aHCKaR il,epKoBb no cymecTBY 

ll,epKoBb Bcex 9 a He TOJIbKO HeO ObIKH OBeHHbIX JIIO.II;eH, - il,epKo Bb nOBCe.II;-

HeBHO ~ EH 3 HH, a He TOJIbKO repO HQ eC KI1X MH HYT. KaK H caM QeJIOBeK, 

OHa H3 c p e.n; Heli OOJIaCTI1 B03HOCI1TCR B BHCOT Y I1 cnYCKaeTC R B rJIyO I1HY. 

XpI1CTHaHCTBO nereH.II;hl He I1MeeT B OCHOBe HHKaKoro OTHom eHMR K GTOH 

52 
c pe.n;HeH OO JIa CTH I1 TaKHM o opa3 0 M CTaHOBI1T CR HepeaJIbHHM». 

4901"). cit., p. 01 (My ltc-Ilks). 

S°D . I I. Lalvrence "Selected Literary r:riti cism" ( lCJS5). p . 233. 

SIn]) . cit •• Lawrence, p. 235 (My Italics)o 

52N• o. Lossky, "Dostoevsky i ev,o Khristianskoe miroponimaMC " (/'153), 
pp. %1-362. 
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Thus hOC can see hew time has changed t1:e tenor in favour of the Grand 

Tnl\uisitor . lIe is nm-! the champ ion o f n <l l 's f r eedom.To the r:hristian , 

nostoevskv's concept of freedom sc ems too exacting ; and for the 

Fxistentialist, it is overly arhitrarv . 

The ro 1e of Christ i s vcry il~lport;ln t i n al l of Do"tocvsLv ' s 

Ivcrk . V. Ivanov shOl"s 1101\1 this emphasis on r:hr i st is a fluasi - rxi.stcntia lis t 

idea . t~orr.1ally, onc ollj cct i fi es the Other into a thing , l"hi 1e rC!maini nr: 

a suhj ec t ones e l f . This neces sarily r estrict s t he fr eed om of th e () t hcr. 

But hy an act of will and f a ith (hoth i mportant attrilHltes fo r Dostoevs ky) 

i . e. «npOHMKHCBeH¥. e» (a terminus t eclmicus) t he other Ego does not 
\ 

hecome one's ohject, htlt rema jns as subj ect. This is an i nversion of 

the normal system of coo rdinates and welds together t he concepts of 

f r eedom and faith. For only by faitll, can one he f ree, and let th e nther 

rer.1ain f ree. This is exnerienced i n t rue laTe in the sel f -surrender , 

, ~ 0 0 r 1 'IF " 53 s e l t -renunclatlon OT ove: 0 ,s , ergo sum . . Furthermore will and 

f aith are not only not incompatible, hut are complementary, as Ivanov 

says: "Faith is a sign of the good health of the "'ill. 
,,54 

A fJersonal 

experience of the other Fgo leads one to the assert ion that man destroys 

himself wi th out Christ. The alternative is that "'e arrive at a 

solins istic nihilism: "Love can exist on l y in the world of reality, whereas 

hatred can blaze in 'a world of illusion.,,55 Thus only through Christ, 

ie. love, can man be free in fu l lness. 

53V I . vanov, "Freedom and the Tragic Life" (1957), p. 27. 

54 
c i t . , 28. Op . p. 

55
0 n. ci t . , n. 30-3l (My Italics). 



llencp. fa:ith is ShOlVTI as indisnensal1le to the structure of thC! 

11l11:1an person3lity : "raith in God . •. r,uarantees the value of t he pcrsonal :ity.,,56 

The tlyes" or "noll to God's existence thus cf(u:ltes to " to he or not t o he? 

f)ostoevs!(y, cii videe! bet\.;een the emnirica l (transcendent ) and the r.leta -

nhysical (immanent) worlds, tried t o reconcile Christ and human freedom 

in a mystical realism : "Dostoevsky' s apolo f,et ics ••. aYf~ esscntially 

d . d . ,,57 ynamlc an trar,l c. Dostoevskyl s sale r,uide i s Christ . ~\an mus t gi ve 

a reali t y to his -freedom hy an act of faith. Dostoevsky does not adm it 

a nremiselcss phi losophy. flis di alcctic is based on a fundamental 

premise gi ven hy the first and determining decision taken by man. ror 

Dostoevsky, reasoning is concerned only with form; it is love th at 

apnroaches the es s ence of humanity. Therefore empiric and divine realities 

are not opposed, hut revealed in Jesus Christ. Alyosha is f ree in t hat 

he loves: "/\s a truly free man, he [/\lyosha] is immune from the universal 

infirmity of his time -- that of self-love -- and is therefore at once 

invulnerahle and incorruptible.,,58 Love is holy and a founding principle 

of the Russian «,n;yrna» : liThe acknmvledp,ement of holiness as the 

highest value is the foundation of a peonle1s nhilosophy of life, and 

the symhol of the people1s longing for 1I0ly Russia.,,59 Jesus Christ is 

the essence of love and freedom, the twin poles of the human personalit~ 

560 . 31 p. Clt., p. . 

57'0· 110 _no clt., p. . 

58_0~n_. __ c_i_t. p. 148. 

590n • ci t ., Ivanov, p. 163. -----
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for Dostoevskv: "Even among the people (1I'!elling together in mutual and 

daily intercourse, th ose alone can be essentially hound hy Christ ",ho 

realize IIim as a Person : those alone are genuinely goon \vho genuinely 

love !lim. Only sllch a bond ooes not diminish the personality hut 

, . ./)0 strenp,tnens 1t. 

Dostoevsky, during all his artistic li fe, tried to give a concrete 

form to goodness, to create a great, posi ti ve , holy fi.r.:ure . For t h is 

reason, most of his he roes are characterised hy movement ann Cjuestinr.. The 

miracle of grace is when the Iio ly Spirit vis its the human soul. It is 

Ivan \\'ho constructs this syllogism: «ECJIH Eora HeT, TO BCe n03BOJIeHO 

HO He BCe n03BOJIeHO 

CJIe,n;OB aTeJIhHO, Eor eCTh» 
61 

In fact, ",ithout God, life is an impossibility. Faith is the ultimate 

criterion: 

«Bepa B Eora ••• ecTh nOCJIe,n;HHR IT OCHOBH aR HHTYH~ITR Hamero C0 3 H2HHR, 

TO HenOcpe~CTBeHHoe H OOheKT ITBH O ,n;aHHoe, C KOToporo Ha~ITHae 7CH . 

