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"The divine secret of happiness{is that] the individual triumphs
by renunciation of his individuality".

(A. Gide "Dostoevsky')

«Yenopex 'rsyx Ges3nH', CMEPTHOrO Ipexa KU XUBOTBOpAmeH
KDPaCoOTH, OH 3HAEeT He TOJbKO NajieHUA B NPON&CTH, HO ¥ BIJETH
K CBEPKawIUM BEepHmUHAMD .

(L. Grossman <«AocToesCxuit»)

"It is in man that the real and the ideal merge'.

(R.L. Jackson "Dostoevsky")
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PREFACE

Dostoevsky, hailed as a prophet during his lifetime, lost his
popularity soon after his death. It was not till his disciples, V.
Solovyov and N. Berdyaev became famous in their own right that
Dostoevsky's deep influence on his compatriots was recognized. Since
the philosophy of Existentialism emerged, represented by Lev Shestov
in Russia, and expounded so cogently in France by Jj.P. Sartre, Dostoevsky's
ethic of freedom has become a vital point of discussion.

The purpose of this thesis is to show how Dostoevsky evolves his
concept of freedom over a period of fourteen years through his three

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

Sochineniy, Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe Izdatel'stvo Khudozhestvennoy
Literatury, 1957-1958. The volume and page numbers are given in the
footnotes. I shall use 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 advice and assistance
during my year at McMaster University.

I also wish to express my thanks to Dr. C.J.G. Turner, Assistant
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 graduate studies; and to Mills
Memorial Library, Inter-Library Loan Department, for their prompt

response to my requests, and especially to Mr. N. Passi, Chief Referecnce
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Librarian, for his mest timely help.
And I extend a special thank you to my parents whose loving

concern supported my work here.
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1) INTRODUCTION : THE NATURE OF FREEDOM



INTRODUCTION : CHAPTER I

As this thesis intends an analysis of Dostoecvsky's dialectic of
freedom with special reference to his thrce main novels '"Crime and Punish-
ment" (1866), "The Possessed'" (1871) and "The Brothers Karamazcv'' (1880),
it would be well in an introductory chapter to outline briefly firstly
what 'frecdom' has meant through the ages; then secondly to define gencral
types of freedom; thirdly to set out its terms 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 determination of human decisions".l The Greeks,
Democritus and other Atomists held to a mechanistic system in which there
was no room for freedom. The Stoics saw a clear causal chain determining
all our actions, as, Frank Thillyzzsays: "The Stoic conception 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.




in conformity with a man's rational nature and, ultimately, with thc‘
rational nature of the universe!. Later Socrates and Plato argued on
the reality of freedom, and these arguments were continued by Christianity,
says R. Nelson.3 In the 5th Century, a controversy arose between the
followers of St. Augustine and those of Pelagius. St. Augustine had

defined the concepts of libertas 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-
will in such a way that man could be autonomous in spite of divine
foreknowledge. Unfortunately, the Reformation brought a return to an
emphasis on God's will 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 aggressively 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. M.J. Adler, "The Idea of Freedom', (1958).



there 1s the type of freedom to which Hobbes, Hume, Rousseau and Locke,
among others, adhered to. This i1s the freedom under circumstances,

which we may classify as circumstantial freedom, best exemplified in a

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

5 Next there 1is

"absence of obstacles to the realization of desires'.
: . n O .
what A.L. Whitehead calls '"freedom beyond circumstance'. The Stoics,
and notably Cicero, Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius, favoured this type
of freedom often termed acquired freedom due to its psychological
connotation. This type of freedom ignores whether a man be slave or
freeman, because his freedom is essentially in his moral and spiritual

command over himself, frequently with the aid of God, as Father Zosima
3 1 y 2

says: "With God's help I attain freedom of spirit and with it spiritual
7

joyll :
Naturally, the opposition of these two 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
. . 5 . 8
from coercion [is] freedom from the arbitrary power of other men'". And

in the opposite camp stand those who believe that freedom lies in man

himself - human virtue and wisdom, 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', pp. 328-329, from
on. cit. Adler, p.88. ‘ >

8. F. Hayek, "The Road to Serfdom'", Ch. II, pp. 25-26, from op.
cit. Adler, p. 90.



"The human will does not achieve grace through freedom, but rather free-

<

5 9
dom through grace."

iy

There exists a third type of freedom, different from the circum-
stantial (given) and psychological (acquired) freedoms. This is the
#Ntological freedom, variously termed inherent, innate, or natural free-
dom. 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 was dominant among a
man's mental faculties, so for him "to will and to be free are the same
thing”.lo Referring back to our time, when man finds himself adrift in
his own self, Sartre can say: '"There is no difference between the being
of a man ‘and his being free”.ll 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 .J. 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 natural - from the point.of view of their content. Firstly,

circumstantial 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, "Objections and Replies', III, in "Philoso-
phical Works", Vol. II, p. 75 from op. cit., Adler, p. 93.

11. y,P. Sartre, '"Being and Nothingness', p. 25 from op. cit.
Adler, p. 93.



obstacles: 1) coercion or constraint usually by the physical media of
prison and chains; 1i) 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 circumstances, 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
between political freedom and economic ease, and most often he will sacri-
fice his freedom for the sake of security, as Eric Fromm discusses in
"Escape from Freedom'. This is the purport of the Legend of the Grand
Inquisitor in Dostoevsky's "The Brothers Karamazov", in which the old
Cardinal indicts Jesus Christ. for allowing men to choose between 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 envirom-
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. Man is the
sole creator of this freedom, as he says: "Temperance . . . is the

12

ordering or controlling of certain pleasures and desires." On the

12. Plato, "Republic", Bk. IV, 430E-431B, from op. cit. Adler,
p. 144,



other hand, the theologians and religious philosophers, who defend
acquired frecdom, look to divine grace and God's direct help in
achieving self-mastery (i.e. freedom), so as to choose wisely between
good and evil. St. Augustine, who was a firm believer in God's inter-
vention in human affairs, affirmed that only the righteous were free:
'""No one is free to do right who 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 Him can man find freedom and peace.

Our third category of freedom, natural freedom, is the one that
is the most difficult to define. This is the realm 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 who support this freedom, there are those who give reason
the dominant role, and others who enhance the value of the will. But for
all these men, freedom is rooted in the quality of man, as Sartre says:
"Freedom is total and infinite".l4 Man (the pour-soi, consciousness) ig
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,
or, if you prefer,'we are not free to cease being free”.ls
Now that we have briefly examined the content of nur threce freedoms,

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

13. St. Augustine, "Enchiridion", Ch. 9, Sect. 30, p. 395, from
op. cit. Adler, p. 145.

14. 3,P. Sartre, "Being and Nothingness", p. 531, from op. Cit.
Adler; p. 520. -

15. J.P. Sartre, "Being and Nothingness'", p. 439, from op. cit.
Adler, p. 489.



. . N . 16 .
we can define a '"mode of self" and a "mode of possession'. The mode

of self of circumstantial freedom is 'self-recalisation' (i.e. a conflict
between man and his environment), and the mode of possession will be an
individual's circumstantial 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 relating to this is the

mode of possession, namely an individual's acquired ability to live as

he ought (here we may quote Alyosha Karamazov 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 is 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 to essence).

Probing even further, we may construe that circumstantial free-
dom contains the special category of political liberty: it is the indivi-
dual versus the law, the state, the norm. Dostoevsky's three novels, and
primarily "Crime and Punishment", deal with this theme. Acquired freedom
is acquired through -an inner struggle, or to simplify it thus: human
spirit (with or without divine assistance) versus the environment, the
body, the world. Here again, a special category can be made - that of
collective freedom as envisaged by Father Zosima's brother, Markel. As
natural freedom, inherent and innate to man, has no threat - external or

internal - a transcendent scapegoat has been chosen, namely God. Natural

16. M.J. Adler, "The Idea of Freedom', (1958).



freedom, then, is seen as the opposition of freedom (i.e. embodied in
man) against imposed morality, taboos, superstition (i.e. God). Man is
to be liberated for frce choice (or rather choice, as 'unfree choice'
is a non-sequitur), action and creative liberty. This is the essence
of human freedom, purged of circumstance and dichotomy: "A man is free
who has in himself the ability or power whercby he can make what he does

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

Now we may turn to the terms and dimensions of freedom, in the
manner in which we have defined in the paragraph above. Here we must
deal with two ideas - the meaning of freedom and the reality of freedom.
Freedom, says Isaiah Berlin, has two faces, for it is both positive and
negative: ''Coercion implies the deliberate interference of other human

beings within the area in which I wish to act”.18 This statement reverts

to the category of circumstantial freedom, in which concrete obstacles
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 individual freedoms impinge on each other,
and we are all circumscribed by social restrictions. Indeed, we read on
in Berlin? "We cannot remain absolutely free, and must give up some of
our liberty to preserve the rest [such as a semblance of equality and
justice]".19

The negative side of freedom is the absence of interference from

outside, i.e. 'freedom from', whereas its positive aspect implies that

17. M.J. Adler, "The 1dea of Freedom™, (1958), p. 614,
18. Isaiah Berlin, '"Two Concepts of Liberty', (1958), p. 7.

19. Isaiah Berlin, "Two Concepts of Liberty'", (1958), p. 11.



one is master of one's own acts, i.e. 'frcedom to'. But Berlin hastens

to add: '"Freedom is not frecedom to do what is irrational, or stupid, or
s 20 . B— ) o N

bad". This is a realistic approach to the concept of the freedom of

the irrational act, exemplified in Dostoevsky's '"Notes from the Under-

ground", in which the 'paradoxalist' hero claims that the fact that

" : g r .1 21

two and two make four is the beginning of death.
Freedom, therefore, cannot be unlimited, as other values exist

and must be taken into account, e.g. cquality, justice, happiness, security,

the common weal. But it does have an intrinsic value in itself (as it

does for the Existentialists) in that it necessitates choosing: "The

necessity of choosing between absolute claims is then an inescapable

characteristic of the human condition. This gives its value to freedom

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

o 22 e . . . - . .

need". The conclusive implication is that a negative freedom is a more

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

amounts to assertiveness, if indeed not to licence, since: '"That we can-

: ; ; 23

not have everything is a necessary, not a contingent, truth'.
Berlin's definitions of positive and negative freedom are challenged

by G.C. MacCallum in a pertinent article. He points out that the usual

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

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

20, ©Op. cit., Berlin, p. 32.
21. F.M. Dostoevsky, '"Notes from the Underground".
22. Op. cit., Berlin, p. 54.

23. Op. cit., Berlin, p. 55.
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Nor do these definitions attempt to distinguish between two distinct

concepts, for any freedom is both frecedom from and freedom to. The

resulting confusion of the two concepts has only one solution: '"The
corrective advised is to regard freedom as always one and the same

triadic relation, but recognisc that various contending parties disa-
gree with each.other in what they understand to be the ranges of the
term variables”.24

Controversies have been built around (1) the nature of freedom;
(2) the relationships between freedom and other social benefits (as we
saw in Berlin); (3) the ranking of freedom among the latter and (4) the
consequences of policies 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
benefitted none other more than the polemicist, MacCallum affirms that
the concept of freedom is triadic rather than dyadic, namely it is the
possession of an agent, from a deterrent, towards the fulfillment of a
certain course of action. The absence of any one of these terms makes
the statement of freedom invalid. He goes on to clarify the main
differences between negative and positive freedoms:

(1) negative freedom holds that only the presence of
something can render a person unfree; but positive freedom maintains
that the absence of something may also negate freedom. In other words,
the second freedom makes more demands of the environment.

(2) negative freedom claims that a person is free to do an

24. G.C. MacCallum, 'Negative and Positive Freedom'" from
The Philosophical Review, July 1967, No. 419, Vol. LXXVI.
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act A, if no arrangements 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 Berlin: "Freedom is always
and necessarily from restraint; thus in so far as the adherents of positive
freedom speak of persons being made free by means of restraint, they
cannot be talking about freedom”.zs

Now that we realise that freedom is not a homogeneous concept,
but is essentially tripartite, we may understand that its reality like-
wise is not contained among the absolutes. In the real woxrld, bhuman
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 befdre
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 freedom of a citizen, in fact, is no longer
freedom in the ontological sense. Whereas ontological 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 law of the land varies from countr, to country,

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

25. op. cit., McCallum.
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L

as identified by F.D. Roosevelt - of self expression [press/speech], of

worship; freedom from want and from fear are all expressed by different
statutes. Thus, in a democratic state, freedom of speech is far greater
than within a communist régime. Marxism, in fact, makes a virtue of
necessity, in the words of F. Engels: ”Hégcl was the first to state
correctly the relation between freedom and necessity. To him freedom

is the appreciation of necessity”.26 Marxism has often been called a
topsy-turvy legelisznism,as it indeed accepts a pervasive, naturalistic
determinism, which stops short of an ‘'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 creative

27

cause'. 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 freaguent 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. IHence 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, political) and psychological

fetters.

26. Engels quoted in '"Marxist Ethics, Determinism and Freedom'" by
J. Somerville in "Philosophy and Phenomenological Research', Sept. 1967,
No. 1, Vol. XXVIII.

27. wop. eit., {My Italics).
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Lastly, we must dcal with some of the problems raised by the
question of freedom, and these fall largely into three domains - philo-
. . . el on & . . 28
sophical, theological and psychological. Patricia Huby in her article
sums up how in history there were two main problems concerning freewill

(1) freedom v. predestination - theological and (2) freedom v. determinism

- philosophical. The second problem arises in the attempt to reconcile

human freedom (a prerequisite for moral behaviour) and determinism.
Aristotle was unaware of the problem, whereas the Epicureans and the
Stoics were seriously interested in it. Indeed Epicurus himself is

said to be the first to have discovered it. Aristotle reaffirms the
libertarian viewpoint; he was definitely not a determinist. Epicurus
began the controversy, and Chrysippus, the third head of the Stoics, took
it up after him. Epicurus adopted the atomic theory of Democritus (who
was a complete determinist) with one slight modification, namely the
movement of the atoms. Like Aristotle, Epicurus believed in freewill,

but was strongly impressed by determinism. Aristotle, influenced as he
was by the teleological concept of causality, rejected the causal chain

of cause and effect. For the latter, determinism was a total 'non-starter’,
whereas Epicurus and the Stoics attempted to reconcile freedom and deter-
minism.  Two conseduences emerge from this philosophical controversy:

(1) Plato and Aristotle could hold many 'modern' educational and psycho-
logical beliefs without being aware of the freewill problem, as they were
ignorant of psychological determinism and (2) when at last the problem was

formulated, philosophers everywhere grasped it as a natural topic of dis-

28. P. Huby, "The First Discovery of the Freewill Problem'" from
Philosophy , Oct. 1967, No. 162, Vol. XLII.
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cussion. Modern philosophers on the whole tend to reject the idea of
determinism and vindicate man's frecdom, more or less total according
to the personal tenets of each philosopher.
he theological problem of freedom versus grace/predestination

has been much wrangled over, and in the Middle Ages was a source of
bitter argument and dogmatisation. low far was man free? Did divine
prescience determine human actions? How 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. Berdyaev and Shestov,
have tried to marry the two discinlines, and with some success.

Philosopher N. Pike argues that if God exists, human action is
not voluntary. O0ddly enough, this present-day philosophm*is 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

29

beings hold no false beliefs". 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,

30

there is no free choice, as said Leibniz in his "Théodicée".>” 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.W. Leibniz, "Théodicée", Pt. 1, Sect. 37.
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: 2 s - 31 . 5 g
in other words, there was free choice for man. Pike continues his
deterministic argument by saying ¢ "I have inferred that if God exists,
: : . 32 .

no human action is voluntary'. [lowever, as in human knowledge, truth
is contingently conjoined to belief, he hastens to aualify his statement
thus: "It would be a mistake to think that commitment to determinism is
an unavoidable implication of the Christian concept of divine omni-

. W33 e .
science. This determinism is strongly contested by J.T. Saunders, who
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
lle acknowledges that his own assumptions (i.e. that God is a person, and
that He is essentially omniscient) are inadequate, but wonders whethér 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 Arbitrio", Bk. 3.
32. op. cit., by Pike.
33. op. cit., by Pike.

