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ABSTRACT

Dostoevsky's ability to bring contrasting genres, plot
elements and ideologies together into a unified work of art
consists in the freedom he gives his characters to act and to speak
without outside interference. Through the extensive use of point
and counterpoint, assorted themes and thematic variations are
placed side by side and advanced to a crescendo. The result is a
polyphonic-like fusion of the diverse elements of the Dostoevskian
novel into a basic whole.

In this study, within the framework of polyphony, as
described by Mikhail Bakhtin, I show how The Brothers
Karamazov coheres around the theme of fatherhood and examine
the levels on which this theme is expressed.

First, what is revealed to be a two-fold theme of
fatherhood is shown to exist most practically at the level of plot.
The causal interactions and dynamics that take place in praxis
between the Karamazov brothers and the principal human father
figures in the novel mirror the higher manifestation of this theme,
namely, the ambivalent attitude that each brother exhibits toward
God, uvderstood as the divine father. At the same time, the
thematic elements that link the two dimensions of the fatherhood
theme are foregrounded for the reader by the novel's
architectonics.

Second, the theme of fatherhood is discussed as it is
represented dialogically, through an examination of the inner path

that each legitimate brother follows (whether consciously or



unconsciously) toward a revelation about divine fatherhood.
Their respective paihs are both provoked and foregrounded by
the relationships which they form with human father figures in
the novel and by other characters who mirror their thoughts and
actions by verbal and situational echoing.

Finally, the indirect ideological debate between Ivan, who
argues against God, and Zosima, who presents the Christian
religion as he perceives it to be the answer to man's search for
truth, expresses the theme of fatherhood at its highest level of
abstraction. The Brothers Karamazov is shown to be unified
around the theme of fatherhood, for the problems Ivan raises and
the answers Zosima provides are seen to have also been
extensively addressed at the level of plot and at the level of
dialogue throughout the novel, wherein they achieve their

resolution.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

THE THEMATIC FOCUS OF THE BROTHERS KARAMAZOV IN
LIGHT OF DOSTOEVSKY'S POETICS

General Problems of Interpreting Dostoevsky's Novels

According to Leonid Grossman, the uniqueness of
Dostoevsky's art consists in the novelist's ability to merge
contrasting genres and starkly het:vogeneous material while, at
the same time, maintaining an integral and unified work of art.

He writes:

The Book of Job, the Revelation of St. John, the New
Testament texts, ... and everything that feeds the pages of
Dostoevsky's novels and lends the tone to one or another of
their chapters is combined here in a unique way with the
newspaper page, the anecdote, the parody, the street scene,
the grotesque, and even the pamphlet.!

These incompatible narrative elements, he argues, are able to be
held sogether through the unity of Dostoevsky's 'philosophical
plan' (¢urnocodckuii z3aMbicen) and the 'whirlwind movement of
events' (BUXpeBOoe f[ABHXeHUe COBbITHI).

Mikhail Bakhtin, however, takes issue with Grossman on
this point. While Dostoevsky's uniqueness is to be found in part in

the blending of heterogeneous material aud styles, a unified

1 1. rpoccman, [lo2THEA JIOCTOGRCKOrQ , (MOCKBa: locynapcTaeliag
AxasieMus XYROXeCTREHHEIX Hayx:1925), cTp. 1°5. The English

translation has been quoted from: M. Bakhtin, irans. R. W. Rotsel, Problems
of Dostoevsky's Poetics, (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1973), p.1l.



philosophical plan and the establishment of whirlwind action are
not enough to hold together all the contrasting elements described
by Grossman. First of all, if a unified philosophical plan,
orchestrated from out of Dostoevsky's personal world-view, were
to define and organize the heterogeneous material, then the
Dostoevskian novel would be essentially monologic; that is, one
would find here only a single finalizing voice: the author's, spoken
both directly as narration and iadirectly through the voices of
certain characters. But, Bakhtin asserts, the unique quality of
Dostoevsky's works, and his ability to unify what is contradictory
in form and content, lies in the fact that his novels are
fundamentally dialogized. @ With their own personal voices, his
characters speak - agree and disagree - with each other, with
themselves, and, as well, with the reader and the chronicler.