IT KOTOP hlM KOHqaeTCH BCHKaR .n;YXOBHaH ~H3Hh»G62 
Relizion is the dual link of man to God, ann God to nan. This means that 

for Dostoevsky goonness exists absolutely in the \'101'10 : «OH [Dostoevskyl 

Bep HT 9 ~TO ,n;06po peaJIhHO c yme cT ByeT IT KaK TaKOBoe, He 3aBHCy.T OT qe-

6 3 
The absolutes of Freedom ann goodness 

can he ohtained hy man only \vi th God I s help, as ~!ochu1sky says: «CBooo,n;a 

64 
- 60~ecTBeHHhl~ ,n;ap, ,n;paro~eHHe~mee ,n;OcTOHHHe qeJIOBeKa»G 

6°0 D. cit., D. 165-166. 

() 1 L. li n""' 
A. Zander (1 (0) , p. 24, I ayna 

II 

dobra. 

62
0 D. cj t . , Zander, p. 27. 

630 n. cit. , Zanner, p. 30. 

6-1 Y. ~!OChlllsky, "Dostoevsky, Zhizn i i tvorchestvo: (1947) p. Sl1. 
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Freedom indeed, is an act of faith in Dostoevs ky's ethi c. 

Thirdly, his fin al freedom is di am etrically onnosed to initial 

freedom. Initial f r eedom, {Tee -wi ll, leads t o the abyss heneath . 

Sel f - assertion results in the destructi on of the personality) \vhere<ls final 

freedom, i.e. the surrender of initial freedom to God, strengthens t he 

human personality. God and i mmortality are there f ore vital idea ls in t he 

l i f e here and now as Dostoevsky recorded: 1I1f a conviction of i mmortality 

is indisnensa'Dle for human exis tence, this conviction is Twesuma1,1y the 

normal condi t ion of mankind; and if this is so, then the immortality of 

the human soul is an induhitable fact. lloS Logic is not necessary to 

life , whereas faith is,for even Ivan c laims : "I live, hecause I want 

to live, even in desp ite of 10gic.,,60 Love, t he corollary of fait h , is 

the key to Ii f c: "It is only hy l ovhlG life that t·'l e can a~'(;~in <:::'!y U'l.t:l'Q 

i · f ' . ,,6 7 
stan< In g 0 Its meanIng. Alysoha represents the soul; Ivan the mind ; 

68 and Dmitri the hoely says R. West. Ivan's reliance on the intellect ,vas 

f or Dostoevsky utterly godless. Por t he latter, intelligence promoted 

atheism (and simultaneously the evils of industrialism) in the Russian 

neople, essentially innocent and full of faith. He calls on the Rus sian 

God to save his people from the maw of progress. And it is just t his plea 

to stave the march of time that ~ I. Gorky attacl<ed thI rty year later: 

oc) 
r or 

65 p • ~ I Dostoevsky, "The Diary of an Author", fluot ed 1)y E. H. Carr, . " 
66 p • )\1. Dostoevsky, "The Brothers Karamaz ov", <juo ted lw E. H. C<lrr, 

67E• H, (arr, lI [)ostoevskyll (lc)3l) , p. 289 . 

68R• Wes t, If Redempt ion and Dostoevs ky", New Republ ic, June 5, lC)15, 

69f.!. Gorky, "0 Knramazovshchi,·\e". Russkoe Slovo (Sent. ~2, 1013) in 
Sohranie Sochincnii v tridt sati tomakh, vol . 24 U·IOSCOloJ, lC)S3) , 

p • 2B4. 

p . 28c) . I 

Vol . II. 
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Gorky, DostoevsKy's accent on salvation throuf,h sufferinp, is an unhealthy, 

anci demoralisinp: one. This masochism "las it decadent tendency, and 

irrelevant to the new progressive age. 70 
In another article, he sees 

Dostoevs kv 's love of freedom as a simple licence from social and moral laws. 

This leads, he says, to savagery and harl1arism; thus Dostoevsky is a 

harmful influence; Ivan Karamazov is even eCl,uatcd to Ohlomov. This is a 

complete reversal of Dostoevsky's intent , and aho~e all, of his concept 

of freedom, as not heing licence. 

Lastly, having dealt ''lith the Legend, the r'ble of" r.hrist, and 

initial freedom, we arrive at an examination of final freedom. This 

final f"reedom can he attained hy a total surrender to God. \'ot everyone 

is capahle of this «aKT 
71 

BepbD) ; only the true mysti c is. Dostoevsky 

was strongly attracted to Saint Tikllon ZaJonsky , and in the original 

drafts of liThe Life of a Great Sinner" and "The Brothers Karamazov" 

it is he who is portrayed, later replaced hy the hermit, the Elder 

Zosima. l!owever, some critics 110ld that Zosima is moulded on Amvrossy, 

the monk of Ontina rustyn.' Dostoevsky Has led to religion and Orthodoxy 

after he redis covered the inne'( life of the masses durinr, his exile in 

Siheria. .Tust as Tikhon confronts the power of negation in Stavrogin so 

Zosima re~ltes the 4evastating logic of Ivan. TIle parallels between 

Tikhon and Zasima are that hath preach the gospel of love as leaciing to 

God and final freedom, and hatred as being hell on earth. Prayer is seen 

as education. V. ~ozanov adds that Tikhon is portrayed i n hot], Zosima 

70~1. (;or};y, "Yeshcho 0 Karamazovshchine, " Russkoe Sl ovo 
(Oct . 27, FlU), in Sohranie Sochinenii v tricitsati tomakh, vol. 24 
C"!oscow, 1953). 

71 
~ 'lochulsky, op.cit ., p. 51 1. 