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

35. N. Pike, "Of God and Freedom : A Rejoinder'", op. cit.




16

appear to fail at the outsct. Adam defines a 'hard' fact as a realised
fact in the past; conversely a 'soft' fact is onec that is as yet

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

v

freedom, libertas minor, and rational freedom, libertas major, both

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

on' that which cannot be actualised, as against 'to ouk on' that which
is realised).

To say that God is everlasting is to give Illim a time location -
i.e. He exists at all times;similarly, to say He is omniscient is to
say that He is right and knows all. These are both analytical statcments
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

voluntary character of some human actions has yet to be made out”.36

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 to point out
a paradox) created an imperfect world, how can He be Love Consummate? The
question has no rational answer, and theologians have opted for faith and
revelation rather than reason and logic as e.g. K. Barth, for whom rational

theology is sinful, as it puts reason above revelation. In their article,37

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

37. E.H. Madden/P.H. Hare, "On the Difficulty of Evading the
Problem of Evil", Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, Sept. 1967,
No. 1, Vol. XXVIII.
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Madden and iHare distinguish between 'belief in God', a religious concept,
and 'belief in the existence of God' as a scientific 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 problem of the existence
of evil.

Finally, we come to the psychological problems of human freedom,
which tie in with what we said about God and evil. There are parallels
to be drawn between Dostocvsky's theories 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 psychologically is frightened of
freedom, though he craves the satisfaction of his self-will (Dostoevsky
makes a clear distinction between 'svoboda' and 'volya): ''[Man] is
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, "Existentialism 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 into a 'thing':
it is total freedom to be a subject, and thus is its freedom. This
unavoidable freedom, the need for activity, change and decision brings

man ''the dizziness of frcedom" (Kierkegaard), the nausca of Antoine
Roquentin in Sartre's ''La Nausée'. Man strives to make himself an

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

40

has abdicated his humanity'. This abdication is fruitless, however,

and stupid as ''Man 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 fraught with dread, nausea

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

42

as Sartre affirms: '"Life begins on the other side of despair'. God,

at least in the philosophy of Sartre, plays no rdole 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 He is useful: "It is man's basic wish to 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 synthesized. This ideal,
says Sartre, one can call God [in "L'Etre et le néant”]”.43

Although there exist similarities in the doctrines of Dostoevsky

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

40. op. cit., p. 44, Kaufmann.
41. op. cit., p. 47, Kaufmann.
42. op. cit., p. 46, Kaufmann.

43. op. cit., p. 47, Kaufmann.
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God and freedom were linked positively, whereas for Sartre they are contra-
dictory and (2) human irrationality for Dostoevsky was almost a metaphysic,
whereas for Sartre (thanks to the theories of Freud) it is no more than a
psychological fact of the human personality. For Dostoevsky, recason was
the death-knell of freedom, as the Underground Man explains: "One's own
free unfettered choice, one's own caprice, however wild it may be, one's
own fancy worked up at times to frenzy =is that very ''most advantageous
advantage' which we have overlooked, which comes under no classification
and against which all systems and theories are continually being shattered
to atoms“.44 The existence of irrationality is a prerequisite for free-
dom; in other words, without the first, the second could not be: 'Very
often, and even most often, choice is utterly and stubbornly opposed to

45
reason''.

Man, then, is wedded to eternally choosing: his choice (of word,
thought, and deed) makes him what he is; nor can one claim extenuating
circumstances as an excuse, for, insists M. Grene, "It is still the choice
within the situation, not the mere situation itself, that makes the man”.46
Man is an unfinished series of projects; he must create himself: 'Man

. g 47 : :
is what he makes himself", says Sartre. Hence, there is no such thing

as an absolute essence of a man, but only day-to-day, contingent existence:

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

45. 1Ibid., Sect. 8, from op. cit., Kaufmann, p. 14.
46. M. (Grene, '"Dreadful Freedom'", (1948), pp. 46-47.

47. op. cit., p. 50, Grene.

4
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"So self and the world are continuously born together, in the self's
free transcendence of its situation to form itself-in-relation-to-its-
world - a transcendence always ready inr process, yet always not yet
accomplished . . . There is no essence of humanity but only actions of
men - responsible acts, yet acts which are not yet what 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 emptiness - before
annihilation - before nothing”.49 Man's fate lies in his own hands, and
this uncharted responsibility is horrifying: 'Man 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 its own rcality”.so

So inevitably, man escapes
into inauthentic living, a form of bad faith, relying on cliché, 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 creation. Man's existence is inseparable from time and free-
dom.

Finally, we may turn to our topic - 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

lifeblood of Dostoevsky's novels, as N. Berdyaev says: ''Freedom is the

48. op. cit., pp. 49-50, Grene.
49. op. cit., p. 52, Grene.

50. op. cit., p. 54, Grene.
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. ; , 3 . . . 51
kernel of his work and the key to the understanding of his philosophy'.

Dostoevsky would not deliver man from his responsibility (thus from
suffering), corresponding to his human dignity as a free being.
There are two frecdoms for Dostoevsky - initial and final (cf,

1

St. Augustine) - and between them lies suffering. These two are (1)

52

"freedom to choose the truth'" and (2) "freedom in the truth'. The

essence of Christianity for Dostoevsky was that '"'the tragic principle

of freedom is victor over the principle of compulsion”.53

Whereas, as

we have seen, Greek thinkers looked to rational freedom; Christianity

has given man irrational freedom, i.e. faith above reason. However,
Dostoevsky was careful to distinguish between 'freedom' and 'self-will',
for otherwise licence negates freedom: "If all things are allowable to
man, then freecdom becomes its own slave, and the man who is his own slave
: 5S4 y .

is lost". Freedom emhraces the irrational, and, therefore, the co-

existence of good and evil. Irrational freedom is necessary to reconcile
god and the factuality of evil - it is the supra-mundane fourth dimension.

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

: . 55 =
And that means that God is because freedom is'. Nihilism was considered

51. N.A. Berdyaev, 'Dostoevsky', (1934), p. 67.
52. op. cif., p. 69, Berdyaev.
53. op. cit., p. 71, Berdyaev.
54. op. cit., p. 76, Berdyaev.

55. wop. cit., p. 87.
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by Dostoevsky as atheism, and Nietische took up the problem of the
. . . 56
atheistic superman after him.

For Dostoevsky, freedom was dynamic - hence his affinity with
the Existentialists. But the problem of evil is paramount, as Camus
explains: "In the presence of God there is less of a problem of free-

. - 57 -~ - . - .
dom than a problem of evil'. If there is a God, evil is unexplainable;
if there is no God, man is free to do and undo the evil: 'The absurd
enlightens me on this point : there is no future. Henceforth, this is

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

passion and freedom. !''Being aware of one's life, one's revolt, one's

freedom, and to the maximum, is living, and to the maximum“.s9

The problem essentially is whether freedom is compatible with
God. For the Existentialists, it is not. For Kirillov in "The Possessed"
God is the crisis of his freedom, as he says: "I am unhappy because I
am obliged to assert my freedom”?o 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. Dostoevsky seeks an end to solipsism in the
existence of God, and the Existentialists in the fact of the Other's

existence.

56. T.G. Masaryk, "The Spirit of Russia', Vol. 2 (1919).
ST A. Canmus, '"Myth of Sisyphus', (1958), p. 56.

58. op. cit., p. 58, Canmus.

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

60. op. cit., p. 108, quoted in F.M. Dostoevsky, '"The Possessed".
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For Camus, death is the only certainty: '"Outside of that single

61 After

fatality of death, everything, joy or happiness, is liberty'.
death, there is nothing, whercas for Dostoevsky it is merely the
beginning in Berdyaev's words: 'There are threce possible answers to the
question of world harmony, of paradise, of the final triumph of good.
First: Harmony, paradise, life in the good, without freedom of choice,

without world tragedy, without suffering, but also without creative

work. Second: Harmony, paradise, life in the good, on the heights of

earthly history, purchased at the price of innumerable sufferings and
the tears of all human generations doomed to death and turned into a
means for the happiness of those who are to come. Third: Harmony,
paradise, life in the good, at which man will arrive through freedom
and suffering, in an economy into which all who at any time lived and
suffered enter, that is to say, in the Kingdom of God. Dostoevsky
rejects the first two facile answers to the question of world harmony
and paradise, and accepts only the third”.6

How far is Berdyaev right? Does Dostoevsky claim an absolute
freedom for man? Where and how does God fit into his scheme, and how
does he explain evil? We must turn now to the novels themselves for

some of the answers.

61. op. cit., p. 117, Camus.

62. N.A. Berdyaev, "The Russian Idea' (1947), p. 123.



IT) CRIME AND TQTAL FREEDOM



CHAPTER 1II

"Crime and Punishment'" (1866) raises among other questions, the
cternal problem of man and total freedom in the absence of a belief in
God. Man's ontological freedom is different from his ethical freedom,
in turn different from his legal liberty. What does one mean by frce-
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.l 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

l1.- F.G., Shorter Oxford Dictinnary (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 «CHJbHaA JHUUYHOCTL», 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 poli-
tical concept of "Deutschland uber alles", and "Ein uber alles'". And so
Raskolnikov hates and despises humanity in the mass, and hungers for
power, and above 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 penury, and his sister Dunyasha from a loveless marriage, by

killing a 'useless parasite',as Mochulsky says: « PACKOJBHUKOB COO6Ja3HHUJICH

YTHIUTEDHO® MOpaJhl,BHBOLAMEH BCE NOBeleHMe YeJOBEKa W3 NPUHIUIA

a3yYMHOM TOJDbIHD "~ ) . .
Jioag Raskolnikov kills an old woman who is, in his own words,

«HUKYZa He YTOXHAa, HUKOMY He HOJe3Ha» judging her by the
purely inhuman, heartless logic of a rational intellectual. Hle 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 did he murder

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

2. Mochulsky, K., "Dostoevsky: zhizn! (1947),

p. 226. i tvorchestvo
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«Bu pymaeTe, ero 6H OCTE&HOBMJM TOTZa MOH Cle3n, MOK NPOCHOH,
MOA G0JNe3Hb, MOA CMepTh, MOXET OHTb, C TOCKH, Hama HUMETa?

3
[IlpecnoxoftHo 6 mepemarHysn uepes BCe MPENATCTBUAY .

o

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

will-power - as he blurts out in his confessional outburst to the young

prostitute, Sonia Marmeladova: - «Ina ceba yOud, LA Ce6A OLHOTO. ..

Ciory Ju nepecrTynut®hs HJIX He cMOry?...0lBapp Jax 2 APOrEmaa HIH

nMpaBo HMEn?» He wants to prove that he is free to act, that

total freedom of choice exists.

Yet how can one reconcile reason (i.e. absence of irrationality)
with freedom (which exists only if 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 Raskolnikov 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 himself that he can act 'irrationally'; whereas in "Crime and Punish-
ment' Rask ol nikov attempts to put a logical construction on his crazy act.

So we must acknowledge that the latter fails on both counts on the concrete

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

3. Dostoevsky, F.M., "Crime and Punishment'", v. V, p. 224.

4. op. cit., p. 437.
5. Gide, A., "Les Caves du Vatican'", (1924).
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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 bungles 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-keeper'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 not 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-06yAnTO €ro KTo=-TO

BEJ 3a PYKYy M NOTAHYJ 3a coboif HeoTpasumo, CJeno, C HeeCTeCT-
6
BEeHHO¥ cuioit, 6e3 BO3paxeHUi».

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: «Henozospesaemue
¥ HEOXMIAHHHE UyBCTBA MYyYaNT  €r0 CEPALE...» He cannot
carry it through, and the truth, the invincible law of human nature, will

wreak its own. Raskolnikov ends by being 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 cyclothymic 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 IO I IOJ bHHH YEJOBEK» and lays the path for the despotism

9
of the Grand Inquisitor in "The Brothers Karamazov'. By his act, he has
destroyed not merely a moral law, but the first assumption for belief in
the world of the spirit. This ideology of strength leads naturally 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 }_s_ a CUJDbHafA JUUYHOCTB»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 supermen, 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 too human nature, as with the «mnoXnoabHEHN YeJOBEK» ,
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 wrong, Raskolnikov hugs his deed to
himself the closer: «MoxeT, A emé YeJIOBEeK, & He BOMb, X INOTOPONHUJICH
cebsa OCYILUTBHY .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 submission 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: «CoBecThb MOA CHOKOHHa». ’
He cannot repent, as for him his theory is still valid. Ille does not
allow himself 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 Mochulsky is
a 'false conclusion'. «CosecTh MOa crnoxoitma» 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 unable to grasp it. What is it
then that brought him to his doom? It is not remorse, nor fear of Porfiry
Petrovitch, nor repentance. If he could have controlled his high-strung
nerves, there would have been no logical obstacle to his really being a
superman. But what 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. op. cit., p. 567.
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«OH, PaCKOJNBHUKOB, =~ nOoru6 Tax caemno, Oe3HALEXHO, TJIYXO

U TJYyno, II0 KakOMy-TO IPUTrOBOPY CJENO# CynbOH».

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 ecxcept fate.
But surely is this not begging the question? He sees Raskolnikov as a

half-superman: «(on) lloru6 xax Tparuueckui repoit B 6opbbe CO CJEeNHM

11 " : . .
Poxomp- Thus, he interprets Raskolnikov's sudden rcalization 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. Remorge and resurrection through love, therefore, would be

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

only a vague promise in a «HOBas HUCTOPHUAND . Mochulsky calls

Raskolnikov's promised transformation a «@ugarouectuBas JOXb» .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. op. cit., p. 566.

11. Mochulsky, K. "Dostoevsky: zhizn' 4 tveorchzstveo 11947),
ps 295.

12. op. cit., p. 255.
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to accept the truth ébout himself. 1In 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
irrationality, free-will and predetermination would all mutually exclude
one another. In this state of the "11éa1ﬁt? the utter nihilism of life
would lead the ordinary man to death or insanity . Man cannot bear the
ideal of a total freedom, just as he cannot envisage infinity or eternity.
Man is made up of variables, relativities, contraditions, 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 with 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 himseif recognizes: «'CHIBHHI uesoBex' Bo3Xaxxad
OCBOGOXLEHMA OT bBora - ¥ JOCTHUr ero; cBo6oLa ero OKasajcA Gec—
IpenelbHOR, Ho B GecrnpegnexnpHOCTH xEaja ero rHEeaby .13
Intellectual freedom by disbelieving in God, does not mean total freedom .
from human laws. Human nature entails that man is slave to some man- i
conceived force: Aemonism 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'existait pas, il faudrait l‘invcntcr”.14 God is
ultimately irreplaceable as an ideal, a deterrent or a guide.

""Crime and Punishment'" raises four points of discussion: (1) human
recason, (2) guilt (caused by evil), (3) suffering and (4) salvation, and
we must study each in turn. Lev Shestov, for whom Dostoevsky was a
KICHXOJoryveCKan saranxa», ) divides the novelist's work ir\to
two periods from the time of '"Poor Folk" 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

16
SaYS: «llocroeBCckuft roBOpPMAI O NEPEPOXLEHHM CBOUX yOexLeHHH»,

and «Karopra JOCTOEBCKOTr0 NPOLOJKAJIACH He YeTHpe rojga,a BCH KASHDY o 17

Before his exile, Dostoevsky was 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

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

his earlier ideals, and now « JoOUMad €ro TeMa = NPECTYINJEHHE U Ipe-

18 : g
CTYIMHHUK . The foe becomes his former associates in political

14. Voltaire, F, '"Candide, ou 1l'optimisme', ed. Rend Pomeau,
(Paris, 1963).

15. Shestov, Lev, 'Dostoevsky i Nitshe', (1922), p. 28.
16. wop. €it.;, p« 19

17. op. cit.; p. 61,

18. op. cit., p. 70.