Bakhtin writes:

Dostoevsky, like Goethe's Prometheus, creates not voiceless
slaves (as does Zeus), but rather free people who are
capable of standing beside their creator, of disagreeing with
him, and even of rebelling against him.2

Secondly, if the monologic authorial voice were to pervade the
Dostoevskian novel, in which contradictory material is contained,
"then the task of joining the incompatible would not have been
solved and Dostoevsky would be an inferior, styleless artist,"
Finally, the chaotic and rapid movement of events is neither
unique to Dostoevsky, nor is it presented in an extreme form in

his works.

2 Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics, p.4.
3 1bid p.12.



Still, action in Dostoevsky's novels does have a particular
whirlwind quality. Inherent in his novels, where truth emerges
from dialogue, from the relationships amd interactions which take
place among the living voices of the characters, is a world that
fundamentally exists in the eternal present - a solely spatial
world.  This condition, Bakhtin says, explains Dostoevsky's
tendency "to concentrate in a split second the greatest possible
qualitative diversity."* The whirlwind aspect of movement,
therefore, is a result of the author's attitude toward his characters
- not a device specifically used to create unity, as Grossman
believed. Rather, a profound unity, more complex than that of a
monologic work, results from the multiplicity of essentially
independent voices which characterize Dostoevsky's dialogic
novels.  Analogously, one might compare the monologic harmony
of Handel's Oratorios, achieved by a variety of instruments
producing the same or a complementary melody, to the often
discordant and contrasting melodies and styles which Mozart
combines to produce his symphonies. Indeed, borrowing from
music, Bakhtin describes the Dostoevskian novel as polyphonic —-a
literary polyphony.’

Clearly, the heterogeneous nature of Dostoevsky's novels
does not exist solely on the level of narration and style. It has
already been mentioned that Dostoevsky allows his characteis to

be free. IYe is more concerned with describing how the world

4 1big P.24.
5 Ibid, p.18.



appears to them, than with how they appear to the worldS Each
important character is often both self-conscious, as he 'dialogues’
with himself, and the personification of an ideology, his view of
the world.” Therefore, given the diversity of Dostoevsky's
individual characters, one also finds in his works, apart from
heterogeneous narration and styles, a multiplicity of contradictory
voices and ideologies, which reflect the heated issues, debates and
problems preoccupying nineteenth century man.

Unfortunately, this elaborate structure is often
misunderstood by critics who, despite Bakhtin's enormous
contribution to the study of Dostoevsky's poetics, continue to
attribute to Dostoevsky positions which tend to reflect the

particular bias of their own standpoints. Jones states:

Dostoevsky is often regarded in the West as a precursor of
existentialism, or of Freudian and post-Freudian psychology,
or as a prophet of totalitarianism, or as a great religious
thinker, as well as an eminent writer of fiction. In Eastern
Europe, however, he tends to be regarded above all as a
great humanist novelist with a deep interest in social
injustice and suffering.®

Certainly, there are grounds to encourage each of these
interpretations.  For example, Dostoevsky's Kirillov and Ivan
Karamazov are precursors of existentialism, and even represent
an extreme form of this philosophy in the rejection of God and the

resurrection of the self as the ultimate authority. Kirillov believes

6 In this respect, one might add that Dostoevsky is also relatively
unconcerned with how the world is conventionally perceived.

7 Ibid, p.63.

8 Malcolm Jones, Dostoevsky: The Nowel of Discord, (London: Elek Books Ltd.,
1976), p.12.



that man created God to explain and confront both suffering and
the fear of death. According to his view, man must realize that
this anguish is only a temporary state of humanity. As such,
belief in God's existence is not only false, but impedes any
movement to a truly free state of man-godhood where there is
neither pain nor fear of death’

In still another narration on man's preeminence, lvan
Karamazov opts to reject God's offer of salvation because the truth
on which it is based includes the suffering of innocent children.
He says to Alyosha that, out of love for mankind, he is hastening
to return his ticket to heaven, even if he is wrong. (1, v, 4, cTp.
266)10

Freudian theory also seems to find a basis in Dostoevsky's
works. Sigmund Freud, the founder of psycho-analysis, was the
first to research seriously the function of the unconscious mind
within the human psyche. In Dostoevsky's novels, dreams play an
extremely important role in helping to elucidate the mental state
of the dreamer. Moreover, the deeply psychological portrayal of
the mental condition of the underground man, Raskolnikov, and
other highly disturbed characters anticipates Freudian thought.
Furthermore, such themes as the relation between adult mental

disturbance and infancy, the inner and outer expression of

9 K. Mochulsky, trans. M. Minihan, Dostoevsky: His Life and Work,
(Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1976), p.449.