3.nd i n /\l y05:,a . But it i s certain th~t fl os t ocvs};y t ur nerl fo r his 

l:xist ential r e ligiolls !)h i 10sop11y, for it s emnhasis on frec clcm amI 

r esTlonsihility to St . Tikhon , as N. Gorocl et zsky says: "The nerson of" 

Ti J;hon 'vas i denti f i ed in his mind "lith the hes t asni rations of t he 

Russian neonle.,,72 St. Tikhon is a livin ~ ren ly to the anti - reli~ious 

ideas of 18th century ~1lssia. "The Brothers Karamazovli,,,as to be an answer 

to atheism, narticularly in the I'lords of the dying Zosima. 

0!erezhkovsky sums up that all Dostoevsky's heroes are "God-

tortured". The deni a l or affirmation o f Goo is for Dostoevsky th e source 

of all human nassion and suffering. l\it:lOut God, there l.,roul o be no 

morality. tiThe natural, hy itself, is prone to evil, it is only hy in-

sniration and sanction of the sunernatural that Plan can overcome his 

selfishness and cr1lelty and corru]ltion.,,73 Virtue and immortality are 

correlatives. For Dostoevsky, final freedom is suhmerged in God: 

"There is no freeoom beyond [God]; th~re is nothing 11eyond.,,74 

Chri s t came I"ith a promise of frecc-lom incoJl1prehcnsible t o most 

But man must freely decide what is good , and act only with Christ's 

image l)efore him. This is the true freedom, for Christ died to save m;:m 

from the fetters of miracle, mystery and authority. \lan' s freedom is 

very dear to Him. This freedom, however, is fraur,ht with suffering. And 

72 N. C,orodetzsky, "Saint Tikhon Zadonsky-Ins]lirer of Dostoevsky" 
(1901), 1'. 184. 

731\. E. Baker, "Prophets for a Day of Judgement" (l()44), 1' .67. 

740n • cit., Baker, p. 68. 
~---



onlY love can solve the riddle . Ti,e rel?.tionship 1,eth'een faith and 

f i na l freecloPl is that : "Because Goel is Love, man is free, with an actua l , 

real, ultimate freedom • •• God is Love ; that means that man, !lis child, is 

crea t ed f or freedom. ,J 5 God does not "!ant t o force T'1an to choos e the 

good from the evil; i t has t o be man's o\<ln choi ce : " It Plust he our f r ee 

choi ce or i t i s not good. ,,76 Thus man can he free only in God ; if he 

tries t o he free from God, he enslaves hiPlself, and enters the It ahyss 

beneath". That i s Dos t oevsky's fi na l mes s age i n li The Brothers Kar ama zov", 

nam e l y t hat man i s fre e , 1lUt only in God . Final f r eedom can he achieved , 

but only in surrendering i nit ia l fr eedom. Thus Plan 's ont ologi cal freedoPl , 

i.e. his f reedom by virtue of being a man, is Q_ divine v,i ft and suhme r ged 

in the Ultimate. In such a manner Dos t oevsky, t hrough th es e three nove ls, 

evolves his conc ert of freedom. Circums tanti a l and acquired f r eedoms 

are not metaphysica l , and are therefore eclipsed by the notion of innat e 

fr eedom, which is not so much innat e to man , as inheri ted from God. 

ThllS does Dostoevsky r econcile f aith and f reedom, f ree-will and divine 

presc i ence , sufferin~ and salvation ,or as A. E. l1aker says : ItGod is 

79 
King in 11is 0\'111 world." In the l ast chapter, "l e must draw our 

concillsions on wher e Dost oevsky's ethic of f reedom leads us . 

750 n. ci t. , ]laker, p. 81. 

76 ci t . , Baker, 81. Ope r· 

770n • c i t., J3 aker, p. R2. 
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C!APTER V 

In our conclud ing chapter, we must try to Sl~ up how far Dostoevsky 

succeeds in solving the metClphysical eni,~ma he sets hims elf . Vie must f irstly 

attempt a critique of Dostoevsky's inner struggle to resolve the pro and 

contr:l controversy . Secondly, Ive must trace Dos toevsky's evolution as a 

spi ri tual prophet, and lastly decide II'hCJt legacy, if any, he has left for us. 

1\ . Yarmolinsk), is one \'1ho docs not clajm great philosophical depth 

or clarity for Dostoevsky as he says: "Dostoevsky's ideology is distinguished 

nei ther hy logical coherence or originality. ,) He holds that reli g ion rather 

th an philosophy i tsel f Ivas Dostoevsky's forte, and his religious viel<Js 

coloured all his thoughts. He also holds that Dostoevsky did not undergo 

a spiritu~l change during his exile, though Dostoevsky himself recognized 

a transformation in his convictions. It \Vas in Siberia that he c ame to 

know the common people and, t hrough them, himscl f . Yarfll olinsky condemns 

Dost oevsky as a " complacent, self- adulatory natriot .,,2 It must be ackno\V-

ledged that Dost oevsky has a definite idle-fixe, and this affects all he 

has to say, even in t e sphere of soc ial ljuestions: " Love alone I,,'ill solve 

all the perplexing social prohlems. Dostoevsky does not tro~)le to tell us 

how this will come about ... to Dostoevsky, religion is above all a 

sanctioning and informin:z of morality . 11
3 

ror Dostoevsky, everything 

flowed out of religi on, as he records : "Moral ideas exist . They grow out 

of the religious feeling, but by logic alone they can never be justified. 1I4 

st. 

11\. Yar([lolinsky "Dostoevsky : a study in his ideology" (1921), P. R. 

2 On . c j t. p . 2 7 . 

:':.nn. cit. p . 34. 