33

activity - the allied-liberals, who were 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 instincts, faith and a nced 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 stylistic factor. M. Beebe points out that the ideological
content is unified with the artistic structure: '"Theme and technique
overlap”.19 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 Luzhin, Svidrigailov and
Sonia. A motive is a driving force to an action, and Raskolinkov's three
motives became also his reasons thus (lj 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 hig 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, who has suffered greatly for the sake of her family.

Even when the reasons are exploded (money, self-interest) the
motives remain. Suffering can be sensual or spiritual, and thus is con-
nected with 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 ocTpore, Ha cpoboze»(in Pnﬁon)iﬂ freedom) .21

The contra is the will-to-suffering, as the pro is the acceptance of love.
In man's salvation, human reason has a minimal rOle for Dostocvsky.

Secondly, the idea of rationality leads us to that of guilt and
responsibility. As we have seen, Raskolnikov says: «COBeCTbh MO#A crnoxkoiHa»,
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. He only

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

for having shown 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
of causation which we may call, following Aristotle, internal causation”.22
But even determinists would 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
a "for-to structure', but causation involves nothing of the kind”.2
Professor Frankena makes a fine distinction a la Aristotle between
the two categories: "If the causes of the act lie outside the agent, then
it is forced upon him. If the causes are his own desires, which lie
within him, then it is a voluntary act, and he is responsible for it”.24
This last statement opposes freedom and responsibility to compulsion, i.e.
if one is free, one is also responsible: 'Freedom and responsibility . . .

belong to the richer and wider horizon of the 1ife-wor1d”.25

Hence, it is
Raskolnikov's freedom that asserts his moral responsibility, his guilt for
the evil he has committed. Statements of responsibility are normative or

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

are three 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. op. cit., p. 95.

24. op. cit., pp. 97-98.
25. op. cit., p. 100,
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Raskolinkov lived through all three moments: his was a responsible, not
merely a causal act, and eventually he comes to sec what he has done.
Thirdly, guilt is the source of suffering, and thus we arrive at
the crux of Dostoevsky's concept of freedom. Raskolinkov wants to be
punished. In fact, he cannot plan a perfect crime, as this would defeat
his real purpose. His physical surroundings suggest his '"sense 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. Svidrigailov 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 Marmeladov towards Svidrigailov. Razumikhin
preserves the sense of dignity that Raskolinkov has lost. One must here
note the significanée of their names: Raskolnikov stands for schism and
schizoid, and Razumikhin for reasonability and practicality. Syidrigailov
embodies the agony, the self-destruction of the man who rationalizes his

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

26. Snodgrass, W.D., "Crime for Punishment : the Temor of Part
One'", Hudson Review, 1960, Vol. XIII.

27. op. Cits
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choosc between suicide and murder, and he clearly loses control over his
actions: '"He suddenly felt with all his being that he no longer possessed
any freedom of reasoning or of will, and that everything was 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

30

view of himself and of his world". (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 down to, and (4) the attribute of a "loved and worthy child in a God-
1

centred, family-style universe."3

Dostoevsky arrives at the paradoxical conclusion, that the crimi-
nal is th¢ most eager for God, because he wills his own suffering (i.e.
punishment). Raskolﬂpkov 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

shows 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.s
31. op. cit.
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Féhnvitch and Sonia make Raskolnikov see what he has done to himiglﬁ.

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
acts as a way of deliverance".

Man is the third dimension between God and nature, says L. Vqtai.33
Suffering is the essence of human life, and man must not resist it, but
willingly surrender his autonomy to God. Suffering is all-embracing:

"It includes limit, fall, idca, passion, and tragedy.”34

works are the '"religion of suffering”.35 Suffering is the way of

Dostoevsky's

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: therefore, there is no way out of suffering." 37
Suffering, then, is unavoidable: '"Suffering is the basis of human 1life
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. op. cit.
33. Vatai, L., "Man and His Tragic Life'", (1954).

34. op. cit., p. 9%4.
35, op. cit., p. 95.

36. op. cit., p. 99.

37. op. cit., p. 103.
38. op. cit., p. 110.
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others could accept pain and suffcring.”39 In Christ, the human
personality is completely free, for He conquered suffering and pain,
and exposcd 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]”l}0

Hence, suffering is closely linked to the idea of purification.
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. Human beings, says C.G. Strem,41 conflict with basic moral
laws 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 Raskolnikov 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' (1944).

40. Zernov, N., "Threce 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 alone can help man to salvation. Hence crime is a metaphysical

act, rather than a political or legal one, as V. Woolf says: '"The simpli-

43 Dostocvsky's

fication [of vice and virtue] is only on the surface'.
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 deepnly into the ethical
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." S 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
whether he has acted for himself or for humanity, but '"The tragedy for
Raskolnikov is the collapse of the principle on which he has acted.”46

Both Raskolnikov and Syidrigailov come to the same conclusion: The

philosophy of the superman [Raskolinkov] and the rationalistic ethics

43. Woolf, V., "Granite and Rainbow'", 1958, p. 127,

44, op. cit., p. 130.
45. Carr, E.H., "Dostoevsky'", (1931), p. 191.

46. op. cit., p. 195.



41

of the utilitarian (Svidrigailov) end alike in purc hcdonism.”47
Salvation, then, must be earned through tears and torment: '"For

the Russian, salvation must come not through action, but through suffering,
and through suffering voluntarily accepted.”48 Hence it is not a gift of
divine grace, so much as an existential salvation, as Carr says: 'lle
(Dostoevsky) believed firmly that suffering was the necessary psychological
condition of the forgiveness of sin."49 This doctrine of suffering
contains many factors - theological, literary and psychological: '"Such
are the elements - religious, romantic and masochistic - which went to
make up the doctrine of suffering [of Dostoevsky]".50 Love is the reverse

of suffering, and it is this that saves Raskolnikov:«Yepes yGuicTBO

cTapyXu repoil LIyXOBHO ymupaer, uYeped Jao60Bb COHM - BOCKPECAET...

KHUBHD KOHUMJIACH C OLHO# CTOPOHH, HAUHHAETCa C JPYyTro#».

Salvation is attained through free submissicn to God: eternal damnation

is conjoined to determinism, hubris and lack of freedom: «HeT xpyro# csob6onm,

52
KpoMe CBOGONH BO Xpucre; HeBepyomuit Bo XpucTa HOLBIACTEH DOKY».

Thus, the dialectic of salvation is simple: crime -5 suffering —

salvation (which is a free acceptance of pain) -5 freedom in Christ.

47. op. cit., p. 196.
48. op. cit., p. 200.
49. op. cit., p. 292,
50. op. cit., p. 292,

51. Mochulsky, K., '"Dostoevsky: zhizn' i tvorchestov', (1947),
p. 235.

52. op. cit., p. 255,
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Christ is the highest superlative for man: '"There is nothing more
beautiful, more profound, more lovable, more reasonable, more courageous
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.”s3 It
is interesting to note that both Toktoy and Dostoevsky underwent a con-
version about the age of fifty.

We can see from our analysis of "Crime and Punsihment' 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: '"In their destinies in
the inner dialectic of their development, Dostoevsky traces the dialectic

of some specific idea."s4

Dostoevsky concentrates on the philosophy of

the human spirit, and, therefore, deals always with problems of anthro-
pology, historiosophy, ethics and religion. Ilis early socialism was a

form of spiritual searching, the same '"ethical immanentism”SS which under-
lies all theories of progress (even Tolstoy's). It believes in the 'natural’

goodness of man, in total happiness, and rejects the Kamtian 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 Philosophy'" (1953), V.1,
pp. 414-415.

55. op. cit.



43

for atonement and salvation through Christ, i.e. "Christian naturalism”.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 rgalized
that its followers reviled Christ. This theme of the godless revolutionary,
who transforms and distorts the nature of freedom in the name of the common
weal, 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 Orthmk@yand even history had a
religious meaning: ''Man's freedom by divine intention is the basis of the
historical dialectic." Dostoevsky indeed formulates the problem 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.
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CHAPTER III

David Magarshack1 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 characters came to eclipse the main ones, and he had to rewrite
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 storm 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 necessary 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 the conclusions on a socio-political basis; Kirillov enacts
these ideas on a personal level. The action is separate from the thought,
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 deviis',
taken aptly from the quotation from St. Luke's Gospel (Chapter g8, 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

new slavery and ruin. The collective mania for freedom is even more

destructive than a single 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 é 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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«Bech 3aKOH OHTHUA UYEJOBEUECKOro Jumb B TOM, UYTOOH UEJIOBEK

BCermga MOT MNPEKJOHUTHCA npexn Oe3MepHO BEIHKHUM. ECaX numurThb
aone# 6e3MepHO BEJMKOTrO0, TO HE CTaHYT OHHM XHUTh H YMDPYT B
OTUAAHKHD &
Seeing God as a symbol of love, he exclaims:
«Ecnu ecrth Bor, TO ¥ a 6eccmepTeHl»3

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'. TIf 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 £he metaphysical questions it raises and leaves us to work out
for ourselves. |

Stavrogin is the metaphysical centre of the novel, just as
Verklovensky is the fleeting political axis. His spiritual disciples are

Kirillov and Shatov, whose destinies are strangely parallel. If

2. Dostoevsky, F.M., "The Possessed", v. VII, pp. 690-691.

3. op. eit., 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 «CHJIbHALA JUUYHOCTB» . 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 has not suffered for his
convictions, and is literally bored to death. lle is the «HoBHE yenOBEKY,
the pivot of the story, who appears to do nothing, and whose past acéions
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 «TOANONBHHH TeJOBeK» 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,
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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
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 fleeting 'mangod'. His defeat as a
KCUJDBHAA JTUYHOCTBY occurs on three planes: the fundamental
(Liza), the aesthetic (himself) 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 which he manages to
overcome, resulting in tragedy for someone: Gaganov, Matryosha, Maria,
Shatov, Liza. In his total freedom (initial, according to Dostoevsky's
criterion, and not final) he finds the yawning néant; 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 women around
him reflect the tragedy of Stavrogin; Marya is suffering; Liza is resurrec-
tion; Dasha is a nurse to the moral cripple.

Verkhovensky as the centre of a group of petty revolutionaries -
Lebiadkin, Liputin,Virginsky, Lyamshin, Erkel, Shigalev, Tolkatchenko -
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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figure of farce, a fiend in caricature, who is hated and feared even by

his fellow revolutionaries. He has adiabolic conception of a world revo-

=% o s 4
lution: «Packauka Takasg NOULET, KaKo¥ emeé MHUD He BHULEI».

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: «BHXoILA M3 6e3rpaHU4YHOH

CBOOOJAL, A 3aKJoyaw Ge3rpPaHUUYHEM gecnownaMOM».5

Essentially, equality is for others and not for himself, just as George
Orwell ironically stated in "Animal Farm': '"All are equal, but some are
more equal than others”.6 Freedom and power are to be only his privileges,
and no-one else's. |
Verkhwensky wants to lower the standard of education, so as to
eliminate the development of superior brains: ((U,euepoﬂy OTpe3HBaeTCA
A3HK, KONMEepHUKY BHKAJHBa0T rJjgasa, llekcrnup nobuBaeTCA KaMEHAMH,

7
BoT [luranesmuba!»

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

op. cit., p. 441.
. op. cit., pp. 421-22.
Orwell, G., "Animal Farm' (1945).

N S b

. 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 be Ivan Tsarevitch.
It is strange that Verkhovensky, for all his melodramatic evil, has a

doglike devotion for Stavrogin. He is enslaved by his satanic beauty, his

deathly lack of interest, his aristocratic aloofness: «f n00aK0 KpacoTy.

fl HADMJIMCT, HO Ji0GJ0 KpacoTy. PasBe HUIHAMCTH KpacoTy He JolAT?
OHM TOJBKO HIOJOB He J06AT, HY, a A JobJuaw uroxal! Bu Moft mmou!

8
Bu HMKOT'O He oCKopbJufeTe, M BaC BCe HEHABUIAT§ BH CMOTDHUTE BCEM POBHENN,

He himself feecls the need for somcone supcrior to himself,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 world for him. Without him, he is a worm: «LMHe BH, BH HaIOOHH,

5
6e3 BacC A Hyab.DBes Bac A Myxa,uled B CKIAHKe,HOoaIymO Ges AMEPHUKHED o

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 enjoys the criminal act. In an attempt
to weld together his cowardly revolutionaries, he picks on the sacrificial
figure of Shatov.

Shatov is the revolutionary who has turned, the character built
on the murdered Ivanov. He is lonely and exhausted, and is groping for a
happiness which seems close at hand. However, 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,
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«lUesnp BCEro JIBHXEHUA HAPOLHOI'O...€CTh EILUHCTBEHHO JWINb HCKaHue

Bora...Bor ecThp CHHTETHUYECKasa JUUYHOCTH BCEro Hapona. l[Ipu3Hak yHHUY-

TOXEeHHA HapogHocTelt, xorza 6OCXW HaYMHANT CTAHOBUTBHCA oCmumu. Korza oHH

CTAHOBHTCA o0O0mMUMHM, TO yMHpawT OOTM X Bepa B HHUX BMeCTe C
For him, there is only one true

CaMUMHU HapoIaMu ».
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 objective: «Y KOro HeT Hapoxa, y TOro HeT bora!...Hapox =
3TO TeJo 50KK6»{1 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 unquenchable 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 «gyelOBEKOOOT»:

«Ecau Her Bora, To A Bor...deJoBex TOJBKO K Jexaji, 4YTO BHIYMHBaJ Bora,

12 .
q4TOOH XUTE He yOuBad ceba» | 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 d'CstrO)'Cd:«CBOﬁO;Ia 6yner, kxoruza OGymeT BCE& paBHO, XUTH
I He XHTbesefl yOHBaw ce6d, YTOOH NOKaAB3ATHh HEMNOKOPHOCTH U
HOBY®, CTPamHY!© CBOOOLY MOK..ef MOy B IJQBHOM NYHKTE IOKA38Tb...
HOBYy®, CTpamHy®w CBOOOLY MOIO» .13 This vindication of a frecedom
outside of God is where the Existentialists begin, as J.P. Sar{re says:
"Dostoevsky wrote: 'If 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
of the Existentialist novel”.14 Kirillov wants man to be free, and to
recognize his freedom through his own example: «9TO y6bl0 cam cebs
HENIpeMeHHO, UTOOH HauaTb ¥ JOKas3aTb. HaAUHYy, W KOHUY, H
IBepb OTBOPL. A crnacy..e.» ,15
Thése 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. cit., 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, but refuses
Him with his mind: his heart cannot live without God, but his mind cannot
live with the idea of Him. Thus, he kills himself to destroy both the

idea of God, and because he cannot live without that idea: «bBor HeoO6xoxzuM,

a motoMy gmoaxeH OHTBH  (heart speaking-), HO # 3Haw, ATO Sora Her
U He MOXeT OHTb (7hﬁﬁlsﬁmking) - HeXb3A C  TaKUMH IBYMA
17

MBICJIAMU KATDBe o o 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:

«CoBepmeHHH aTerncT CTOMT Ha NpexnocienHeid BepxXHed CTymeHHU
10 coBepmeHHe#me# Bepu(TaM mepemarHeT-iu €8, HET-JIM) & PaBHO-

LIymHH# HHKaKo# BepH He ¥MeeT KpoMe LYPHOTO CTPaXae..» 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.M., "The Possessed'", v. VII, quoted by K.
Mochulsky in '"Dostoevsky: zhizn' i tvorchestvo', (1947), p. 368.

18. Chapter 9, Part II - the expurgated chapter, p. 33,
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Dostoevsky, like Sartre, hates the 'mauvaise foi' of the world's
'scoundrels' (les salots), the compromiscrs and herd-like worthies. Among
his gallery of  «CHJIbHHE auuHocTu» (Strong  men Y} stavropin is
the strongest, a Nietzschean figure, a walking Antichrist. Dostocvsky's
idea of the world tragedy, likens Mochulsky,lg draws him close to Goethe,
with Stavrogin as Faustus, Verkhovensky as Mephistopheles, and Maria
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 Mary 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!'(«CEMM)SB&HEH».)