10 ¢. JlocToeBckui, BpaThd KapamMazopel , (MockBa:

XypnoxecTBeHHaqa JIMTepaTtypa, 1988), cTp.266. Henceforth, all

quotations from The Brothers Karamazov will be cited parenthetically
according to Part, Book, Chapter and page number from this edition.



aggression through masochism, on the one hand, and suicide or
murder, on the other, and the phenomenon of the double or
multiple personality which Dostoevsky explored have also been
popular areas of research for Freud and post-Freudian
psychologists.

At the same time, from a strictly ideological perspective,
some of Dostoevsky's works may be said to issue a clear warning

of the advent of totalitarianism. For example, The Deyvils

according to Grossman, "is a political satire against the
revolutionary movement,"!! whose leaders are depicted as
atheistic, anarchic autocrats. The harsh reality of a totalitarian
system which would follow the success of the revolution, is
further suggested in the celebrated chapter of The Brothers
Karamazoy, "BeJIMKMH HMHKBUIMTOP".

As well, there are those critics who have placed
Dostoevsky among the great religious thinkers of all time. His
illustration of the spiritual torment of the soul caught between a
heart which longs for faith and a mind which cannot believe, and
the intense theological debates found in his works possess a truly
remarkable depth of insight and profundity.

Finally, those who assert that Dostoevsky is, above all, a
great humanist socialist may find expression of this bias in his
depiction of the humiliated and the injured, as well as in the
underlying idea that ‘everyone is responsible for everyone else

and for everything'. It is ironic, however, that this principle of

11 L. Grossman, Dostoevsky: A Biography, trans. M. Mackler, (New York: The
Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc, 1975), p.479.



universal responsibility was embodied by the very characters
who most opposed the atheist socialism, toward which agnestic
humanism logically tends. These were Dostoevsky's Christ-like
figures: Myshkin, Zosima and Alyosha, who believed that true
Christianity was to be found only among a universal brotherhood
of man.

Indeed, one can find support for each of the
interpretations which Jones mentions - existentialist, Freudian,
totalitarian, religious or humanitarian. However, since defining
any of these as the underlying basis of Dostoevsky's work is both
to assume the presence of a monologic authoria! voice and to
ignore obvious incompatibilities and mutual inconsistencies which
occur among them, it is evident that any ideology which would
attempt to be exclusive and all encompassing could not possibly
be the underlying premise of his art.

In treating Dostoevsky's works, one must be exceedingly
careful not to allow personal biases to intrude. For, indeed, if the
critic expects to find in this author arguments for a particular
system of thought or view on life, he will likely find it. Such an
approach to Dostoevsky, however, undermines the whole
polyphonic system on which his art is founded. Therefore, even if
the assumption which the biased critic makes were to contain
some element of partial truth, it has no more validity than a
statement which is entirely false because his position has not been
formed out of and tested by an understanding of the full
implications of the structure of the work. Clearly, by approaching

the interpretation of Dostoevsky on the basis of biased



assumptions, the critic demonstrates that he has misunderstood
the multi-voiced nature of the artist's novels.

The fragmentation which results from Dostoevsky's use of
polyphony, where many independent and relatively equal voices
are heard, Grossman argues, expresses the author's own “horrified
vision of the complete disintegration, disruption and
decomposition of the great whole."!2 However, one must not
conclude from this fragmentation that the raison d'€tre of his art
is purely to illustrate the disintegration of the old world order and
the character of the anarchic, nihilistic society which was being
proposed as its replacement. Certainly Dostoevsky wished to
express this reality, but so as to be ablc both to warn his readers
of the true character of the new society which was taking shape,
and at the same time to reveal a way out of the resulting chaos.
Indeed, Grossman writes that despite the darkness and
destruction Dostoevsky depicted, he "is a lighted torch."3
Consequently, the critic should not allow himself to become so
disoriented by the author's heteroglossia that he concludes that
Dostoevsky's novels are ultimately meaningless. Nothing could be
further from the truth.