41' ' j k I ~B' ... • ':,\' t' ,;'""7 Z.''',i 1·C'..,.noy J'nL' ... Lj/.L. ' I. '.1'. Dost.oevS .'Y ):L(,'::'I,':h:~:' I !).lsmu 1.. :Z.e,me. i~.... '- .... K ... n I 

Petershurg, 1883 quoted p .o:54 , Y~ll·rnolinsky. 
100 Mc~ASTER UNIVFRSITV IIRRARV. 
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God is indispensable to ri ght 1 i vin~, as Yann olinsky says : 

" Dostoevsky go e s as far as to decLll'e that a belief in the immortal i ty 

of the soul is the indispensable condition for right livin~, indeed, 

for existence itself."S lienee Dostoevsky looked for social improvement 

not through institutions but through individual regeneration . Sclf-

pCl'fection comes only thro\ ! .~h Christ. Thi s tenet nC[,!<1tes the pOl\'cr of 

re a son, willpower or the perfectibility of man through his own actions, 

i.e. the idea of progress, or organised systems. For this reason, hoth 

Catholicism and socialism snelt anathema to him: "Dostoevsky 's religious 

ideal was the free spiritual union of mank ind in Christ, as opposed to 

the enforced and godless mechanical combination of men in Catholicism 

and in the socialistic millennium.,,6 Dostoevsky saw in the narod "the 

great life-giving principle, the vessel of grace and the haven of salvation . " 7 

Th ough, in his youth, he had condescended to the views of the intelligentsia , 

later he came to accept unconditionally the popular native outlook , the 
\ 

Slavor!>; 1:-:: dream of Russia . The people ,,,,ere a " living shrine" , 8 in which 

were identified purely Russian and universal attributes . The essentially 

Russian trait was seen as the one that reached all humanity : "The areatest ,':' 

of all the greatest future missions of which the Russians have already 

become a,.;are is pan-service to hum anity, not to Russia or Slavdom alone, 

but to all hum anity. ,,9 This was the l~ussian mission f or Dostoevsky, i . e. 

SOn. cit. p . 34 . 
6 On . cit. YaY''", olinsky, p . 43 . 

7Qll... ci t. p. 44 . 
8 On . cit. p. 46 

9 F. M. Dost oevsky " Diary,',' June 1876, v . 20, p . 193, quoted by 
Yarm o linsky, p . 58 . 
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to unite all men i n love and peace: "Ilis religion Ivas a yearning for the 

. 10 
peace that passet h underst and inc;." 

Dostoevsky's ph i los onhizing is dyn am ic and dialectical. All his 

characters are phi losonhic, i. e . in quest of a philosophy, as .J. L. Jarrett 

savs: " Bec ause Dostoevsky ' s novels are ac_~iv~, agonized philosophical 

struggles, they make for philosophy, the process of philosophy, the elan 

f h · 1 h d · ' J ,,II o P 1 osop .y, an nOL Its aSles . lie is closer to Existentialists in 

that he holds that contingent existence is human reality . This unde f ined 

existing engenders dread, because the self is unformed, undetermined, 

contingent, free to choose itself, in Kierkegaard's words "this is the 

dizziness of freedom." [,Ian hates this dread, and therefore this freedor.1 

(not licenc e) and to escape it, he often res orts to a totalitarian system . 

He even goes so far as to consider freedom an illusion, enters into a 

deterministic, mechanistic belief . Yet man does love his free-will: 

"\\'hat man wants is simply independent choice, whatever that independence 

12 
may cost and wherever it may lead." \\'here Dostoevsky di ffers from the 

,. 
Existentialists is that for him, man has an essence, and this is rooted 

in God alone. 

So freedom (i.e. ontological freedom fraught with choosing and 

responsibili ty) is bath precious and dreadful. Its negative' quaE ties 

engender suffering, and it is linked to the absurdity of life : " Li fe is. 

man exists, I'/e suffer. ,, 13 The rationalist looks in vain for an anslver, 

------_._-------_.---

lOOn. cit . YarTflolinsky, p . 68. 

11 
J . r... . Jarrett "Dostoevsky Philosopher of PreedoP.l, Love and Li fe, " 

Review of R(!ligion, November 1956, VXX. 

p - r.M. Dostoevsky " Notes from Underground", p. 145. 

13 
(};) . cit . J arrett-. 
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3nd finds none. The believer finds the counter- part to suffering in joy . 

Life is unquench2ble, and p.mst be borne in all its aspects. To deny life 

in any way is to die prematurely . Dostoevsky essentially did not att ack 

the Tationalist for his reliance on the mind , but for his escape from life's 

r ea lity through the intellect . 

Dostoevsky's message is that man must be regenerated hy suffering . 

Evil has no solution, hut the betterment of society will come only through 

those who have known suffering, but who have not refused li fe . }\nd the 

guideline for human moral behaviour must be an ideal that is accc!lted as 

t; i ven, ultimate and inexplicable, ncune ly God . ror Dostoevsky, the 

athei st is the nihilist. lie had two precepts (1) to love r.od , i.e . to 

accept life as a whole and (2) to love one's nei ghbour, i.e. to commit 

one's total responsibility and involvement in mankind and " radi cal freedom,,14 

in a dedication to the freedom of all men. Hell is the inability to love; 

and paradise is to be able to accept total responsibility, i . e . to love. 

Li f e for Dostoevsky \vas fundamental and must be accepted . Love lis a duty 

and a joy, and freedom is the essence of man's existence. 

Dostoevsky manages to reconcile the precepts of Christian philosophy 

and Christian mysticism. ror him, man should abandon himself to God of 

his own free will . As suffering in Dostoevsky's ethic leads to moral 

purification, man must accept suffering as a part of life. If man asserts 

himse lf, he is doomed to failure, because human being~ in conflict Ivi th 

basic moral lall's of human destiny always lose. I-Iumility therefore is the 

first virtue (e . g . Sonia) . Next, self- sacrifice is very im!lortant, for 

those who suffer arc closest to God . Even Dmitri the sensualist, admits 

1400 . ClOt. J , airett. 



I04 

!~:lskolniko v realizes th:1t his prcnisc \<.' ,lS .1 f;:lsc one , i . c . !Ie 

c<!nnot cre: .tc :,~s o'::n moral code. Only suTfc:;in .r~ can lC~lJ to rf't\r-r; .p·,-ion . 

C:-inC' l~:ldi.nc: to s'..lfferin,Q brin(~s s:11vat.ion . C:ln J:l;m rlse a1;ove 11 i s sin ? 