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. «f Bepy B Geca,

uwo»<0
Bepyl0 KAHOHUUECKH,B JMYHOrO, & He B aJJIerop —

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 centredround the figure of Tikhon

Zadonsky, who appears briefly in this important expurgated chapter.20

19. Mochulsky, 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 truec to
itself, is Christian. 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 for 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 solvinz 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
«4eJoBeKo00r»(mangod) who ousts the <<60I‘0‘16JIOBeK>>(Go&*man’i,e, Christ,
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 political intent. Socialism for Dostoevsky was a religious
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
of the two in Stavrogin's mind. Stavrogin is challenging himself and God

to intervene in his acts; essentially, he is looking for a burden. He



challenges reason, is not quite sure that he is totally frece, though he
acts as if he were. When he does not find a valid answer, he commits
suicide. He is spiritually dead, incapable of love; and this is the
true hell for Dostoevsky.

Shatov has his own 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. He too loves, and is prepared to admit
that all is good, but he cannot conquer his mind. He fecls 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. Verkhovénsky
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) . . . "I*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'. (Tikhon).z1
Stavrogin has a dark, demonic nature, and so it is easicr for him to envisage
the devil 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 writeit,Was it, perhaps, a sign of remorse:
"You were not ashamed of admitting your crime; why are you ashamed of
repentanm£”22 Stavrogin's crime is horrifying, but 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
object”.23 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 both '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 religious will”.24

If the chapter omitted by Katkov had been included in the novel, Stavrogin's
suicide would be incomprehensible. 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./Woolf, 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
to man",25 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. 1In effect, Stavrogin's ''abyss beneath"
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 brought
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. This theme28 ushers in the idea of atheism pitted against
moral responsibility. Man is seen as a self-transcending spirit both by
idedalistic philosophy and Existentialism. Stavrogin's deliberate rejection
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 by sinking still

25. bp. eit.; p« 125.

26. op. eit., p. 1357136,

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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dceper”.29 Stavrogin refuses the first level, and passes into the despair
of unforgiveness. This is a "definite position directly in the face of
the offer of God's compassion”.30 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. ltlence, Stavrogin's atheism is a
sign of his moral pusillanimity, and of lack of a creative freedom.

For Dostoevsky, freedom was negative if it turned against God, as
Berdyaev 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

31 Atheism is a limitless exercise of freedom: ''Freedom acts

himself".
: : 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 freedm terms and meaning:

33

"Without God there is nothing a man is bound not to do". Firstly, in the

29. op. cit.
30. op. cit.
31. Ramsey, P., '"No Morality without 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
athcism”.34 Kirillov wants to achieve a full freedom, which is impossible,
for to deny God is to attempt to exalt oneself into a divinity. Secondly,
in the social context, finite freedom comes into conflict with social life,
as in the case of Verkhovensky and Shigalev. "Without God, frecdom is
boundless:,35 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 posited idea} 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. We
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
atheism, claims G.W. Thorn?6as Stepan Trofimovitch says: "God is necessary
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 Zosima 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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there is nothing else like it'".

Finally, Dostoevsky shows that atheism is the root of determinism,
weakness and amorality, as C.I. Glicksberg says'" '"If thcere is no God,
then there are no moral obligations, and the end justifies the means”.3
Dostoevsky '"is a religious novelist par excellence",40 who shows that ''to
destroy without conscience [like Verkhovensky], to kill without remorse,
one must first shatter all faith in God”.41 For Stavrogin, while he
believes in a personal devil, cannot believe in God. It is his mind that
is too strong, his spirit too weak: "It is the intellect, a limited and
decidedly inferior instrument, that is the enemy of God".42 Morality,
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
are trapped”.43 Atheism, in fine, is the denial of freedom, not its
vindication.

Wé 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 privafe 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 Karamozoy", quoted by Thorn,
op. cit.

39. Glicksberg, C.I., '"Dostoevsky and the Problem of Religion'",
Bucknell Review, 1959, Vol. VIII.

40. op. cit.
41. op. cit.
42. op. cit.
43. op. cit.
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"The Devils”.44 This novel, says R.A. Tsanoff,45 has a theme parallel to
Turgenev's "Fathers and Sons'", but whereas Turgenev took an objective (and
some critics consider ambiguous) view of the nihilists, Dostoevsky passion-
ately condemned them from the outset. Peter Verkhovensky, the champion of
freedom and equality (an absurd juxtaposition) in the name of the masses
will enslave the masses. This spirit 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
Russian, a '"'spokesman of Russia's millions".46

Modern man has become a prey to doubts, as Fueloep-Miller 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 will 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 freedom becomes a myth,as in Lenin's words: '"Freedom

. 49
is a bourgeois prejudice'. Berdyaev has pointed out that Dostoevsky's

44. Carr, BE.H., "Dostoevsky" (1931), p. 218.

45. Tsanoff, R.A., "From Darkness to Light : F. Dostoevsky', Rice
Institute Pamphlet, Houston, 1917, No. 2, Vol. IV.

46. op. cit.

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 rcvolutions
and wars - deny the primacy of human individuality and political freedom
(as against political 'equality'). God, and indced, Christianity had to
be destroyed so that man could flourish, perhaps better to say exist,
under the new régimes. "Dictatership and collectivity are prerequisites
of one another, each produces the other out of itself".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 brotherhood of all men in a spiritual, not a poli-
tical sense, as he says in «JHEBHHUK NHUCATEJIAN:

"Our goal is a fellowship with full respect for national individuality, for
the maintenance of complete liberty of men with the indication of what
liberty comprises, i.e. loving communion guaranteed by deeds, by the
living example by the factual need of brotherhood“.51

52
Dostoevsky fought contemporary 'self-isolation' and 'withdrawal':

He considered Europe dead, a 'precious graveyard' in the words of Tvan
Karamazov. For Dostoevsky believed that Russians had a destiny, but not

apart from God: they must return to the soil, i.e. NOUBEHHHYECTBO» .

50. op. cit., 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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lle thought of the narod as <<5oro};oceu»([£,Go(]_bea-m'h%ﬂ)idcntifying
the Russian people with Orthodoxy. Russia, not rcvolution, was to
renew the world. In rejecting Christ, Lurope is left with "an impotent
and barren frecdom”.53 Man can be free and irrational (and believing)
or unfree and rational (and atheistic). Freedom produces problems 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
""fathomless amoralism",54 in agreement with Dostoevsky.

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 were linked as common oppressors of human
freedom - he even forecast a '"Catholic socialism”.Ss 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 same 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 power was limited.
Thus, for him, Russia was supreme. Revolution, socialism, catholicism,
democracy and, in general, 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. 1In all events, freedom is negated, for only in

53. op. cit.
54, op. cit.

55 op. cit,
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God can man be free, thus encompassing all three categories of frcedom -
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, ag V. Ivanov says:

«Hapon-6oroHocen = XHBOW CBETHJIBHHK llepkB¥ ¥ HEKUN QHTeJ».

He claims that what Dostoevsky called «peajJusM B BHCHEM CMHCJE»

57
is really «peasuCTHUeCKUt CHMBOJHIM».

This realistic symbolism is seen best in Dostoevsky's last master-
piece "The Brothers Karamazov', in which the novelist embodies metaphysical
problems in flesh and blood protagonists, finally denying that he was

merely a psychologist:

«MeHs 30BYT NCHXOJOTOM: HENpaBsia, A JUMb PEAJUCT B BHCHEM
o8
CMBICIIE,T.-€. U3006paxan BCe TJIYyOHHH ILymNH yeJIOBEUEeCKOH» .

Here antinomial personalities personify philosophical questions, and we
wonder if at last a solution is to be reached. K. Mochulsky said of
- 59

Stavrogin: «CmacTH ero MOoxeT TOJBKO UYAO».
Does a miracle )@i-save Ivan Karamazov? How can man achieve final
freedom? What is the panacea then for 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 Mysl',"
April, 1914, Vol. IV.

57. op. cit.
rlpt———

58. Dostoevsky, F.M., "Iz zapisnoy knizhki" from "Pis'ma i zametki",
St. Petersburg, 1883, p. 373.

59. Mochulsky, K., '"Dostoevsky: zhizn i tvorchestvo", (1947), p. 379.



IV}  FAITH - THE ABYSS AROVE



CHAPTER IV

Dostoevsky dealt with four differcu: domains in his
four great novels: <crime/society in "Crime and Punishment'";
religion in "The idiot'"; politics in '"The Possessed'"; and
metaphysics (i.e. the debate on the existence of God) in "The
Brothers Karamazov'". There is a logical development of themes,
and certain affinities between the characters of Myshkin and
Alyosha, Mitya and Rogozhin, Svidrigailov and Stavrogin, but
each novel explores a new field. "The Brothers Karamazov"
was intended as Part I of a trilogy dealing with sin, suffering
and redemption. One common factor, however in all of

Dostoevsky's writing is, according to DobroliuboVv: 310 Goip 0 UEIO -

BeKe, KOTODHH npusHaeT cebAd HE B CUJEX HJIH...He B paBe OHTHL YeJgo-

BEKOM HaCTOAmMUM, IOJHHM, CaMOCTOATEJNbHEM, = UYEJOBEKOM,
' !
caMuM 1o cebey. Every man must realize that he has a

right to life and happiness.

The problem of God tormented Dostoevsky all his life,
and this novel was meant to be his final word on the subject.
It came to publication in 1880, after three .years of intensive
preparation and collecting of material. Dostoevsky was greatly

helped by the young philosopher Vladimir Solovyov (1853-1900)

1N. Dobroliuboy "Zabitye Lyudi'. (1861).
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whose doctoral thesis "The Crisis of Western Philosophy"
attacked European Positivism and forecast the advent of new
metaphysics. The discussion with Dostoevsky helped the writer
to formulate and to project artistically the philosophical
ideas that had been scattered throughout all his works. For
facts on Orthodox doctrine, he consulted Constantin Pobedonostsev,
procurator of the Holy Synod, and visited the monastery of
Optina Pustyn'near Moscow (Father Zosima is conceived as a
mixture of its starets Ambrosius and the 18th century saint
Tikhon Zadonsky). From the 1860's, Dostoevsky had been deeply
attracted to the preachings of Bishop Tikhon, and the latter
was to figure both in "The Possessed'" (Part II, ch. 9) and
in "The Brothers Karamazov'", and in the projected but incomplete
1

"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 1s 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
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is counterpoised by the spiritual affinity between Alyosha
and Father Zosima.

Dostoevsky's humanism is evident, a protesting and
impious humanism, opposing social utopias, in order to protect
man 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 of beauty put forward
by Father Zosima repudiates materialism, modern science,
socialism and Darwin's theories.

Dostoevsky's achievement in this novel was both the
philosophical content and the fullness of the Karamazov's
characterisation. In "The Brothers Karamdazov'" he heightened
and gave a concentrated generalisation of his former heroes.
Each character is symbolised by a quality, e.g. sensuality
(Fedor), egoism (Ivan), licentiousness (Mitya) purity (Alyosha),
humility (Zosima), frivolity (Mme Khokhlakova), self-love
(Katerina Ivanovna) and impetuosity towards both good and evil.
(Grushenka). Thus the characters can be said to be almost
allegorical. There is an affinity between all the Karamazovs:
for instance, Mitya is a mixture of unrestrained sensuality
and honourable instincts; Ivan is a new Raskolnikov who
embodies an abstract form of Karamazovshchina; Fedor, in
Gorky's words, is an amorphous motley soul, simultaneously
timorous and bold, and essentially malicious.

In one of the drafts, Ivan is made to say that he would
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like to destroy completely the idea of God. This is the idea
behind the creation of the Grand Inquisitor, who does not
believe in God. In his drafts, Dostoevsky compares Ivan with
Kirillov from "The Possessed'". Ivan defends man against
suffering, and so joins the Antichrist of the Grand Inquisitor,
while Kirillov in defence of human reason replaces Godman
(=Christ) b mangod, and in order to negate the idea of God,
kills himself. Book VI, Part II, concerning 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 Father Zosima.
K. Mochulsky comments that the three brothers Dmitri,
Ivan and Alyosha represent the three aspects of Dostoevsky's
personality: 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 emotions, Ivan reason and Alyosha the power éf 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 1is 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 of purification and a new life,
whereas Smerdyakov is denied all this through his logical
end in suicide, for 1like Stavroginhe has proved to himself

that everything is permissible.
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Ivan is the essence of the intellect a «Moruiar», a «s3arajgkar
for his brothers. Yet Father Zosima easily solves the mystery
of Ivapn . Zosima tells him that his thoughts are split
between belief and unbelief, and that the unsolved question
of God tortures him. Zosima foretells his fall and rebirth.
Ivan's thirst for life expresses the earthy power of the
Karamazovs, as he tells Alyosha:
«KUTh XOUETCA U A XUBY XOTAGH ¥ BOIPEKK B Jrorxice».g
This lust for life is in conflict with his cold, godless
logic. He rejects with his brain what he loves with his
heart--this is his dichotomy. He is proﬁd 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,
particularly the pain of children. If the world's harmony
is based on such suffering, he says, it is not good enough.
Ivan rejects God out of love for humanity and this fact lends
support to his argument., As Christianity recognizes transgression
and doomsday, Ivan rejects them as false and senseless. Rejecting
original sin, hg transfers the responsibility of evil in this
world from man to God. And an evil God cannot be God; thus
he creates the poem of the Grand Inquisitor to destroy the
idea of redemption.

The old Cardinal of the legend out of '"love'" for

humanity assumes the task of ruling people by hypocrisy and

2F. M. Dostoevsky, "The Brothers Karamozov", IX, 288.
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falsehood. He is not a villain but an ascetic, a sage and a
philosopher. He pretends to be Christ's disciple; thus he is
a false-Christ, who denies the commandment to love God in
order to "love" man. But godless love will turn to hate, and
losing 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 gntological 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&IpHB»,i.e. bruised sense of justice to

God in a universal revolt, says E. Wasiuiek,

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 froa “’The I&iott
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 Karamazovian lust for life, which
fact Father Zosgma 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

last piece of advice to him, and goes out into the world. But

3E. Wasiclek, "Dostoevsky, the Major Fiction'", (1964).
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before he attains the final stage of resurrection, he lives
through periods of ideological clashes with Ivan, doubts and
temptations. Yet 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 Zosima we see the embodiment
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 désire
for contentment and a terrible freedom, between hate and love.
Dmitri is the man of passion with the same Karamazovian
strength as his father, but with more awareness of the 'abyss
above'". Ivan and his two 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

are ranged in hierarchical order. The 1ife of the three

o)

g
brothers unites the three strains of spiritual conflict in

one personality: murderous thought (Ivan), destructive passion
(Dmitri), passive connivance (Alyosha), culminating in crime
(Swerdyakov, 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 of one man at different
spiritdal 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"

KYyBCTBOM OH a0ur Boxui MHUD, XoTA pas3ymom 251 He IIpUHHNMaeT

4
ero».

The religious theme of the novel is the struggle of faith with
disbelief, or rather with refusal of faith. The hegrts of
people, as Dmitri perceives, are the\battelfields of God and
the devil: as in Dmitri's own soul, there is the freedom

of choice: «loxer OmTB, He yObio, @ MOXET, yﬁzm».B

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.