Dostoevsky's thought is most clearly revealed in the
polyphonic novel, where form is so very tightly intertwined with
content.  Still, it must be admitted that the inherent fragmentation
and the difficulty the reader experiences in arriving at a sense of

unity makes the task of the critic, searching for a comprehensive

121bid, p.591.
131bid p.575.



interpretation of Dostoevsky's art, especially difficult. The critic
must approach the work impartially and without prejudice,
allowing the complex structure of the work its full effect. One
must allow himself to be both reader of and listener to the many
voices of the Dostoevskian novel if he is to discover the heart of

Dostoevsky's art and the thought it expresses.

11
The Poetics of The Brothers Karamazov and

the Theme of Fatherhood

In November, 1880, less than two months before
Dostoevsky's death, the last part of The Brothers Karamazov was
published. This novel marked the summit and, arguably, the
completion of the whole of his life-work. For example, Grossman
writes: "Dostoevsky created toward the end of his life a
monumental novel resembling a choral tragedy, a multi-voiced
yet harmonious epilogue to all his turbulent work."!4 While the
tragic nature of this work could well be contested, there can be no
disagreement as to its elaborate multi-voiced structure.
Furthermore, The Brothers Karamazov may, in a general sense,
properly be classified as an epilogue, not only as the last novel
written by Dostoevsky, but also according to the more precise
definition of epilogue: the final part of a work which contains and

completes that which precedes it. The distinguishing features of

141pid, 593.



literary art with which Dostoevsky experimented in varying
degrees in his previous novels are brought to their completion in
The Brothers Karamazov, a seemingly discordant and yet at the
same time profoundly unified work of art. These features involve,
for example:

1) the freedom and independence of the voices and actions of the
characters,! 5

2) the blending of heterogeneous voices, styles and ideologies, and
3) the personification and sharp counterpoint of intense
ideological struggles.

This last novel is undoubtedly the most complex, and the most
brilliant of all of Dostoevsky's works.

In Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics, Bakhtin writes: "The
unity of the polyphonic novel which stands above the word, above
the voice, above the accent remains undiscovered."'® One might
expect that Bakhtin intended to uncover this unity throughout the
course of his study. However, in this work, he does not disclose
the unity underlying Dostoevksy's thought, but rather he provides
a system - based on the polyphonic intertwining of relatively
independent voices - through which one may systematically
approach an interpretation of Dostoevsky's art. As such, Bakhtin's

statement is to be read as a challenge to the interpreter of

15 The independence which the characters exhibit is clearly only relative
in that, as author, Dostoevsky is ultimately the creator of his characters and
of the voices which they speak. However, in the sense that he neither
colors the voices of his characters with his own voice nor has them act in a
manner which specifically foregrounds his personal views, the voices and
actions of the characters may be said to possess a certain freedom within
the realm of the movel per se.

16problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics, p.37.

10



Dostoevsky. Through an examination of The Brothers Karamazov
in light of the distinguishing aspects of its architectonics, which
both allow for and necessitate the polyphonic system expounded
by Mikhail Bakhtin, one may perhaps discover the unity, the
'idea’, at the heart of Dostoevsky's thought, which for so long has
either been neglected or misunderstood by critics.

The above outlined features of Dostoevsky's art which
culminate in The Brothers Karamazov have their origins, Bakhtin
argues, in the ancient literary realm of the 'serio-comical' - in
particular, in the Socratic Dialogue and the Menippean Satire.

The first characteristic - the freedom and independence
of the voices and actions of the characters - stems most from the
Socratic Dialogue. Here “"truth is not born and does not reside in
the head of an individual person; it is born of the dialogical
intercourse between people in the collective search for truth."!?
Despite the fact that Socrates orchestrates the dialogue, he does
not claim to know the truth. The oracle at Delphi says of him that
he is the wisest man alive because he alone knows that he knows
nothing. Rather, Socrates assumes a position of 'midwife’ for the
truth: "He brought people together and caused them to collide in a
dispute, as a result of which the truth was born."!® The two basic
devices that he uses to encourage dialogue are syncrisis - ‘the
juxtaposition of various points of view toward a given object’, and
anacrisis - 'the means of eliciting and provoking the words of

one's interlocutor, forcing him to express his opinion and express

171bid p90.
181bid,

11



it fully'; "the provocation of the word by the word."'?® The
participants of the Socratic Dialogue are free to express their own
opinions, to agree or disagree with the other participants and with
Socrates himself, the leader of the discussion. For his part,
Dostoevsky, as author, assumes a role analogous to Socrates:
through the use of verbal syncrisis and anacrisis, he draws his
characters inic dialogue with one another, allowing them to
express their own opinions and to live out their unique lives as
characters in the novel, essentially independent of outside control.
Dostoevsky is like the director in a living drama: as Morson states
it

he begins with a perception of distinct and autonomous

personalities (or voices), and the positing of a set of

potential conflicts within and among them. A situation is

then created to provoke the characters into maximal self-

revelation and development, but the direction of the action
is not, and should not be, clearly seen.2?