Yes. \·:i th tile helTJ of C;od . Dostoevsky demonst rat es that the iYltel1 ect 

(:c'Ioid of f~ith destroys man . There is a s t rlls::gle betlvecn r eason and a 

cleeper logi c (f.:lith). Dostoevsky lH:lievecl that the philosorhy of the 

supernan was the doom of We stern civili zation, and he shows how Raskolniko y, 

afte r the lilunler, feels isolated from humanity. As he is hasically a mora l 

person, Rasko] nikov' 5 cOl1sci e nce puni shes him . Jlis theory of the superman 

c ol lar1ses, and he knows this subconsciously. Bu t he still feels that the 

rlllrder of a "louse" is not a 1'J:i.ckec· a ct. In fact, he docs not :ecce))t 

re sp ons i1>i 1 i ty for th e act . ullti 1 Soniil, loJhen he is r e covering from 3n 

illness in Siberia makes hi m undcrsL"md the me:minQ: of God ano love. It 

j s then that he hecomes human ag;lln. 

Stavrogi n, unlike Rasko]nikov; is born a sUilerman , but he is hored 

\\'ith his olm freedom . He forfeits salvation , by turning against God . l.ike 

S~erdyakov , he Jlangs himsel . to end a mean ingless freedom just as SuJri gailov 

ki lls hir.lself since he Il c annot be redeemed ... because he i.s not suffering 

from his conscience.~5 If man docs not choose, he ends negatively. Kirillov 

wants to manifest his f re edom by killing himself. Yet his suicide docs not 

prove his f r ee I'iill. so much as the failure of his intellect, in deed he r:oes 

m::.d under Peter Verkhovenskv's pressure . 

1\1)'osl1:1 represents the triuonp!l of the soul . /\1 thou,Q!: Iv:-]]; I s dev:' l 

\ 

i.s lTl his J;l i ncl , he fif-hts :ln u ma y \'Iin over eventually on th e mo r a l side. 

15C. C . Strem li The ;··: o1'al World o f i10s toev5:(y", Russian !~evicl'.· . .JllJy 

1957, Vol. XVI. 
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After h:is ::tt:1ck b~ TCSIITYectcd . 

the c 1'1 S 1 S 0 f t 11 (; i n (i Lvi d Ii il 1 i s t h .1 t 0!"" soc jet y . 

1~1:1 lcy i :11 i 51:1 :lnc! :1 rnt i on:1 Jist i c ci 'Ii 1 i S:lt"i on ]'v order t(l nr('~;C'rvc the 

j c1c:l1tit)' (If 1:1:111 . For i)(lstocvsky, :~u5sia alone h:ld preserved !~er s'l i,ituJl 

V;1 lues ,md ~·:()U ld hilVC to Ycsurrect t:IC \\'!,ol e 11'01'1 d . She had thereforc> 

in Dostoevsky ' s ViCh', :1 :~lessionic 1'6'lc to nl:1 Y, as Strom clearly undcT-

st ~tncls . "Thus, 11:1 t io;l:1 li. s::: Cl nd re 1 i gi on 1:1 i x 
1 (

i.n Dost08vsk), ' s 50111.""' 

\!a.l h:-:s 1 ca 11y has to choose beLI'!CeD good :1ncl evi 1 - - -::;1 i 5 j S 

~~:lr.t ' s "cal'C'~;oric:11 i:J;Jeyotlvc . 1
' The Cl:1i ,'1 to sp i. ritllal Y('\'1\':11 is valici 

to(;:1)" fay th e struggle is eternal : "!~veyv r.:oral nction on th e P;}Tt o f 

t!--.e :1L:-:-Oj~OL:Ol1S 111:"1 1S J cre:1tiv e act, for, in i t, ~1e rec r entes hi;:'sc]f 

~ r.c! h :!. S O'.\'TI 
~ . ,1 7 n ·cedc:::. · . :\ theis;:l is considered clan (Tc:ou~; b)' DostoevsKy .' 

Sl~CC: !lIt is clcu.T' th3t th e ~post:1tc T3 ;lic:ll \ ... ril1 he prc;)(1rczl, li.lti!:1 ;"ltc l)p, 

to cm',r, it either sui ci de or 

anJ soci e ty, in his eyes . 

18 mu r der . II !\theis:il is likel)' to destroy m~n 

\','0 mc:s~~ "O\'! deal \'Iith Dost.oev~\y ' s el:1C r gence as a prOl1;'et . 

Uostoevsky ' s ~ork e v en in his lifetime c2rncd hiD the reput~ t ion of a seCT, 

ns E . Vyshes l :1Vtscv '3ay5~ « I-i1bICJIb 0 CMepTI1 Ka)K,.n;OrO ,.n;eJIaeT ( ero ) <fmJIO C OCPOM 

TX VU C", u KO M". 19 IT 1 1 st 1 • t (t ' 1" 1 Xi l '"XJ. -'o n N ,e preaclCC . Ton~~y (l ga lT1s .~ no lC1sm ;J.I1C 

-------.---------- --------.--- ---- - .. --- -.- - -------

16('\_~ c " t St r "1" _" _i' _' _ J _ " I.,; , . • 

17L;:S~lo V ;:Jt~ i '''; :1:1 :'1n(1 'lis Tr'''<;ic Life," p . 1:1, quoted by ~; . Scott 
in "Th e Tra<;ic Vision :1I1d (hrist1<ln r a ith", (19S7) p . l0:~ . 

l:)\.Scott "Th e Tragic Visi.on and (hristi:1n Faith " (10S7) p . l 0S . 

19!L Vys hcs l;J.vtsev ;'Sov r c::1Cnrw Zilniski , 1~)3:-::;3, Vol . l. - U - . b (/ 
pp . 2S8 -3 0tJ _ II D0 5tOe. V Sky o l yu b Vi 1. essrnert:i.,i. 



it . Tl-,c !~0::::l;1 C:-':lrc!~ i :\ Ilostoevsky ' son] nio n : ;lc ~nt to suh: w',;].tc :;::-"1 1 r. 