5O . cit., Dostoevsky, IX, quoted by Modwulsky, p. 496.



mystical revelation affirms. For Ivan, reason is the only
important attribute of man. His philosophical mind is the
peak of the development of intellect from Plato to Kant, a
razor-sharp tool which only succeeds in torturing its owner.
He would rather deny God's world than his own mind. His

\
rationalist understanding finds no méaning in the world,
because of the presence of evil and suffering. He is willing
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:

~

«(Bonpoc o Bore) emé He peméH B ero ceprle # MydyaeT €rovy.
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 man, or

man God, is the question that torments Ivan, but he does not

6F. M. Dostoevsky, "The Brothers Karamazov'", IX,

quoted by Mochulsky, p. 512,
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really want an answer as he knows already: the question is
purely rhetorical. Pcrhaps this is because he can bear his

own unbelief, but would find a negative answer from anyone

else unbearable. He admits he wants to understand God like a
geometrical theorem. As man can only grasp three physical
dimensions, he is willing to accept God as a «BetHax raphonua%
He suffers from his huge intellect, and admits wryly: «Yu
IOxJel, a TJIYNOCTh NpPAME H UECTHaM.

He accepts that Christ was God, but condemns His love
for the earth as an impossible miracle. Why? Because every
man suffers alone, and thus Christ's martyrdom is not a
universail but a personal act. As an extreme example, Ivan
takes the suffering of children «(KOTOPHX) MOXHO JHOOHTH
Iaxe u Bﬁﬂnan».s
If man has invented the devil in his own image, then God is
synonymous with the devil., 1Ivan 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

709. cit., Dostoevsky, IX, 296.

809. cit., Dostoevsky, IX, 298.
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suffering. For him, even one tear threatens the principle
of good: «Ha HenmemocTAX MHUD CTOHUT».
Ivan ultimately wants recompense now, and not in infinity
«MHe Hamo BosMesnHe, HHAYE BeLb A HUCTPEOJD ceﬁﬂ».lo
If universal harmony is to be bought with a child's tears,
how are these themselves going to be redeemed? If there
exists this harmony, why is there a Hell? Ivan struggles with
all these paradoxes within his mind. Christ's dying is not
enough, and at all events did no good, as the Legend is meant
to prove. The Legend is the ideological centre of the novel,
the story of a «Ccxafoe cepxpie».

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 necessary
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 that the people still think they are free, but this

emasculated freedom is not what Christ died for. The clergy

QOB. cit., Dostoevsky, IX, 305.

1OOE. cit., Dostoevsky, iX, 306.
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says the Cardinal have "conquered'" freedom, so as to make the
people happy.

When Christ was tempted in the wilderness by the devil
three times, three times He refused. These are the very points
on which the old Cardinal attacks Him; He refused (1) to turn
stones into bread (miracle) (2) to throw himself off a high
tower to test God's love (mystery) (3) to have power in Rome
and over all the lands (authority). And the three secrets
of controlling the conscience of the 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 be%&fve and love : «Jlyume nopa;
6oTHuTE Hac, HO HaKOpPMHUTE HaC».

The clergy have taken up the natural freedom of 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: «Her y uexsoBexa 3al0TH
MyuYuTeJbHEEe,KaK HaiTu TOro, KoMy OH mepenarhb INOCKOpee TOT Iap

12
CBO6OEH, C KOTOpPHM 3TO HEecuyaCTHOE CylecCTBO POXLAETCAD .

YUon. cit., Dostoevsky, IX, 318.

12F. M. Dostoevsky, '"The Brothers Karamazov', IX, 319.
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To keep one's conscience at bay is almost more precious to man
than earthly bread: «TailHa OHTHA YEJIOBEUECKOI'O HE B TOM,
UTOOH TOJBKO XHThb, & B TOM, IJA UErG XUTbD. -

But for man to have an idol and earthly bread is happiness
indeed, and this is what the Cardinal tries to procure for
him.

Because Christ did not want people to be,enslaved by
these three secrets, the Grand Inquisitor accuses Christ of
asking too much from man. If He had respected man less, He
would have loved him more. Men do not desire freedom of

choice to love and believe, but covet only a lie so long as

they are told it is the truth: «Mu zasHO yxe He ¢ TOGO#, a

C HHM, YyXe BOCeMb BexoBy. T

He and his colleagues have put the three gifts of the devil

to good use., The Grand Inquisitor despises Christ's amateurish
tactics, as a professional does a tyro's: 1if Christ had
accepted the gifts, He would have given the people something’
to worship, He 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,

1302. cit., Dostoevsky, IX, 320.

140p. cit., Dostoevsky, IX, 323.
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whereas !le would have ruled with kindness: every sin will be forgiven, if
it 1s committed with their approval, private life must be conducted
according to their orders. And after death, the people will find nothing,
and the irony turns into a black joke. The old Cardinal rejects the
synthesis made Ly man of the divine and human principles of frecedon,
Christ gave freedom of choice, which entails individual resnonsibility,
which in turn subjects man to torments of conscience (remorse, temptation,
hope): all this brings him suffering. Thus Christianity is a religion of
suffering, the way Christ preached it, says the Grand Inquisitor. In the
Roman Church, the Tnquisitors made the choice for man. Religion according
to them should soothe, should be easily followed by the masses, whereas
Christianityv is only for the spiritual aristocrats. The fGrand Inquisitor
wants to give a Fuclidean organisation to the world, and this leads to his
Shigalevian despotism.

The religion of earthly bread is comparable to the atheistic
socialism-as seen in "The Possessed." For Dostoevsky, the Roman Church
would ultimately have fallen in with socialism and built a Tower of Rabel
on these «XJeCH» , on Antichrist. The Grand Inquisitor defends his
treachery of Christ as "love'" of the people just as Ivan does - but hoth
are lying, the first consciously, the second unconsciously. Dostoevsky
wanted to unmask Roman Catholicism and contemporary socialism. Just as men
want miracles to captivate them, mysteries to enslave them, and authority
to impose a worship on them (hence betraving 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 last resort of ztheism,bv which God

is vulgarized, commercialized, socialized, and effectively disarumed. Tor DNostoev-
: \

sky, Rome was aiming at a Caesaristic empire. llere one must point out that

any ecclgsiastic system, based on hierarchical positions, in Orthodoxy tco, can be
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blamed as being "godiess", for a ritualistic religion is separated from the
snirit of God by its very ritual. True believers have usually nersonalised
their God, and been called heretics by their own Church,

Dostoevsky's most vital intent in this last mnovel was to examine
the meaning of freedom and power. The old Cardinal is shown as an ascetic,
a seer, a quasi-philanthropic reformer, who has finally lost his faith in
God. Ie is not antiChrist, but mock-Christ., Solovyov in «Tpu Pasrosopa»
had the same interpretation of the Grand Inquisitor; the latter stons

loving God, so as to love man. But this very "love" turns to hatred,

as Mochulsky says:

«Orpunan GeccMeprre AYmU, OH OTBEpPraer LYXOBHYD NPUDOLY

15
UeJIOBEKAY . Though

this is said about Ivan, it applies also to the old Cardinal, Absence

of belief in God means absence of belief in man: «Eecuu Her Bora m
GeceMmepT 4B
CMEPTHA ILYyLHX, TO HE MOXEeT OHTL U JOOBH K UEeJIOBGUECTBY» .
In Ivan's article on the ecclesiastical courts, he says that mankind is
hateful at close quarters (not so, children). Thus when he says: « He xXouy
TapMOHUY, H3 6 " we f£ind
9 —3& JIOOBH K UYEJOBEUECTBY He Xouy» ’
a logical contradiction. This is because, his love for mankind is merely
a rhetorical flourish: he only wants to put himself in God's place., Ivan,

because of his exguisite intellect.., cannot love people warmly and undemand-

ingly like Alyosha., IHe can love man only in the abstract, at a distance.

ISK. Mochulsky, "Dostoevsky: Zhizn' i tvorchestvo" (1047), . 514,

6Dostoevsky's notes g¢f Mochulsky, p. 474,

17F. M, Dostoevsky '"The Brothers Karamazov', V, IX, p. 307,



Thus the old Cardinal's '"love' for mankind is not real love: he
pities and tyrannizes over the masses as «MEJIOCHJIBHH, NOPOYHH, HHUTOXHH
u Oy HETOBIUKKED 18 . -l U i 1 i
1 OYr LRl . animals or slaves rather than men.' To build his

«pceolmee cuacrre , he has to resort to tyranny, Shigalev's ‘

’ 4 - 9 ” :
method «OE€3rpPaHKYHOrO JECHOTHU3IMAY 1 . This opposes Zosima's

idea that freedom is God's gift, as Mochulsky savs: «Cgo6oza

B ORI AT 20 . : .
€CTh aKT BEepH» , and cvil exists only because there is free-

dom, In Dostoevsky's scheme of the world, thuweis a clear dichotomny:
freedom 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
doomed., So all earthly pleasure is always foreshadowed by the threat of
suffering. Only with God constantly in mind, can man be sure of a less
enhemeral happiness.

If ¢sce IO 3BOJEHO », a8 for Raskolnikov, there is no llell, just
as there is no God. 1Ivan's pure idea of murder leads to Smerdvakov's
act, for as the latter says, if God does not exist, there is no such thing
as being virtugus: virtue is meaningless. He confuses final freedom
(only in God, for Dostoevsky) with initial freedom (or licence).

Negating God, Ivan is faced with Smerdyakov, the ape, madness, the abyss
beneath., The devil is himself, but a '"stupid, trivial' self -- his lower

self,

ISOD. cit., Dostoevsky, V. IX, p. 318.

19F. M. Dostoevsky, '"The Possessed'", V, VI, p. 422,

200n. cit., Mochulsky, p. 511.

b
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Ivan does not deny God, but the possibility of conceiving Iim,
for God is, by definition, not of this world. On the threshold of be-
lief, he withdraws. Ivan wants to replace God, to do without Him, to be
whole himself (heart and mind): «i Or  xeJaJ COBEPINEHHO YHEUYTOXHT b

. \

WL eH B v 21. That is why he refuses the faith that is almost at
hand. lere again Dostocvsky's idca of nature's supcrman comes in, PRut
unlike Stavrogin, Ivan is not at ease in his atheism. Ile is torn between
God, and the devil., When he drives out the devil, it is himself, his
own mind that he is unconsciously repudiating. Like Kirillov, he perceives
inwardly the need for God, but takes the voluntarv path to Hell, Love
and faith struggle with reason and hate, and the outcome is left un-
solved. Dmitri foretells Ivan's rise: «{BaH BCexX IPEB3CHILET. LMy KATD,
5 e oM. O BmSﬂOpOBeengg outcome of the novel as a whole is more
ontimistic than the of*The Possessed,' because Ivan himself, the declared
atheist, is less radical at his most bitter than the inert Stavrogin.

For Dostoevsky, a Christian can only be free in God and love. A
man who attempts total freedom on his own is doomed. Alyosha, contrary to
Ivan, starts with love. Ile realizes that Ivans poem is praise, and not
censure of Christ (and so it is), and his Grand Inquisitor only a phantasy.
Tvan attachs the Church, not Christ himself, defends true faith against
the atheism of Catholicism., But with brotherly concern, Alyosha is
concerned more with Ivan's health and state of mind: he fears that Ivan's
spiritual unhealth will kill him surely. Just as Ivan wants to be healed

by Alyosha's love, so Alyosha turns to Father Zosima for protection, as a

fountain of goodness from which to replenish his own faith.

5
“lDostoevsky's notes, cf. Mochulsky, p. 482,

22F. M. Dostoevsky '""The Brothers Karamazov', V. X, »n. 321,
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Alyvosha is a realist who believes: «B peaxucTe, Bepa He OT YYLa DPOX-—

Ps

”

23 :
R&CTCHA, & UYyno OT BEepu» . Both Alyosha and Zosima arc men, not
saints, both are motivated by love, Zosima has a joyous doctrine of

love, believing that God loves man morc than he can conceive; that lle loves him in

his sin and with his sin.If man loves, he belongs to God,as Love redcems, saves every

|
thing. The effort matters more than the result: to admit one's faults

and to love is enough. Conquest should be through love only:
g " 24
«Iobure BCE cosnaHuMe Goxue, a ILeigoe, H KaxIy®n NEeCUUHKY» .

Love for mankind can only come through God,

Christ is the mystery of freedom: man believes not hecause but
in sniteof that mystery. Dostoevsky invites us to this faith which is

incomprehensible and logically inadmissible: «OOpas XpucToB xpanuMm, u

BOCCHAET KaK [LparoleHHHE aaMasd BceMy MHUDYY 25. In this freedom,

every man is an equal, and Zosima's precept is : «IOMHE 0COGE€HHO, YTO

26

He MOXEeNb HKUYBHUM CYILHEHn OHTU» . All men are brothers

and mutually answerable, hence the conceﬁ:oF universal responsibility:

27

.

«BoucTHHY BCAKMM NIpelr BCEMH 3a BCeX U 3a BCE BUHOBATY

Alyosha tells Ivan to love life more than logic, and then he will

understand, This is echoed by Father Zosima when he recalls the words
of his brother Markel:

«KngHb ecTr pait, ¥ BCe MH B paw, La He XOTHUM BHATDH TOr'o, & €CJ¥ Oh
32X0oTexyu ysHaTb, 3aBTpa Xe u craxn Ol Ha

BCBM cBeTe pai» . Paradise is here and now, if every

moment is lived to the full in love. But Ivan refuses to love the world,
23
|

M. Dostoevsky "The Brothers Karamazov," V., IX, p. 35.

9
“4ﬂn. cit., Dostoevsky, V. IX, p. 399,

ZSOn. cit., Dostoevsky, V. IX, p. 396,

%
“GOp. cit., Dostoevsky, V. IX, p. 401,

Op. cit., Dostoevsky, V. IX, p. 361,

280D. cit., Dostoevsky, V. IX

» Ps 361,
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life, God before his own reason., In the figures of Alyosha and Ivan
Christian love confronts godless reason.
For Father Zosima joy is as important as, and inseparable from,

love: «Harpaxs %e HHKOTZA He WmU, HOO ¥ €3 TOTO YXKE BEJIUKEH

Tebe Harpara Ha ce#t 3eMmiae: AYyXOBHEA panoCThb TBEOA; KOTODYIO

JYEL NIpaBeLHHIT
p 29 . s . . 2
ob6peTaecTy. But this ideal joy is spiritual not fleshly:« | uro6m ]

UEJOEEK HaXoLni CBOHX raroctTyu JHIIb B nogBArax IPOCBEIMEHUA
30
454 MuJocepgua, a He B  PamoCTAX XKeCTOKHX K&K HBHE»,

Zosima traces the soul's ascension to God: through (1) suffering
(2) humility (3) universal responsibility (4) sympathy (5) joy (6) love
and the zenith (7) ecstasy: «Jlw6u  noBeprarhbcas Ha  SEMI0D K

-

I00H3aTh €8...0MO0UM 3eMJB CJEe3aMH PajoCTH TBOEA H JodH CHH CIE3H

31 : ; N .
TBOUD . Hell, as in all Dostoevsky's work, in the incapacity to love:

«[ ax ecTs | cTpazarue o} TOM, YTO HeJb3a yxe boxee
JCUT B 32. Zosima essentially embodies Dostoevsky's ecstatic aware-
ness of the world,
Alyosha's ecstasy answers Ivan's doubts., Personal love is
transformed into universal brotherhood, and the novel finishes on a triumphant

confession of faith in resurrection, in Alyosha's words to the children:

33

H : p . . Thus we
KLCIIPEMEHHO BOoCCTaHeM, HEIIPEMEHHO yBHﬂKM»

see how Dostoevsky opnoses the contra of Ivan to the pro of Alyosha.

0
Z'F. M. Dostoevsky "The Brothers Karamazov," V. IX, p. 403,

SOOn. cit., Dostoevsky, V. IX, p. 397.

510n, cit., Dostoevsky, V. IX, p. 403,

%205, cit., Dostoevsky, V.,IX, p. 403.