For its part, the ancient Menippea is partially reflected in
the clashes which inevitably result from the free reign of these
individualized voices. The celebration of diversity is at the heart
of this ancient genre. As such, although the previously mentioned
counterpoint of discordant voices is certainly present in the
Menippea, its influence on Dostoevsky is most clearly revealed in
the novelist's propensity to bring together a variety of contrasting
genres and ideologies - the second trait which distinguishes his

art.

191bid pol.

20 Gary Saul Morson, "The Baxtin Industry,” Slavic and East European
lournal vol.30 (1986), p.83.

12



Dostoevsky's emphasis on contrariety, and the mixing of
the unmixable, which underlies most of the essential
characteristics of the Menippea, also has its root in a still older
tradition: the carnival. Michael Holquist, in his article entitled
"The Carnival of Discourse: Bakhtin and Simultaneity,” writes: "If
the state's symbol is the uniform that turns the whole body of its
wearer into an unambiguous sign of rank, then carnival's symbol
is the mask and the costume that decertify identity and enable
transformation.">! Hierarchical boundaries - social, cultural,
seligious, etc. — which separate people are suspenied. During the
carnival, man interrelates with man regardless of age, culture, or
social status. As a consequence of the unrestricted familiar
attitude which pervades the carnival, one finds there, and in
'carnivalized' literature, the admixture of every kind of material,
however shocking or inappropriate according te ordinary societal
conventions: "the sacred with the profane, the lofty with the
lowly, the great with the insignificant, the wise with the stupid,
etc.”>2  Dostoevsky's extensive use of comaterpoint both brings
together people from opposing and ‘izippropriate’ backgrounds,
and also allows for the fusion of cenizadictory genres, styles and
ideologies. Thus, Dostoevsky not oely suspends the ordinary rules
of society, but he takes carnival’; principle of mésalliance to its

extreme in the suspension of the conventions of literature as well.

21 Michael Holquist, “The Carnival of Discourse: Bakhtin and Simultaneity,”

Canadian Review of Comparative Literature, vol.12 (1985), p.222.
22problems of Destoevsky's Poetics, p.101.
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The third distinguishing feature of Dostoevsky's art - the
personification and sharp counterpoint of intense ideological
struggles - arises from the Socratic Dialogue and the Menippean
Satire. In the Socratic Dialogue, each of the speakers is an
‘ideologist’. "The dialogical testing of the idea is simultaneously a
testing of the person who represents it.">3 The truth of the
ideological quest and the truth of the individual can be seen as the
same, because the idea is embodied, personified by the speaker.
As such the contrapuntal ideological struggles which ensue, both
in Socratic Dialogue and in Dostoevsky's fiction, take on an
intensity and an immediacy appropriate to that which
characterizes deeply personal conflicts between living people. The
Menippean Satire also seeks to test the personalized idea.
However, where, in the Socratic Dialogue, the emphasis is on the
idea from a theoretical perspective — the idea is embodied
essentially so that its abstract meaning may be more easily seen -
Menippea's concern is the practical solution of the idea in the
world. Thus, ideological struggles, in Dostoevsky's works, exhibit
an urgency and a deeply personal nature because they are
embodied by independent, willful personalities and because they
concern the most essential problems - the ‘'ultimate questions' -
surrounding human existence.