Christ':, ll:ll::C. DostoC'vsky sa\'.' it as :l purely sccll l.1 r ::lOv e:Jr.cnt, '~::tc: rj ;Jl istic 

ncel~ for :Hlthol'ity. Cat holicisn \'::IS the Church of !{C:lSOl1 ;llId \I:::ttcr, 

J;1('r~~ i J~[ t!\C intercsts ofc.hl:Tch :1l1d st:lte, 1/1ierC':ls in Ort]10cloxy the 

hcliever \',as consi dcred:1 SOil, ~ot .1 sl:Jve . Ilistoric:l.l rcalit>· Clpnc;Jred 

to rein:f:'o . ce Dostoevsky's ::nti-C;1tholic attitude . 

j)ostocvs'~y, on the other h::nd, stressed the doctri.ne of the 

ind\"el1in~ Godhoo d (divine ili:l;l:,ncnce) . 11(' felt himself to he ;1 teClcher, 

:l :Honhct of Orthodoxy and Russi:l.n messianism . fie looked for t]lC' "di vi w' 

sp:1rk" of real fai th in t!lC ncas;J.'lts> oec:1l1sc they h:lcl not llC'come h'c sterrJiz.cd 

like the intellectuals . lIe helieved that the Pone h:lcl sunrl :1ntccl Goel and 

rr.:1de ir.1nossihlc the direct communic.1tion of God and m;-m. Thcse iclc<lS, 

l!lC;lI1t to hc exp;l11dcd in "Th e Lifc <1 Grc<1t Sinner " I"cre llsed jnst f'.1d in 

"The Brothers Kar<1maz.ov ." Dostoevsky sought ;J]\<JDYS <1 TtlY5tic<11 reli.~ion, 

111 \,h; cll frateTni ty, } ibcrty <1nd cqua 1 i ty \<lOll Id bc achi cvcd and s ynth cs j zed 

1" Christ . lie felt ' that ROnJ<1n Cotholicisr.1 had procl;Jimec! tJwt Christ Ivas 

subject to the: third temptation, i .c . .1Tl carthly kingdom,tl1lls invokinr 

the ::nti -Christ. The true Christ was solei in e xchangc for the "'orld hv 

th . RO J11;1 n Church . 

Thus for him, SOCi Cl lisr.l ~ncl atheism werc a continuation of t !,c 

C::thoJic idea. lie he1ieved in sniritttal hrotherhood , and rtbhorred ll.l1ssi:m 

ir.Jperialism <IS much as UltrmlOntonisnJ . ik favollred a " universal ::li I - hum:mit:lrian 
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yields to necessity~ he repre sents Ronan C:ltho . '. -,.;,tionabSfJ in ~n;lteri;d -

')1 
istic form . ""- Dos 'c oevs\:: did not th in k i t "ecessal'Y to StlTY'cnc.ie r fyc(;dor~ 

for s al vation. Tn fact, 1.'\2'/1'1,1.,,,10'.1(: :tn t! f;lith ?ivc: rise to fin:!] fre(;ciom , 
.:> 

Dostoevsky indicts thc olel Cardi ., 

life (ma11 anJ his freedom), but not the V1S",,1(; li.fe of ~ .. l:e Clwrc-h , T:-'c 

Ca1'Clinal Ci1nnot love -- and that is hi s tLH~ec1)' . 

For Dosto,-'vsky, Gael W:1S the r C:lson for e'lcTythi n <; : «B KCHeqHOM I1T Ore 

Eor sons of God 

J;~llst be fTee : «TOJIbKO cBo6o,n:HI:Je cY!I(e CTB a, .n;06POBOJIbHO BCTynalOil;He 

~ 23 
ChlHOB bO}KH.l1.X». 

Goe! is the source of good , i . e . freec1oi:! and love . But in freedoTl, gooe! 

and evil coexist. Goc!'s prescicnce Ivil1 not CirC!lSve1:t f1ur'13n freGc1 on : 

«8TO '.fi.at' Cnpe.n;onpeAeJIeHHe) He npeBpam;aeT CJIyqaMHOrO (co'n tLnoe:nt ) 
,~ 

H cBo 6o.n; Horo B He o6xoAHMo e» 24 
Gael wants only th;lt man be 

free to cor:c to Hi r.1 of hi s o\\'n accol'Cl . 

Dostoevsky I s idea l:!sm ",'<lS prophetic : «KoHKpeT E[Il'i H,n;eaJIfl3M ,Il,OCTO-

eBCKoro B ero co6cTBeHHoM caMOC03HaHHH eCTh, ,n;pyrMMM CJIO BBMij, 
H.n;eaJIM311 npOpOqeCKHH» o 25 

1:1 Dostoevsky ' s schpme , freedom c~n only he the freedom of self - 3~arcness , 

--_._----

20G. A. P~nichas " Fyador Dostoevsky 2.nd [{alDan Catholicism", Greek 
Orthauox ThecJa!~ ical l~cvic\\l , (1959) . 

21 ) . I) ., 
~.T.:.. Clt..:., anlcn.as . 

21 
-.'J . O. Los sky " Svohoda Vali", p . 131. 

::>vobody Dosto e. vskor;oll(l923) , p . 72. 

25
0 

. 
~ .Clt. p. 104. 



1, c, i 11 tl~c Fx; stcnti a; scnsc , !)ostoc'..'s\v 

fl'~'C J~\OVel:1cnt and dCi1Cncicnt only on the ~;clf : «Co3H8.I-r:v.e :::',3HI1 e C':£'b 

OHO - T30pqeCKH~ Bo~eBo~ 
26 

aKT». 

Freedo;:l j s 'j llhcTcnt i n t)1C ;' C : C ! ~. (; ej , , ; ." 

l~ ;1.\\'<11'0 of tl:j S fnoj ect of his Oh'n choosinn; : 

H H He-H B H~M CITneTeHH KOPHHMH, H qT O 'MHP Ao~~eH 6HTb 

I 27 
orrpaB~aH BeCb, QTo6 MO~HO 6~~o ~HTb»~ 

:, r~m lilUS'C r.1Clke himself and the world; he, only can justify his existence. 