330n. cit., Dostoevsky, V. IX, p. 338.
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The old Cardinal starts with '"love" for mankind and ends with desnotism,
and the loss of freedom., Christ's silence justifies man as a free

7

Xpucre; JaoCOBbL K UEJIOBEYECTBY MO¥ET GHTBL TOJLKO j
I 34 i 5 2 . <

BO Xpucren : Christianity is the religion of spiritual \

freedom, Christ has no need to repudiate the Grand Tnquisitor. His

nresence is enough, and Ilis kiss proves that he can love even the Grand

Tnquisitor. This is Zosima's concept of Christianity. If Christ can

love the old Cardinal who ververted His Word, then God exists and is good,

Christ's action is the final answer to Ivan and the Grand Inquisitor.
Just as Raskolnikev's «BCéE IIO3BOJEHO» is re-
enacted in Smerdyakov's murder, so Stavrogin's idea of self-destruction is
complemented by Ivan's 'bestIn the same way that Stavrogin's personality
is splintered into belief and disbelief so Ivan's dialogue with the devil
spnlinters his personality into paradoxical statements: he refuses to say
he accepts the devil, but to Alyosha he affirms his actual existence.
Like Stavrogin, Ivan when he believes, does not believe that he believes,

and when he does not believe, does not believe that he does not helieve,

35
as Mochulsky says: «0H BepHUT, KOrja He BEpUT, OTPHULAH,YTBEDPRIACTD.,
For Smerdyakov, the natural atheist, who puts Ivan's ideas into practice,
there is no hope: he kills himself «CBO€X coGCTBEHHEOM poyei 74

36

OXOTOBY , as a final act of demonic self-will. But for Ivan,

the tortured atheist there may be redemption if he allows his intellect

*40n. cit., Mochulsky, p. 511.

350p. cit., Mochuleky, p. 512.

36F. M. Dostoevsky, '"The Brothers Karamazov, ' V. X, p. 239.
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to be submerged hy feelings and conscience. 1t is for him to find his own

Dostoevsky tried always to reconcile the irreconcilable, and
succeeds to a great extent in this his last novel. TFor him the total
sniritual experience was predominant, and externals were of minimal value.
Dostoevsky was caught between the realms of phantasy and reality,
the spirit and the flesh, In the artistic and spiritual confession ex-
pressed in the pro and contra arguments, he tried to remain as objecéive
as possible, but his own passionate helief, his ethic reflected in Alyosha
and Father Zosima, remains his final answer for happiness on earth. The
barrier between Ivan and Zosima does not seem insurmountable.

Where Dostoevsky differs from Sartre is that for the former
freedem is in God only, and!for the latter it is outside’of Gud., Sin
leads to munishwent (suffering), and repentance to redemntion. Final
freedom is inseparable from God. This novel may be examined from four
aspects (1) the Legend of the Grand Inquisitor (2) the love of Christ as

beiﬁg the frecedom of man (love _jfreedom) (3) initial freedom to be

sacrificed to attain (4) final freedom which is in God 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. Among the first,

P. Rahv37is one of the most important. IHe sees lvan as representing a
general «hﬂdpozx)sspefuie»jexpressing an eschatologibal frame of mind
typical of the Russian intelligentsia of the time. Freedom is regarded as.

a consummation of rebellion and happiness as a rejection of human freedom,

37?. Rahv "The Legend of the Grand Inquisitoxr", Partisan Review,
May-June 1954, Vol, XXI,



The Legend has two protogonists; the Grand Inquisitor, standing for
historical reality, and Jesus Christ who represents freedom, Both are
essen“iélly Russian in nature, the cruel versus the meek. Tn the Grand
Inquisitor, Dostoevsky is attacking the mixture of socialism and
Catholicism, linked together by the authoritirign princinle. This is what
makes Dostocvsky's work a criticism of power as well as a metaphysical
dialogue.

Merezhkovsky has called Dostoevsky a religious revolutionist, for
the latter favoured a Utopian, latent, mystical anarchism. Dostoevsky
feared that man would be weak enough to want an organised hapniness.

The concept of freedom held by Dostoevsky evolved through '"Notes from
the Underground" (1862) to "The Brothers Karamazov' (1880). Man is seen
as irrational ,and perfect socicties are hence impossible, because they
are based on human, i.e. irrational bases. But for the (Grand Inquisitor
perfect societies are vnossible because man does not want freedom, i.e.
irrationality. The difference between the early and later concents of
freedom is clear. Ordinov from the early short story "The Landlady" is
a psychologist who attacks reason., The Grand Inquisitor is a historian
who exposes the myth of freedom. Ordinov can refuse Christ just as he
refuses reason; this is pure anarchy of the mind. It is only later that
NDostoevsky developeé a new concept of freedom, based on Christian love and
the man's self-surrender, Shigalev, as Rahv points out, believes that

the extremes of freedom, and despotism are close, whereas Dostoevsky

asserted that freedom of choice between good and evil is the very essence

of man's humanity. Freedom, being linked thus to existence, is inseparable



from suffering. The Existentialists likewise hold that to grasp one's
being in freedom is fraught with "anggt" and pain. The difference is
that for Dostoevsky the choice is moral and religious, whereas for the
Existentialists it is a total choice of man's being. Dostoevsky's
invitation to choose between Christ and the Grand Inquisitor is a stark one —
there is no middle way.

R. Guardini has criticised the Legend on just this point. The
Christianity of the '"Legend" at bottom has no relationship with this
middle level, and it is this which makes it unreal."38 He claims that
the Grand Inquisitor is right, because Dostoevsky's idea of Christ is tco
high for the average man. Indeed to deny gradation between good and
evil is to reject the God of love, humility and reality. For Ivan,
Christ stands for the surd . e offers final freedom, too difficult for
men, who at best desire servitude or initial freedom., The Catholic
Church opposes the religion of love and freedom in the truly Christian
sense, Rahv claims that Christ as Dostoevsky portrayved Ilim is detached
and egoistic, Ivan creates Him as such, because he himself is detached
from the world, and detachment was a quasi-sin for Dostoevsky. Ivan rejects
God's creation as irrational, non-Euclidean, He wants peace on ecarth now.
He supports the Grand Inquisitor who wants to wrest the world from God

and make it '"perfect,"

38R. Guardini, "The Legend of the Grand Inquisitor", Cross
Currents, Sept. 1952, Vol, III,
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Tvan believes in God to an extent, but he wants to take away
lis divine moral authority. Ivan and Smerdyakov have placed themselves
beyond divine law, the former by his revolt, the latter by his satanism,
Ivan acts like a superman, a Grand Tnquisitor in his old objectivity, but
like Raskolnikov he is weak and harren: "Vitality becomes corruptwhen the
heart is not linked to the snirit”;sg In effect the superman becomes a
depersonalized creature. Ivan's desire to raise himself to a superhuman
amorality comes to a head in his meetings with the devil,I f salvation is
through renunciation of the self, Tvan would rather die. TIvan's
vindication of individuality is cosmic, Guardini confirmsy'"The'Grand
Inquisitor" is the story of Ivan and his family: the story of man, of the
human family.”40

Christ gives liberty to man, responsibility for action. The idea
of equality negates that of liberty, for the two cannot exist. For Ivan,

people are only cqual, but Ivan, starting and finishing with

not frees
intellect, rationali zs religion as a thing of the mind, If man is not made
in the image of God, the devil is made in the image of man."41 Ivan
paradoxically despises people emotionally, but glorifies man intellectually.
V. Rozanov attempts to see deeper into the Legend as a reflection
of Dostoevsky's personal metaphysical struggles. He shows how in this
chapter Dostoevsky play~acted his own inrer drama:
« ‘Jleresza o Besmuxom UHxBH3UTOpDE'...OTBEUZET HA NOTPeCHOCTh yﬂHTBOPHbe

BTOT X&0C, YHUUTOXUTDL 49 ) )
3T0 CMATEHUE . In an epilogue, he amazingly puts

390p, cit., Guardini,

400p. eit., Guardini,

QLC. A. Manning, "The Grand Inquisitor", American Theological
Review, Jan, 1933, Vol. XV,

42V. Rozanov, '"Legenda o velikom inkvizitore F.,M. Dostoevskogo" (1906),

p.225,
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Dostoevsky below Gogol as a creative artist, but rates Dostocvsky's

genius for metaphysics as huge.,

Like Guardini, Camus sides with Ivan's concent of freedom from

God against Dostoevsky's: [Ivan] refutes Him in the name of a moral

,14
value,'"" Nothing can compensate for evil in the world., Tf cvil is

-
n45

essential to divine creation, then crcation is unacceptable. Tvan

is rebelling for the sake of all humanitv and human dignity: «Jlyume

YK A OCTE&HYCh IIPXW HEOTOMIEHHOM CTpPaIgaHKA MOEM M HEYTOJEHHOM He=

TOLOBaHUK MOBM, XOTS Ow A OHJ M __HEOpas® 46

. Ivan renresents
the refusal of salvation, because he feels real comnassion for humanity:
"Ivan rebels against a murderous God; but from the moment that he begins
to rationalize his rebellion, he deduces the law of murder".47 RBut this
raises a practical problem, as Camus noints out: "The question is: can
one live in a state of rechellion? Ivan implies that one can live in a
state of rebellion by pursuing it to the hitter end, i.e. as God and
immortality do not exist, the new man is permitted to become God.”48
To accent crime and one's own law is to become God, and this is what

the Grand Inquisitor is doing: "The Grand Inquisitors proudly refuse

freedom and the bread of heaven and offer the bread of this earth without

JV. Rozanov P, 225,

44A. Camus, "“The Rebel"™ (1954), p. 55.

450n. Cite; Pe OS5

46F, M. Dostoevsky, "The Brothers Karamazov,' V. IX, p. 308.

Op. cit., p. 58,

|

¥on. cit., p. 58.
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4 QO
freedom,” =~ This is a '"nmoble" task, "humanitarian" in the true sense, as

it liberates man from his freecdom! Therefore, siding with mankind, Ivan ends
with solitude.

D, H, Lawrence similarly sides with man against God: '[The
Legend]...is a deadly, devastating summing up, unanswerable because
borne out by the long experience of humanity. It is realitv versus
illusion, and the illusion was Jesus, while time itself rctortS with
the reality.”so History has proved Jesus Christ's message inadequete,
i,e, irrelewvant to present situations: "The inadequacy of Jesus lies in
the fact that Christianity is too difficult for men, the vast mass of
men,,.Jesus loved mankind for what it ocught to be, free and {fsq4iless.
The Grand Tnquisitor loves it for what it is, with all its Himitations.”s1
Man will always demand miracle, mystery and authorityv for by nature he is
weak. For Lawrence, Iyan has made a restatement of man against the idea
of his perfectibility - man, in other words, cannot choose between good and
evil, It must be chosen for him from above. Therefore he is not meant
to be free, resvonsible or perfectible.

Like Guardini and Lawrence, N. O, lLossky condemus the harshness
of the message Dostoevsky preaches: «Xpucruanckas lepxkossr mo CYHECTBY
llepxoBb BCeX, & HE TOJBKO HeOOHKHOBEHHHX JoILed, - LepKkoBb HOBCEL-
HEeBHOH KH3HH, a I'ie TOJBKO TI€POHYEeCKHX MUHYT. Kax u cam yegosex.,
OHa K3 CperHell 06JacCTU BOSHOCHUTCH B BHCOTY KM CHYCKaeTCA B TJAYOHHY.
Xpucrrancrso JereHIH HE UMEeT B OCHOBE HMKaKdro OTHOWEEHUA K 9TOH

o
cperHel obyacTH M TaxuM 00pasoM CTAHOBUTCHA HEPEJbHHM»,

Yo, cit., p. 61(My Ttalics).

50

D, Il. Lawrence "Selected Literary Criticism'" (1955), p. 233.

Slﬂn, cit., Lawrence, p. ZSSfﬁﬁ/ Italics)o

SzN. 0, Lossky, "Dostoevsky i ego Khristianskoe miroponinanie" (IQ55),
pp. 361-362,
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hus we can see how time has changed the tenor in favour of the Grand
wampion of man's freedom,T

Tnquisitor. lle is now the c @ the Christian,

Dostoevsky's concept of freedom secms too exacting; and for the
Existentialist, it is overly arhitrarv.

The role of Christ is veryv important in all of Dostoevshky's
work., V. Ivanov shows how this emphasis on Christ is a quasi-Fxistentialist
idea., Normally, onc objectifies the Other into a thing, while remaining
a subject oneself, This necessarily restricts the freedom of the Other.
But by an @ct of will and faith (both important attributes for Dostoevsky)
i1.e. «INPOHUKHCBEHEEY (a terminus technicus) the other FEgo does not
become one's ohject, but remains as subject. ‘This is an inversion of
the normal system of coordinates and welds together the concepts of
freedom and faith., For only by faith, can one be free, and let the Other
remain free, This is experienced in true love in the self-surrender,

o

- . 53 2
self-renunciation of love: "Es, ergo sum'",”~ ., Furthermore will and

faith are not only not incompatible, but are complementary, as Ivanov

says: ''Faith is a sign of the good health of the will."54

A personal
experience of the other Ego leads one to the assertion that man destroys
himself without Christ. The alternative is that we arrive at a
solipsistic nihilism: '"Love can exist only in the world of reality, whereas

hatred can blaze in-'a world of illusion."sS Thus only through Christ,

ie. love, can man be free in fullness.

53V. Ivanov, "Freedom and the Tragic Life" (1957), p. 27.

"
J4On. cit., p. 28.

>%0p. cit., v. 30-31{ My Ttalics).
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Hence faith is shown as indispensable to the structure of the
< 3 1"ea s+ s ] - £ . : |156
human personality: Faith in God...puarantces the value of the personality.
The "yes" or '"no'" to God's existence thus equates to "to be or not to he?
Dostoevsky, divided between the empirical (transcendent) and the meta-
nhysical (immanent) worlds, tried to reconcile Christ and human freedom
in a mystical realism: 'Dostoevsky's apologetics...are essentially
. . . D7 £ 2 . . . .
dynamic and tragic. Dostoevsky's sole guide is Christ. Man must give
a reality to his freedom by an act of faith. Dostoevsky does not admit
a premiseless philosophy. Ilis dialectic is based on a fundamental
premise given by the first and determining decision taken by man, Tor
Dostoevsky, reasoning is concerned only with form; it is love that
apnroaches the essence of humanity., Therefore empiric and divine realities
are not opposed, but revealed in Jesus Christ. Alyosha is free in that
he loves: '"As a truly free man, he [Alyosha] is immune from the universal
infirmity of his time -- that of self-love -- and is therefore at once
; : : nS8 . : i
invulnerable and incorruptible. Love is holy and a founding principle
of the Russian «nyma» * "The acknowledgement of holiness as the
highest value is the foundation of a peonle's philosophy of life, and

: . . pod . B
the symbol of the people's longing for Holy Russia, Jesus Christ is

the essence of love and freedom, the twin poles of the human personality,

( ! i

Op. cit. p. 148,

SQOD. cit., Ivanov, p. 163.
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for Nostoevsky: "Even among the people dwelling together in mutual and
daily intercourse, those alone can be essentially hound by Christ who
realize llim as a Person: those alone are genuinely good who genuinely

love Him, Only such a bond does not diminish the personality but

3 ; 60
strengthens it."

Dostoevsky, during all his artistic life, tried to give a concrete
form to goodness, to createa great, positive, holy figure. For this
reason, most of his heroes arc characterised by movement and questing. The
miracle of grace is when the lloly Spirit visits the human soul. It is
Ivan who constructs this syllogism: «Ecxm Bora HeT, To BCE NOBBOJEHO

HO H€ BCE I03BOJEHO
CIezoBa&TeJNbHO, Dbor ects» . s
In fact, without God, life is an impossibility. Faith is the ultimate
criterion;

«Bepa B bora...ectsn NOCHENHAA ¥ OCHOBHAHA MHTYHAOHUA Hamero CO3HEHHUA,
TO HEINOCPELCTBEHHOE H OO0LEeKTHBHO LaHHOE, C KOTOPOro HayuHaeTc

X KOTOPHM KOaneTCH BCAKaA ILYXOBHaA KKSHB».62

Religion is the dual link of man to God, and God to man. This means that

for Dostoevsky goodness exists absolutely in the world:  gy[Dostoevsky]
BEepuUT 4, 4UYTO ﬂO@pO PeaJbBEO CYmMEeCTBYET ¥ KakK TaK0OBO€, HE€e 3aBHUCKT OT 4Ye-

63
JOBEUECKOT MECIK ¥ BOJUD . The absolutesof Freedom and goodness

can be ohtained by man only with God's help, as Mochulsky says: «CroGoxa

o
. o4
- 6OKGCTB€HHHﬁ LaD, xparouexnemmee JOCTOAHHUE yeJioBeKa».