The idea that truth is to be born out of the bringing
together of contrariety, which is represented in the Socratic

Dialogue and in the Menippean Satire, is also espoused by

231bid, p92.
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<arnival. While Socrates directs his pupils toward truth by
allowing them to voice their opinions fully and then by leading
them to an awareness of the contradictions inherent in these
views, the Menippean Satire searches for the truth of man in
society by combining heterogeneous material of all sorts — the
godly with the profane, the wise man with the fool, the rich man
with the beggar, etc. In a similar manner, the carnival, as Holquist
expresses it, "is a way cultural systems come to know themselves
by playing at being different."24 If ideologies become
personalities, then the counterpoint which brings conflicting
ideologies into dialogue with one another, is also the playing off of
opposing personalities, or, in some cases, the dialogue between
two warring sides of a split persomality. Dialogic interaction, the
anticipation of and response to voices or ideologies, which are
other than one's own, can only take place if one recognizes, that is,
considers, the other voices or ideologies as if they were one's own.
Consequently, one might say that the truth underlying these
ideological debates, including the debates between persons, is
indeed revealed in the spirit of carnival: by 'playing at being
different’.

The aforementioned three distinguishing features of
Dostoevsky's art - the freedom of the voices and actions of the
characters, the blending of heterogeneous material, and the
personification of intense ideological struggles — can not be

separated from one another. Taken individually, none of these

24 *The Carnival of Discourse: Baxtin and Simultaneity,” p.230.
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features is especially unique. Each has as its source genres within
the ancient realm of the serio-comical. Rather, their collective
uniqueness lies in the fact that Dostoevsky brought them together
in the unity of the polyphonic novel. But, as Bakhtin emphasized,
this unity stands of necessity above the word, that is, above any
singly expressed, monologic ideology.

The Brotiers Karamazov is, indeed, perhaps the most
complete example of the pciyphonic novel25 The ideological
dilemmas concerning ‘ultimate questions', exist as dialogic
struggles between and within individuals, where the truth of the
ideological question and the truth of the individual are
inextricably linked. At the same time, the heterogeneous mixture
of the contradictory material of the plot is placed within the novel
to ‘provoke the word, to provoke ideological debate and therefore
facilitate a revelation of the truth for which the characters are
searching.  Consequently, since the whole architectonics of the
work has been designed to enhance the issues involved in the
character's attempt to solve the ultimate questions of life, the idea
that is contained in the answer to these problems - a truth which
the characters freely discover - is to be found through an
examination of the various levels on which the ideological debate
is expressed polyphonicaily.

In a broad sense, a unifying theme of The Brothers
Karamazov is the search for fatherhood.26 At the ideological level,

"’Emhhm_nf_nnmm_l’m:m

p.34.

26 Victor Amend, "Theme and Form in The Brothers Karamazov'", Modern
Fiction_Studies, vol.3-4 (1957-1059), p.240-241.
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the ‘ultimate question' asked, the truth of which is also the truth
of Dostoevsky's individual characters, as well as the truth of the
world, is the question of the existence of God or, in Orthodox
Christian terms, God the Father.27 In a letter to his friend Apollon
Maikov, Dostoevsky writes the following concerning The Brothers
Karamazov;

I'naBHEIA BOMpoc, KOTOpPHIA npoBefeTcs BO
BCeX YacTaX - TOT CaMbli, KOTOPEIM A MYYUJICK

COBHATeNIbHO M 6eCCOZHATeJNIbHO BCO MOD XH3Hb -
(3T0) cYymecTBOBaHMe FBoxue.28

The problem of the existence of God, or, more generally,
the simultaneous search for and rejection of fatherhood, is
embodied on a variety of different levels in The Brothers
Karamazov. The most practical representation of the ideological
struggle is provided at the level of plot. Although the central
events of the novel are designed by the author, the characters are

free to discover or not to discover whatever may be the truth of

27 1) Often, throughout this thesis I refer to God as ‘the Divine Father' or as
‘God the rather”. [ have dome so, mot to express my own opinion, but to
illustrate the theme of fthethood: through parallelissh involving both
theme and plot, God is very iiiich implied as a father figure in the novel.
2) Given the potential controversy regarding the use of ‘inclusive
language' to denote God, my use of the masculine gender deserves
clarification. When I refer to God as a ‘father’, I am writing, as noted
above, within the framework of the novel itself. Moreover, tho notion of
God as a father accords with the Christian Orthodox tradition; for example,
the ‘Lord’s Prayer' begins with the phrase: "OTvYe Ham, ¥ %e ecH Ha
HebecaX..." Furthermore, my use of the masculine promoun ‘'he’ to refer to
God is appropriate in that I speak of God as he is perceived during the
period in which the novel was written, i.e., in the nineteenth century,
when the pronous he [OH], although grammatically masculine, denoted a
being which ultimately transcends human gender distinctions. In this
regard, ome might recall for instance how Alyosha's mother had prayed to
the divine mother of God to protect her son.