Dostoevsky posited the ideal of Gael as a reason for livinr: conte]l)1)orar), 

!llan sometimes finds thc re:lsons outside of ':;od . The thrce nossihi 1 i tics 

in Dostoevsky ' s scheme l\'e1'(; (1) to sacrifice frcedom to one's n:lture 

(suicide), (2) to sacrifice one's nntu,~ to freedom (~urder), (3) to 

preserve both (n,tt:l] nin~ pm,:er) . U] ti i:1ately, man ' s fi nal frceclo:!1 is 

\ 

~1rrivcd at only by his aIm control over hi.s intellect, his deliber:lte 

surrender to faith. • «CHCTeMa ~ocTo eB cK oro eCTb rrpe~cKa 3aHHe 0 TOM , 

B~aCTBOBaTb Ha~ co6o rt, 

nostoevsky ' ~ :1chievemcnt isth.""t h e foundcd t l1c dialcctics of 

the OJ1!y Lnm:ahl factor . '\i:1n ' s rC :11 \Vorld is culture :mc1 not civl1is.1tioll . 

--------------------------------

27 , 
0-). Co t . Shte"inhcrg , p . lOS . 

2S . 
Q]_~ _. _c l_t_. _ ;, . 100. 



'If) 
o\\'n ~:l~r:."l;) j_ t)" . :,--. 

1()0 

n:,i loso;)l~y, ;:nd j)osto~\'sky J~::V li1 SOi'";':,' \'.':<;:s he: c:111 ed 0110 of its l) YCCllTSOYS, 

tries to orient 
3() 

1il the; \-:or1d." 

One 0:: the \-.':1\'5 f:~nn c:n overCOl:~e fi ],itcness is hy trnnsc(-:-.d in': 

h i ,--! S ell. b)' his i 11 t c J 1 c ct. 

1(0.:1S0;, can offer ;,0 sol ::tio:1, but only ti;c livin~; throurrh of life , .. : itl~ 

":Zcvolt Jx~ant tl:c pride of se1£-:1ssertion; f:cith is the' hll:<:ility of se1f -

, . ,,31 
glVIJlg . ' But as :1 pc r sona l T:lith in csch:1tolo~', y c1Cr1:1:1ds a !),evc ]n t jon, 

Dostoc'.' sky has to enter the 1' e::11m of theolo~y. I'The belief ill the ot:~er 

\-:orld, the future life, re;)Ye s eTlts the only possibility for one to ~)ossess 
. ~') 

the fullness of 1i fe .·
L 

(.1(1n is seen in a. cont:inuolls state of progrcssion 

to t he ,\bs o 1 ute : 1/;·lan's life IS pro~ress i ng f r om the unconscious, instincti ve 

1 . l ' r: G , 1 ,,33 I"oy l(, to\,'arcls t.le OE1111potence 0,' ,au. In r epentance, God is the motivati ng 

fClctor . 1\11 j)0stocvsky ' s novels e nd in tlvO \,! :lys~eithcr in repent:lncc, or 

---- ---------------------_._-----,----
It) 
- · L. VCltai r; ~l ~n an d his Tr:l:;ic Life" (1954), p . 6 . 

3°0 ' 8 _n_. _C_l,_t_. p . , 

128 . 
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1 , . I ,. J . " .c " 1 " - h ,,34 "c;ltn J.n t,~:'t : t 1.5 ~ mOV(Tlen:: OI11'S ;.([O 0: ;~l:1n, tnc :)0551 llllty 07" I'O"C .' 

'l: ~ : '~ d 1.;llcct l c of hUl!l'l n fT'ccclo1~1 : i ni t i:t 1 fyc cdor;l (t 11 cs is)} Sl1 f7= C T i 1: ~ 

(.:l~ltith('si,s), fin:l1 fr~eclo:T: (sYi1thcsj:~) in Coc: . 

Dostocv:;b' sa\\' Sill as ~Oll;~nl11a I, :1nd the r; :;catcs't sin is the 

ahnr:g:1tion of fre('do:n . r:reel~olil em 10 :lcl to dcstru tion or sa1v:1tion,: 

there j s no ::1:] (ld C \,':1:: . Dostoevsky vas ag:1inst t!,e scI f-assured )llH'lani sm 

\\,~1ich held that m:'.11 c01l1d hetter himself hy hii::scIf. ror hi.m, r.1:'.n \';3. S :1 

chviucu :mtinofilical being. Self-I·,Tjll cou1d only end in dc~;t.uction (first 

level). But mClTl can be re::eneratecl and reborn in Christ (second level). 

S1.1vat:ion, ir:l.)licit throuzh suffering , ""0111d 1)e reached in [rccelo"'] end 

through love (third level) . Eut this pass:1ge from freeelom one to frcedo~ 

three l'TCSUp;)oses an eternal divinity, and Dostocvsky was deeply reli:,:io1l5 . 

Guard i nirejected Dostoevsky ' s Christ as false, as he wanted a 

" middle level of life " ) whereas Dostoevsky's Christ exacts absolute 

responsib i lity . Two problems arc indicated here (1) tIle misuse of freedom 

and (2) freedom in modern life . The Christian gospel of redemption, 

freedon and fulfillment h'ould still seem <l v~llid anSI·ler in spite of the 

Dostoevsky gclVe mllch to contemp or3.ry phi 10soph)' , :mcl in Russi;1 

<:;rc :ltly influenced, IHitcrs, \·:ho suhscl'juently Jevelo':1ed his points ,. c . g . 

Solovyo v (Gcd - !'1~tnhood ) , 8erclyaev (frcelloP-I), Clnd Shes tov (t he irr;1ti on:1l) . 

34 
On . cit. p . H2 . 
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cL:i;::s th:ll: :)ostoe\'s ::y fOTes:l\'! not.hin~:, and indecd 1.:.':1S not a rrophe;:. . 

;:is pol i tical ickas \'le1'C not oy-i.~in;11, hut i)Q rrOI'}ecl fron the Sl:1vophils. 

For Shest ov, Dos toev sky '.\'a s not a riljutic, but ~l rationalj st . f-tlrth en'lorc
j 

histoY),;he clai;ns~ !; ives the lie to Dostoevsky ' s notion of Christian love . 

Tt is trtle th:1t, Dostoevsky ' s influence Ivas more pervi1sive than immedi a te . 

For S!wstov, !~irillov is the soul of !lEesyil. Kjril10v Tei nCITn ;lte s the 

truth that n:ust he recogni sed ~ «HBHo, '{TO HCT11Ha eCTb HeKOe )!::}!BOe 

cy~ecT E o, KOTopoe He CTOHT paBHoAymHo 11 6e3pa3~H~HO rrpeA HaM H 

36 
rraCCHBHO ~A~T9 rrOKa Mhl rroAo~A~M K HeMY 11 B03bM~M ero». 