. eit,, p. 165-166,

il
61L, A. Zander (1960), p. 24, “’Téyna dobra .

620n. cit., Zander, p. 27.

“Op. cit., Zander, p. 30.

64K. Mochulsky, "Dostoevsky, Zhizn'i tvorchestvo: (1947) p. 511.
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Freedom indeed, is an act of faith in Dostoevsky's ethic,
Thirdlv, his final freedom is diametrically ovposed to initial

A

freedom, 1Initial freedom, free-will, leads to the abyss bencath.
Self-assertion results in the destruction of the personality, whereas final
freedom, i,e. the surrender of initial freedom to God, strengthens the
human personality. God and immortality are therefore vital ideals in the
life here and now as Dostoevsky recorded: "If a conviction of immortality
is indisvensable for human existence, this conviction is presumably the
normal condition of mankind; and if this is so, then the immortality of
. Ty PRI - P

the human soul is an indubitable fact. LLogic is not necessary to
life, whereas faith is, for even Ivan claims: "I live, hecause I want

' . . . ,06 y P ’
to live, even in despite of logic. Love, the corollary of faith, is
the key to life: "It is only by loving life that we can attain any unders

. . ; 167 ;
standing of its meaning. Alysoha represents the soul; Ivan the mind;

S s . 68 5 . . :

and Dmitri the body says R, West, Ivan's reliance on the intellect was
for Dostoevsky utterly godless. For the latter, intelligence promoted
atheism (and simultaneously the evils of industrialism) in the Russian
people, essentially innocent and full of faith. He calls on the Russian
God to save his people from the maw of progress. And it is just this plea

to stave the march of time that M. Gorky attacKed thirty ycar later:

«lloctoeBCcKut - reHufi, HO 5TO0 3J0¥ reHUN HaAN«.o» 69 For

F. M, Dostoevsky, '"The Diary of an Author",‘quoted by E. H. Carr, p. 284,

F. M, Dostoevsky, "The Brothers Karamazov', quoted by E, H. Carr, p. 289,

E. H. Carr, '"Dostoevsky" (1931), p. 289.

"R, West, "Redemption and Dostoevsky", New Republic, June S, 1915, Vol, II,

9 i ’ e ok s
6‘M. Gorky, "0 Karamazovshchiwe', Russkoe Slovo (Sent. 22, 1913) in

Sobranie Sochinenii v tridtsati tomakh, vol. 24 (Moscow, 1953).
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Gorky, Dostoevsky's accent on salvation through suffering is an unhealthy,
and demoralising one. This masochismbwas a decadent tendency, and
irrelevant to the new progressive age. In another ar‘ciclc,—O he sees
Dostoevsky's love of frecdom as a simple licence from social and moral laws,
This leads, he sayvs, to savagery and barbarism; thus Dostoevsky is a
harmful influence; Ivan Karamazov is even equated to Oblomov. This is a
complete reversal of Dostoevsky's intent, and above all, of his concent
of freedom, as not being licence.

Lastly, having dealt with the Legend, the r6le of Christ, and
initial freedom, we arrive at an examination of final freedom, This
final freedom can be attained by a total surrender to God. Not everyone
is capahble of this «axrT BEDHY 7% only the true mystic is. Dostoevsky
was strongly attracted to Saint Tikhon Zadonsky, and in the original
drafts of "The Life of a Great Sinner" and "The Brothers Karamaiov"
it is he who is portrayed, later replaced by the hermit, the Elder
Zosima, However, some critics hold that Zosima is moulded on Amvrossy,
the monk of Optina Pustyn.' Dostoevsky was léd to religion and Orthodoxy
after he rediscovered the inner 1ife of the masses during his exile in
Siberia, Just as Tikhon confronts the power of negation in Stavrogin so
Zosima refutes the devastating logic of Ivan., The parallels between
Tikhon and Zosima are that both preach the gospel of love as leading to

God and final freedom, and hatred as being hell on earth. Praver is scen

as education., V. Rozanov adds that Tikhon is portraved in both Zosima

70 y .
M, Gorky, "Yeshcho o Karamzzovshchine," Russkoe Slovo

(Oct., 27, 1913), in Sobranie Sochinenii v tridtsati tomakh, vol., 24
(Moscow, 1953j,

71Hochulsky, op.cit., p. 511,



and in Alfosha. But it 1s certain that Dostocvsky turned for his
Fxistential religious philosophy, for its emphasis on frecdem and
responsibility to St. Tikhon, as N. Gorodetzsky says: "The nerson of
Tikhon was identified in his mind with the best asnirations of th

" 72 . . - . ..
Russian people." St. Tikhon is a living reply to the anti-religious

fe)

o . i
ideas of 18th century Russia. "The Brothers Karamazov' 'was to be an answer
to atheism, particularly in the words of the dving Zosima,

Merezhkovsky sums up that all Dostoevsky's heroes are '"God-
tortured". The denial or affirmation of God is for Dostoevsky the source
of all human pnassion and suffering. Without God, there would be no
morality. '"The natural, by itself, is prone to evil, it is only by in-
spiration and sanction of the supernatural that man can overcome his

i : nhs : . .
selfishness and cruelty and corruption. Virtue and immortality are
correlatives. TFor Dostoevsky, final freedom is submerged in God:

e S . . n’é
There is no freedom bevond [God]; there is nothing bevond.

Christ came with a promise of freedom incomprehensible to most
men, But man must frecly decide what is good, and act only with Christ '
image before him, This is the true freedom, for Christ died to save man

from the fetters of miracle, mystery and authority. Man's freedom is

very dear to Him, This freedom, however, is fraught with suffering. And

5
7“N. Gorodetzsky, "Saint Tikhon Zadonsky-Inspirer of Dostoevsky"
(1901), n. 184,

73

A. E. Baker, "Prophets for a Day of Judgement" (1944), p. 67.

e

74On. cit., Baker, p. 68. \




99

onlv love ‘can solve the riddle. The relationshin between faith and
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that: '"Because God is Love, man is free, with an actual,
real, ultimate freedom...God is Love; that means that man, His child, is

1 € n75 3 " £ . ;)
created for freedom. God does not want to force man to choose the
good from the evil; it has to be man's own choice: "It must be our free

: ga 76 : ;
choice or it is not good." Thus man can be free only in God; if he

tries to be free from God, he enslaves himself, and enters the "abyss

beneath'". That is Dostoevskv's final message in "The Brothers Karamazov",
namely that man is free, but only in God. Final freedom can be achieved,
but only in surrendering initial freedom. Thus man's ontological freedom,
i.e. his freedom by virtue of being a man,is a divine gift and submerged
in the Ultimate. In such a manner Dostoevsky, through these three novels,
evolves his concept of freedom. Circumstantial and acquired freedoms
are not metaphvsical, and are therefore eclipsed by the notion of innate
freedom, which is not so much innate to man , as inherited from God.
Thus does Dostoevsky reconcile faith and freedom, free-will and divine
prescience, suffering and salvation,or as A, E, Baker says: '"God is

: . . 79
King in His own world." In the last chapter, we must draw our

conclusions on where Dostoevsky's ethic of freedom leads us,

~ \
7”0n. cit., Baker, p. 81. "

76Op. cit., Baker, p. 81.

77On, cit., Baker, p. 82,
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CONCLUSION:

THE ETHIC OF FREEDOM



CHAPTER V

In our concluding chapter, we must try to sum up how far Dostocvsky 1
succeeds in solving the metaphysical enigma he sets himself. We must firstly i
attempt a critique of Dostoevsky's inner struggle to resolve the pro and
contra controversy. Seccondly, we must trace Dostoevsky's evolution as a
spiritual prophet, and lastly decide what legacy, if any, he has left for us.

A. Yarmolinsky is one who doecs not claim great philosophical depth
or clarity for Dostoevsky as he says: '"Dostocvsky's ideology is distinguished
neither by logical coherence or originality.”l He holds thatreligion rather
than philosophy itself was Dostoevsky's forte, and his religious views
coloured all his thoughts. He also holds that Dostoevsky did not undergo
a spiritual change during his exile, though Dostoevsky himself recognized
a transformation in his convictions. It was in Siberia that he came to
know the common people and, through them, himself. Yarmolinsky condemns
Dostoevsky as a "complacent, self-adulatory patriot."2 It must be acknow-
ledged that Dostoevsky has a definite idfe-fixe, and this affects all he
has to say, even in the sphere of social questions: 'Love alone will solve
all the perplexing social problems. Dostoevsky does not trouble to tell us
how this will come about . . . to Dostoevsky, religion is above all a
sanctioning and informing of morality.”3 For Dostoevsky, everything
flowed out of religion, as he records: 'Moral ideas eﬁist. They grow out

of the religious feeling, but by logic alone they can never be justified.”4

1A, Yariiolinsky "Dostoevsky: a study in his ideology' (1921), p. 8.

20p. cit. Ps 27

-

S0p, cit. p. 34.

} > . .o . s L

YE.M. postocvsky "Bicgiefiz, piima L zameltki 4z zaplonoy knizhki,

St. Petersburg, 1883 quoted p. 34, Yarraolinsky.
100 McMASTER UNIVFRSITY | IRRARV.



101

God is indispensable to right living, as Yarmolinsky says:
"Dostoevsky goes as far as to declare that a belief in the immortality
of the soul is the indispensable condition for right living, indeed,
for existence itself."S Ilence Dostoevsky looked for social improvement
not through institutions but through individual regeneration. Self-
pcrfectioﬁ comes only through Christ. This tenet negates the power of
reason, willpower or the perfectibility of man through his own actions,
i.e. the idea of progress, or organised systems. For this reason, both
Catholicism and socialism spelt anathema to him: ''Dostoevsky's religious
ideal was the free spiritual union of mankind in Christ, as opposed to
the enforced and godless mechanical combination of men in Catholicism
and in the socialistic millennium."® Dostoevsky saw in the narod "the
great life-giving principle, the vessel of grace and the haven of salvation."’
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

8

Slavoph?lﬂf dream of Russia. The people were a "living shrine",® in which

were identified purely Russian and universal attributes. The essentially
Russian trait was seen as the one that reached all humanity: "The greatest
of all the greatest future missions of which the Russians have already
become aware is pan-service to humanity, not to Russia or Slavdom alone,

Il9

but to all humanity. This was the Russian mission for Dostoevsky, i.e.

SQD; ¢it. p. 4.

(w4

=0

()QD_: "
7
8

Yarwiolinsky, p. 43.

Op, cit. p. 44.
Op. cit. p. 46,

SF.M. Dostoevsky '"Diary,' June 1876, v. 20, p. 193, quoted by
Yarmolinsky, p. 58.



to unite all men in love and peace: ‘'liis religion was a yearning for the

" 10
pecace that passeth understanding."

Dostoevsky's philosophizing is dynamic and dialectical. All his

characters are philosophic, i.e. in quest of a philosophy, as J.L. Jarrctt
says: 'Because Dostocvsky's novels arc active, agonized philosophical
struggles, they make for philosophy, the process of philosophy, the élan
of philosophy, and not its ashes.”ll lfe is closer to Existentialists in
that he holds that contingent existence is human reality. Tﬁis undefined
existing engenders drcad, because the self is unformed, undetermined,
contingent, free to choose itself, in Kierkegaard's words 'this is the
dizziness of freedom." Man hates this dread, and therefore this freedom
(Egg_licencc) and to escape it, he often resorts to a totalitarian system.
He even goes so far as to consider freedom an illusion, enters into ;
deterministic, mechanistic belief. Yet man does love his free-will:
"What man wants is simply independent choice, whatever that independence
may cost and wherever it may lead.”12 Where Dostoevsky differs from the
Existentialists is that for him, man has an essence, and this is rooted
in God alone. =

So freedom (i.e. ontological frcedom fraught with choosing and
responsibility) is both precious and dreadful. Its negative’qualities
engender suffering, and it is linked to the absurdity of life: "Life is,

13

man exists, we suffer." The rationalist looks in vain for an answer,

IOQD; cit. Yarmolinsky, p. 68.

—_—

J. L. Jarrett "Dostoevsky Philosopher of Freedom, Love and Life,"

Review of Religion, November 1956, VXX.
2
F.M. Dostoevsky '"Notes from Underground', p. 145.

13 .
Op. cit, Jarrett.
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and finds none. The believer finds the counter-part to suffering in joy.
Life is unquenchable, and must be borne in all its aspects. To deny life
in any way is to die prematurely. Dostocvsky essentially did not attack
the rationalist for his reliance on the mind, but for his escape from life’s
reality through the intellect.

Dostoevsky's message is that man must be regenerated by suffering.
Evil has no solution, but the betterment of society will come only through
those who have known suffering, but who have not refused life. And the
guideline for human moral behaviour must be an ideal that is accepted as
;iven, ultimate and inexplicable, namely God. TFor Dostoevsky, the
atheist is the nihilist. He had two precepts (1) to love God, i.e. to
accept life as a whole and (2) to love one's neighbour, i.e. to commit
one's total responsibility and involvement in mankind and '"radical 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.
Life for Dostoevsky was fundamental and must be accepted. Love'is 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. For him, man should abandon himself to God of
his own free will. As suffering in Dostoevsky's ethic leads to moral
purification, man must éccept suffering as a part of life. If man asserts
himself, he is doomed to failure, because human beings in conflict with
basic moral laws of human destiny always lose. Humility therefore is the
first virtue (e.g. Sonia). Next, self-sacrifice is very important, for

those who suffer are closest to God. Even Dmitri the sensualist, admits

1492; git. Jarrett.
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1at he wants

and that by sufferine
Raskolnikovy rcali
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cannot

cd.
his premise was a false onc, i.c. he
crcate his own moral code. Onl
Crime leading

tly suffering

salvation. Can

above his sin?
devoid of faith destroys man.

Dostoevsky demonstrates that the intellect
There is a struggle between rcason and a
decper logic (faith).

Dostoevsky belicved that the philosophy of the

superman was the doom of Western civilization, and he shows how Raskolnikoy,

after the murder, feels isolated from humanity. As he is basically a moral

person, Raskolnikov's conscience punishes him,

His theory of the supcrman
collapses, and he knows this subconsciously. But he still fecels that the

murder of a "louse' is not a wicked act.

In fact, he does not accent
responsibility for the act, until Sonia, when he is recovering from an

illness in Siberia makes him understand the meaning of God and love.
is then that he becomes human again.

Tt

Stavrogin, unlike Raskolnikov, is born a superman, but he is bored
with his own frecdom.

He forfeits salvation, by turning against God.

£

5%

Like
Smerdyakov, he hangs himself to end a meaningless freedom just as Syirigailov
kills himself since he ''cannot be redeemed

. . 1
ron his conscience.

. because he is not suffering

If man does not choosc, he ends negatively.
wants to manifest his freedom by killing himseclf.

Kirillov

Yet his suicide does not
prove his free will, so much as the failure of his intecllect; indeed he goes
mad under Peter

Verkhovensky's pressure
Alyosha represents the triumph of the soul. Although fvan's devil
is in his mind, he fights and ma

\
y win over cventually on the moral side.