28 .M. locToeBckuit, OuchMa IL_1867-1871 , (Mocksa:
FocymapcTBeHHOe H3faTesbCTBO,1930), CTP. 263.



the ideological question. Thar is, as Morson points out, Dostoevsky
creates a series of situations or events in order to provoke
dialogue between the characters concerning faith in God the
Father and atheism, so that the truth underlying this dilemma
may be discovered the only way possible: through the dialogue of
polyphonic relationships. In the second chapter of this thesis, I
will consider the manner in which the search for fatherhood is
expressed at the level of plot. At the same time, I will show how
the situations and events created prompt the intense ideological
struggle concerning faith, which is to be personalized and freely
emhodied by the characters in the novel.

The stage having been set, the central drama, as it were,
begins in earnest with the dialogical interaction between the
characters. Each of the three legitimate Karamazov brothers, as an
image of an ideological stand concerning the question of God's
existence, and as a personality seeking to understand himself and
the world in which he lives through the dialogic interaction of his
own voice with the voices of others, participates directly in the
search for fatherhood. The parodic doubles of these three
Karamazovs mirror the dialogue which occurs between the
brothers themselves and the other major characters of the novel.
As well, the urgency and the intensity of the ideological 'debate'
are enhanced through the more subtle type of dialogic interaction
which takes place directly between the legitimate brothers and
their parodic doubles, who in a few cases represent the split sides
of the major characters. Therefore, in chapter three, I will discuss

the manner in which the issues involved in the theme of
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fitherhood are expressed at the level of dialogue through the
polyphonic structure that is created by the interactions which
connect the brothers, their doubles and the other main characters.

The high-point of the theme of fatherhood is the
ideological 'debate’ that takes place between Ivan, who in the
latter part of Book Five describes his rationale for the intellectual
rejection of God and Christ, and Zosima, who in Chapters Two and
Three of the following Book presents the Christian religion, as he
perceives it, to be the answer to man's search for truth29 In
Books Five and Six, the arguments for and against faith in God,
and the depth of the dichotomy between belief and doubt are
presented with the greatest force and the greatest sense of
urgency. In chapter four of this thesis, then, I will treat the
specific features of this indirect 'debate’ which takes place
between Ivan and Zosima. Through a consideration of the novel in
light of the arguments raised by both men, what would otherwise
appear to be a largely fragmented, meaningless mixture of events
and dialogic interactions crystalizes into a profound unity. The
idea underlying this unity is not monologic, as critics of the past
believed. Rather, the characters freely discover it as the only

viable solution to their search for fatherhood.

29 Zosima's perspective, while rooted in Eastern Orthodoxy, may be seen as
somewhat heterodoxical within the Orthodox tradition.
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CHAPTER 2: THE ROLE OF PLOT IN THE BROTHERS
KARAMAZOV

The ideological debate over faith and the rejection of God
the Father, which is the heart of the theme of fatherhood and,
indeed, the high-point of The Brothers Karamazov, is given
practical applicatio‘n at the level of plot.

Given the complex nature of the novel's plot, a time line
illustrating for the reader the relation between time and narrative
incident will be provided before directly discussing the
embodiment of the theme of fatherhood at this level. The causal
movement of events and the structural principles Dostoevsky
employed to create his polyphonic novel - both aspects of plot
which will be dealt with later in this chapter — inhere in this time

line.

In June, 1878, while en route to the Optina Pustyn
Monastery, Dostoevsky discussed with Solovyov the plans for his
new novel, The Brothers Karamazov. By July of the same year, the
novel had already been well begun3? Therefore, when Dostoevsky's
authorial persona writes that the novel takes place thirteen years
ago (OTaBTOpa, cTp. 4), one can infer that the action begins
approximately in the mid-1860s. More specifically, Grossman argues
that the present time is 1866 because it was only in April of this
year that trial by jury, which Dmitry undergoes, was introduced in

Russia.

30postoevsky: A Biography, pp.574-575.
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Assuming, then, that the action and events which occur
within the present time of the novel begin in 1866, the following

time frame may be deduced.