'j'!:'~e freeclol:l exists, <IS the Underr: round :'Ian cl::timeci, but only In the 

belief of God . 

Dostoevs ky ' s novels show t!1(1t 'IlXln is not the creator of good ,mel 

evil, but he is their battlefield . Pers onality in the 11ighest rnanifdstation 

of life. Therefore good and evil, external to man, also have a persol1<l l 

existence . Man ' s place is between God and Satan, and he is frightenin gly 

free to choose eithero;-':an's self- assertion confronts him Ivith the dark 

irrationalities within him. But how can suffering be reconciled Ivith t h e 

Christian belief in the God of love? Dostoevsky shows that suffering 

lies in the n:lture of :1l:ln) in that he is a free and responsible being . 

Dostoevsky was not a pietist; he was concerned with the social implications 
I 

of reI i g :i 0 11, ;1Jl d even c:tlled himself a Chri sti,:m Soci:llist . St. John 

3(\ . Shestov (1929), p . lSO _ 'fNa k' I H vesa 01 OVa v 
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:1nd he hac! the S:lrle ~,?proach to the 11ystery of man : "Cr.ri st \'.'as for h ir:l 

Tnltn, [le~1Uty and Goodness reveal:i n!~ t:1c!1lsclvcs to the \'/orld throu5;h 

~ 1 ) . , 37 perrect lmlan persona 1 ty . ' In Christ, the human personality is 

c0'11pletcly free, and having conquered suffering and pain, ex~)oses the 

))2.ttern of \·!Orld freeelO1:1 : "Christ can be fmlllel on 1y hy those I\'ho arc 

f . 1 f'" 1 ,.38 not a raIL 0 .: rrceLom . ' Dostoevsky was not a ncssimist, for h e 

stror.0; ly believed In the eventu;:tl tri umph of goodr:ess and truth on 

cart);: evil \\'ill be conquered, !~lall rc,l;eneratec! an d death transcended, 

throu f, h man ' s surrender to God's love . 

Dostoevsky realized the ambiguity of human nat~re, Rnd of heauty; 

therefore he understood the tragic qu~tlity of the ' natural ' frce(lom that 

leads man to crIme . He was divided between a Christian naturalism ;:tnd a 

L'lck of confidence in nature. liis legacy to Existentialism is his ethical 

personalism . Dostoevsky's ethic is antllropocentric, in that both opposites 

of good ;tne evil arc present in p"an . :\jan ' s true essence is his freedom. 

For Dostoevsky, man ' s amoralism is a)so his apothesis . Psychological 

volunt;tris~~l iiie rges here I'lith irrationalism . \ lan ",ants to 11e free, to b e 

hil:1se1 f . Bcrdyae v s ays that for Dostoevsky "the freedom of the Underground 

39 
:·i:ln contains t!le seed of death . " Freedom Ivi thout love is death, hut 

fre edoD with love c~n exalt man. 

Dostoevsky is c loser to Rousseau ' s naturalism tl1an to Kant ' s 

c~lte~l: orical mor~llity . Only through Cri!~le (and suffering) docs rwn t-ui"'n 

to Cod . :1"n cannot do \vi thout Goel . "The impulses of freedon 1 co:nprise 

37:\ . Zernov "Three :<.ussi::m Prorhets" (19.14) , p . 107 . 

38 
9.l~ 0~ p. lOS . 

BcrdY:lev (]uoted In "/\ ilistory of !~ussj::m Philosophy", Vol . 1 \), 
V. V. Z enl~ovsk)' (1 953 ), p . 421. 



In 

~1 c!ialcctic of evil, dialectic of 

Tn : \ ()tes 

distorts the freccton rcvc;.;lcd in Christ. nostocvskv also re~uJiateJ 

"aul:cmOniS;;l':, ~ , ll l:]~c dcfcl~ce of !:1~'Stj C:11 e thics . \',Iithout ~ ';livin;: sense 

of Goel", :l~an fo.lls j lito c)'nici~:,: or ;-:1an .':ocl:iood . Love alone goes beyond 

re:1s OJ, ;!ncl r 0. t i onc: 1 i. t Y . 

Thro1!<;1l011t) [Jostoevs}:y ' s tllOugll t i s concerned with nnt i nol'n 2.S 

::nd 110 reconciles tllc n fi;l:llly In tho r~;;]l~l of rcli:,;ion . 11 " .. USS1<1 S 

l' S her n.~t~odnvv &o~ • , .... I , \ . '- . ~) .l .... Uostocvsky. 1 ' even ,1:1C. J 

"'. 'a'I ' s frcedo;~; 11)' divine intcntj on is the b:!sis 

f .. . I ' " ,H o t:le riistOl'I Cnl l. l::lectlC .' iic defc:lds the C:n .. j sti:m cJoctrinc of 

frccc1o::1 . Gut the ideal ~ill not necessnrily be rcnljze~ In history. 

Dos toC'vsky's uto},iani S::1 ne,c:1ccts the l::ys t e ry of Golgothn , in his conce}'t.inl1 

of srllvation . 

Thus \\0 havo tro.ccc! Dostoevsky I S idons on frceclon thrOtF'h hi s 

t',rce ,:njor nov e ls., freedom is the i:Ost i:'11l r) rtnnt thcn~c jn his \':orK, <1 71(1 

is v:lrious \',':1/S coorc1j :~J"'.:cc~ \':ith crine, sllffcri:~g , nnd Jthcisf:1 . :i·i s 

c.ioct rine is thnt fyccdon is dcstructive unless r:1<l.n C<1l! i.:-:1:'05e for:;1 on it , 

,inc! t;lis fo}' ;:~ nust be divi :10, 01' it j s h;Hnf~l1. Th; 5 tC:1c]~i.n <; h'-lS left 

---------_._- --_._ .. _---- -------.-------------------

4°0 ], . cj~ ::cnkovs}.;y .. n . <122 - 23 . 

L11Un. cit . p. 431. 
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