]SC.G. Strem 'V
1957, Vol. XVI.

lhe Moral |

Yorld of Dostocvsky', Russian Review, July
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of brain fever, he may be resurrected. Dostocvskyv's
that civilized man is a moral heina, and that cach nan

is resnonsihble for all men. The problem of the superman is a gocial one,

and the crisis of the individual is that of socicty. Destocvsky attacks w
materialism and a rationalistic civilisation by order to preserve the
identity of man. For Dostoevsky, Russia alone had preserved her sniritual

values and would have to resurrect the whole world. She had therefore,

in Dostocvsky's view, a messianic rélec to nlay, as Strem clearly under-

[

r~
- g . R .. . " " s 203
stands. "Thus, nationalism and religion mix in Dostoevsky's soul."
\

Man basically has to choose between good and cvil -- this is
Kant's "'categorical imperative." The claim to spiritual revival is valid

today, for the struggle is cternal: ‘"Every moral action on the part of

f=Re]

the autonomous man is a creative act, for, in it, he recreates himself

e S 7 : : !
and his own frecdem." '. Atheism is considered dangerous by Dostocvsky
since: "It is clear that the apostate radical will be prenarcd, ultimately,

Q

18 _ g ’
to commit either suicide or murder." ~ Atheism is likely to destroy man
and society, in his eyes.

We must now deal with Dostoevsky's emergence as a prophet.

1

Dostoevsky's work even in his lifetime earned him the reputation of a scer,

19 g ol
X MHCTHKOM», He preached strongly against Catholicism and

‘6ﬂw cit. Stren.

17 . - . N
Laszlo Vatai "Man and his Tragic Life," p. 14, quoted by N. Scott
in "The Tragic Vision and Christian Faith', (1957) p. 193.

o N
Q

18,, . , A
°N.Scott 'The Tragic Vision and Christian Faith'' (1957) p. 198.

19 rry,
B. Vysheslavtsev V'Sovremenny Zapiski, 1932-33, Vol. LL-LI

_.“
pp. 288-304. * Dostogvsky (DlyubVL i bessmertii.
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socialism., After his travels in Lurope (1865-71), bDostocvsky saw it as
a Yprecious graveyard"” in Ivan's wordse. He condemncd Roman Catholicism,

1

ecause for him it craved the concept of power, althoush sceming to rej

o

.
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. The Roman Church in Dostocvsky's opinion mecant to subjugate

Christ's name. Dostocvsky saw it as a purcly secular movement, materialistic
and mumdane. 'Casuistry and compromisc were to reconcile conscicnce and
need for.authority. Catholicism was the Church of Reason and Matter,
merging the interests of church and state, whercas in Orthodoxy the
believer was considered a son, not a slave. Historical reality appeared -
to reinforce Dostoevsky's anti-Catholic attitude.

Dostocvsky, on the other hand, stressed the doctrine of the
indwelling Godhood (divine immancnce). e felt himself to be a teacher,
a prophet of Orthodoxy and Russian messianism. Ile looked for the "divin~
spark' of real faith in the peasants, because they had not hecome westermized
like the intellectuals. lle believed that the Pope had sunplanted God, and
made impossible the direct communication of God and man. These ideas,
meant to he expanded in "The Life a Great Sinner' werc used instead in

“"The Brothers Karamazov. Dostocvsky sought always a 7nysticnl religion,
in which fraternity, liberty and equality would be achieved and synthesized
in Christ. lie felt'that Roman Catholicism had proclaimed that Christ was

subjcct to the third temptation, i.c. an carthly kingdom,thus invoking

A3
the anti-Christ. The true Christ was sold in exchange for the world by
the Roman Church.
Thus for him, socialism and atheism were a continuation of the

Catholic idea. Ile believed in spiritual brotherhood, and abhorred Russian

imperialism as much as Ultramontanism. He favoured a "universal all-humanitarian



107

fellowship."™" The Grand Inquisitor represents 'the slave of matter who

’iclds to necessitys he represents Roman Catholic rationalism in material-
=

istic form. Dostoecvsky did not think it necessary to surrender freedon

for salvation. In fact, ¢epuire love and faith give rise to final frecdom.
O

Dostoevsky indicts the old Cardii:l bhecause he ~1ithe invisible
life (man and his frecedom), but not the visible 1ife of the Church. The
Cardinal cannot love -- and that is his tragedy.

For Dostocvsky, God was the rcason for cverything: «B KcoHeuHOM HTOre

22 ., & s
Bgero, 49TC Lelyaer YeJOBEK». The sons of God

must be free: «Tompxo CBOOOLHHE cymecTBa, JOGPOBOJDLHO BCTYyNanmue

Ha NIYyTh EIUHEHUA C .'bOI‘Om, Kax XHBEHM HIC2JOM COBEeDPIEHCTBAa,

3aCHYXRKEBEHNT KMEHU CHHOB BOXCIEAX»odd

God is the source of good, i.c. frcedom and love. But in frcedom, good

and evil coexist. God's prescicnce will not circumvent human freedom:

~

«310 '+1 c.‘t'(noexonpe;ze.ueﬂne) He npespamaer ciayuadroro(contincent )
IS
¥ CBOGOJHOTO B HEOSXOLHMOEY .‘4 God wants only that man be

gt]

rce to come to Him of his own accord.
Dostoevsky's idecalism was vrmwmtlb.«KOHKUeTEUh ureannsMm LoCTO-
€BCKOTO B €ro co6CTBEHHOM CaMOCO3H&HHUM €CTbh, JPYyrHUMHU CJIOB&MI@;

HLE&aJH3Y TPOpoUuecKHUil». 2O
In Dostoevsky's scheme, freedom can only be the freedom of sclf-awareness,

20 ; : ; IR
G.A. Panichas "Fyodor Dostocvsky and Roman Catholicism', Greck

Orthodox Thedogical Review, (1959).
1
T it danichs
Op. cit. Panichas.

22 : -
““N.0. Lossky "Svoboda Voli', p. 131.

3
Q cit. Lossky, p. 132.

24

“"A.Z. Shteinberg "Sistema SVObcx{/ Dostoeav sko g‘ (1923}, p. 72.

25

Op. cit. p. 104.
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i.c. in the Existential scense. Dostoevsky  understood the problem as a
free movement and dependent only on the self: «Cos HYE +“I'3HK eceb

B TO Xe& BpeMsg usbpaHue I nHUA, IIPUATHE €8 U €& YTBeDPXILEHUES

OHO - TBODPUECKHHM BOJEBCH 2KT».,

Freedom is inherent in the act * choosin,,, wLuu contemporary man
1s awe of this project of his own choosinag ¢ <«CoBpnemennuil uenoBex

SHEaET,UYTO ILYyX ero TpoficTEeHeH, uTO CBOOOJA ¥ HEOOXOLUMOCTE, UTO
A ¥ He=-£ B HEM CIIETEHH KOPHAME, X UYTO 'MUD LONXEH OHTDh

27
~ - H
onpaBnaH BeCh, UTO0 MOXHO OHJO XKUTBY.

tan must make himself and the world; he only can justify his existence.
Dostocvsky posited the ideal of God as a reason for living: contemnorary

man sometimes finds the reasons outside of God. The threc nossibilities

in Dostoevsky's scheme were (1) to sacrifice frcedom to onc's nature
(suicide), (2) to sacrifice one's natuie to freedom (murder), (3) to
preserve both (attaining power). Ultimately, man's final freedom is

arrived at only by his own control over his intellect, his deliberate
surrender to faithy «Cucrema J[0CTOEBCKOr0 €CTH HNPEILCKA3AHHE O TOM,
YTO UENOBEK HAYUMTCH, HaKOHEl], BJIACTBOBaTH HaxL colboil, uTo

pearupiimas mobera emé BIEDPELHUD.
Dostoevsky's achicvement is.that he founded the dialectics of

Christian Existentialism. The awarcness of human existence was for him

the only knowable factor. Man's real world is culture and not civilisation.

J

26 ;
Op. cits

On. cit. Shteinberg, p. 108.

Ops eit. P« 109
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vhereas Greek philosonhy analysed man as cobjective reality, the medern
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Man tries now to know himself “in his own humanity.' Iixistential
3 Ay ~ 3 ~ ~1- P . ~ 7 T ~ . £ 3 - e R o
philosophy, and Dostocvsky may in some ways he called onc of its precursors
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Dostocvsky has to enter

world, the

1 el (ad Lo 9
the fullness of liftec.

to the Absolute:

world towards the omnipotence of God."

2]

actor.

himsel

intellect.
no solution, but only the
revolts;
his own frcedom,

Revolt meant the pride of sclf-assertion; faith is the humility of

future life,

(Dostoevsky) venresants tho createst denth of man who
' ] 30
f in the world."
ways man can overcome finiteness is by transcending

But he will surely break himself in the

living through of life with
instead of adjusting himsclf to the limits, he
and in his tmgic victory is his downfall:
self-
a personal faith in eschatology demands a Revelation,
the rcalm of thcology. '"The belief in the other
represents the only possibility for onc to possess

2

Man is seen in a comntinuous statec of progression

"Man's life is progressing from the unconscious, instinctive

33 " . .
In repentance, God is the motivating

All Dostoevsky's novels end in two wayszeither in repentance, or

Vatai

Op. cit.
31 '
Op. eit.
— e e
)
» ¥4 o
Op. cit
33

"Man and his Tragic Life' (1954), p. 6.

o



'ith the death of the autonomous man. Love is divine and can transcend

£

death in that: "It is a movement outside of man, the nossibility of hone.

Love is yoth 1ife and death, and is ubicuitous and ecternal, and

man's final enigma will be resolved throuch love. Dostoevsky noses thus

ctic of human frecedom: initial frecdom (thesis), sufferine
{(antithesis), final freecdom (synthesis) in God.

Dostocvsky saw sin as communal, and the ereatestsin is the
abnegation of freedom. Frecdom can lerad to destruction or salvation;

there is no middle way. Dostoevsky was against the sclf-assurced humanism

which held that man could better himself hy himself. For him, man was a

divided antinomical being. Sclf-will could only cnd in destruction (first
level). But man can be regenerated and reborn in Christ (second level).
Salvation, implicit through suffering, would be reached in freedom and
through love (third level). But this passage from frecdom one to freedonm
three presupposes an eternal divinity, and Dostoevsky was deeply religious

Guardinirejected Dostoevsky's Christ as false, as he wanted a
“middle level of life'", whercas Dostoevsky's Christ ecxacts absolute
responsibility. Two problems are indicated here (1) the misuse of freedom
and (2) freedom in modern life. The Christian gospel of redemption,
freedonm and fulfillment would still seem a valid answer inspite of the
march of history.

Dostoevsky gave much to contemporary philosophy, and in Russia
ercatly influenced, writers, who subsecquently develoned his points, c.g.

Solovyov {Ged-manhood), Berdyaev (frecdom), and Shestov (the irrational).

.

34

34
Op. e

I
[E8]

-t
(g2

. p. L



111

S RA

4 o 3 s s o T A e o S L
for whereas Solovyov called Dostocvsky 'the nronhet of God", Shestaov

foresaw nothing, and indced was not a prophet.

claims that Dostocvsky

s
Y
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ideas were not original, but borrowed from the Slavophils.
For Shestov, Dostocvsky'wns not a cystic, but a rationalist. Furthermore,
history he claims gives the lic to Dostocvsky's notion of Christian love.
I't is true that, Dostocvsky's influence was more pervasive than immediate.
For Shestov, Kirillov is the soul of ''Besy". Kirillov recincarnates the
truth that must be rccognised ¢ «IBHO, UYTO HMCTHHEZ €CTL HEKOE& XKBOE
cymecTE0, XKOTOPOE HE€ CTOHT PaBHOLYMHO H 563}38.3.]1?1‘1}{0 IIpen, HaM 4

[aCCHBHO XLET, IIOKa MH NOLOHIEM K HEMYy X BO3DBMEM €rod.

True freedom exists, as the Underground Man claimed, but only in the
belief of God.

Dostocvsky's novels show that yan is not the creator of good and
cvil, but he is their battlefield. Personality in the highest maniféstation
of life. Therefore good and evil, external to man, also have a personal
existence. Man's place is between God and Satan, and he is frighteningly
frce to choose either,Man's sclf-assertion confronts him with the dark
irrationalitics within him. But how can suffering be reconciled with the
Christian belief in the God of love? Dostoevsky shows that suffering
Iies in the nature of man, in that he is a frce and responsible being.
Dostoevsky was not a pietist; he was concerned with the social implications

of rcligion, and cven called himself a Christian Socialist. St. John

I,. Shestov "Penultimate Words' (1916).

'
L. Shestov (1929), p. 150._%Na vesakk Iova"
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and he had the same approach to the mystery of man: ‘'Christ was for him
Truth, Beauty and Goodness revealing themselves to the world throuch .

=

. 37 _ . : .
perfect human personality." In Christ, the human personality is

completely free, and having conquered suffering and pain, cxposcs the

pattern of world freedom: "Christ can be found only by those who are
38
) = . o] i . . N
not afraid of freedom." Dostocvsky was not a pessimist, for he

strongly beclieved in the eventual triumph of goodness and truth on
carth: evil will be conquered, man reegcnerated and death transcended,
through man's surrender to God's love.

Dostoevsky rcalized the ambiguity of human nature, and of beauty;
therefore he understood the tragic quality of the 'natural' freedom that

eads man to crime. He was divided between a Christian naturalism and a

fu—

lack of confidence in naturec. Iiis legacy to Existentialism is his ethical
personalism. Dostoevsky's ethic is anthropocentric, in that both opposites

his freedomn.

of good and evil are present in man. Man's true essence is
For Dostoecvsky, man's amoralism is also his apothesis. Psvchological
voluntarism merges here with irrationalism. Man wants to be free, to be
himself. Berdyaev says that for Dostoevsky ''the freedom of the Underground
v . 1 £ A 1 .(39 LI | . 1
*an contains the seed of death. Freedom without love is death, but
freedom with love can exalt man.

Dostoevsky is closcr to Rousseau's naturalism than to Kant's

catecorical morality. Only through crime (and suffering) does man tuen

to God. ian cannot do without God. 'The impulses of frcedom comprise

'N. Zernov "Three Russian Prophets' (1944), p. 107.

in YA ilistory of Russian Philosophy', Vol. 1 by
V.V. Zenkovsky (1953), p. 421.
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a dialectic of evil, but also a dialectic of cood."

Dostocvsky's thought is basically ethical. I{lis "ethical max-

imalism' devolves from his thoughts of the problems of cood. In "Notes
from the Underground', we al ready sce a criticism of ufilitarianism and

1

rationalism. Ivan revolts against God because his ethical maxinalism
refuses a "future harmony' based on sufferinz. The Grand Inauisitor
distorts the freecdom revealed in Christ. Dostoevsky also repudiated
"autonomism, in the defence of mystical cthics. Without a ilivine sense
of God", man falls into cynicism or mangodhood. Love alone goes beyond
reason and rationality.

Throughout, Dosteoevsky's thought is concerned with antinomies

and he reconciles them finally in the realm of religion. Russia's

true strength is her Orthodoxy?for Dostoevsky. Ille even had a religious

1
i

)

ocnception of history. ‘'Man's frecedom by divine intention is t
! ) )

A
Lo Bl o 1 dinlecti . e oo o TS ek 5 o 3 3 £
oT tiac nistorical dialectic: ile defends the Chri stian doctrinec ot

;_:

freedom. But the ideal will not necessa r be realized in history.
Dostoevsky's utopianism neglects the mystery of Golgotha, in his conception
of salvation.

Thus we have traced Dostocvsky's ideas on freedom throuch his
three major novels.. Freedom is the most important theme in his work, and
1s various ways coordinated with crime, suffering, and atheism. Ilis
doctrine is that freedom is destructive unless man can imposce form on it,
his form must be divine, or it is harmful. This teaching has left

mark on contenmporary literature, particularly in Furope, and ¢ithough some

Op. cit. Zenkovsky, p. 422-23.

op. cit. p. 431.
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been rejected, much remains as
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of the purcly Dostoevskian cleme

debt in the writings of authors like 7. P. Sartre, A. Camus and

~
be

he work of Dostocvsky.
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