I
Book One: "McTOpuUS OfHOK CeMCHRHA"

Book One, which recounts events that took place prior to
the narrative present, is not organized chronologically, but
thematically, as is explained later in the ensuing section on
'structural plot'. However, a clear time frame of past events can
be deduced from the information provided by the chronicler.

1838 Dmitry is born; there is no indication as to when Fyodor Pavlovich
married Adelaida, Dmitry's mother.

1841 Adelaida runs off with a divinity student, leaving her three-year-old
son, Dmitry, with Fyodor Pavlovich; Gregory takes the child under his
care.

1842 Dmitry, now four, goes to live with Miusov; Fyodor Pavlovich marries
Sophia; Smerdyakov is born.

1843 Ivan is borm from the second marriage.

1846 Alyosha is born.

1849 Sophia dies; three months later Ivan and Dmitry go to live with the
widow of General Vorokhov, their mother's former benefactress.
1865 Alyosha, who had recently returned to Skotoprigonievsk (his father's
town), meets Father Zosima and asks for his father's permission to enter

the monastery. Most likely, it is at this time that Ivan publishes his
controversial article on the jurisdiction of ecclesiastical courts.

Late June, 1866
Ivan arrives in Skotoprigonievsk. It is not clear when Dmitry comes to
the town, except that it is after Ivan. Shortly after Dmitry's arrival, a
meeting, to be held at the monastery in the Elder Zosima's cell, is
planned to settle a money dispute that has arisen between Fyodor
Pavlovich and Dmitry.

11

In Book Two the events that occur during the narrative present
begin with the meeting of the Karamazovs at the monastery.

A) LATE AUGUST, 1866

Day 1

11:30-1:00
The Karamazov's meet at the monastery [I, ii ("HeymecTHOe
cobpanue”),1-8].



Flashback twenty four years to 1842 —the birth of Smerdyakov to Lizaveta
and introduction of the servants Gregory and Martha (I, iii
('CJT?IJIOCTPGCTHMKM"),]-2].

Eariy afternoon
Alyosha and Dmitry meet; Dmitry confesses his cruel behavior toward
his fiancée, Katerina, his passion for Grushenka, and as well he
expresses his desire for God [I, iii, 3-5].

Late afternoon to early evening

Dmitry attacks his father, promising to kill him the next time [I, iii, 6-9].

Night
On his way back to the monastery, Alyosha meets Dmitry a second time;
in a highly excited, unstable state, Dmitry again declares his love for
Grushenka end, striking his breast, confesses that he is about to do
something very dishonorable and disgraceful {1, 1ii,11].

Day 2

10:00 1) Dmitry goes to Samsonov's; 2) Dmitry goes to a pawn shop to pawn
his watch; 3) Dmitry then leaves for Ilyinskoye Village to see Gorstkin
[all events: I, viii (MuTH),1].

Noon Alyosha witnesses a rock-throwing fight between Ilyusha and a group
of other school boys [II, iv, 3].

Afternoon
1) Alyosha and Lize decide to marry [iI, v (Pro and Contra),1}; 2) Ivan
and Alyosha meet in the tavern where Ivan relates his legend
"Benukuii MHxkBuautop”® (II, v, 3-5); 3) Smerdyakov draws Ivan
covertly into a plot to murder Fyodor Pavlovich [II, v, 6].

'Digression' from action
Alyosha's account of the life and teachings of Father Zosima describes
events which occur in the past, and therefore outside the time of the
novel proper; this account was reported to have been written by
Alyosha two days after the elder's death [II, vi ("PYcckuii MHOK")].

Night
Dmitry arrives in Ilyinskoye (III, viii, 3].

Day 3

Early Morning
Father Zosima dies [II, vi, 3].
8:00 Ivan sets out for Volovya station to travel to Chermashnaya, but
changes his mind and decides instead to go on to Moscow [II, v, 7]
10:00
Smerdyakov pretends to have an epileptic attack [II, v, 7).
Afternoon
Dmitry returns to Skotoprigonievsk and accompanies Grushenka
to Samsonov's [III, viii, 3].
Between 5:00 and 6:00
Dmitry pawns his pistols to Peter Perkbotin for ten roubles [III, viii, 3].
7:30 1) Dmitry visits Mrs. Khokhlakov in the hope of getting a loan of three
thousand roubles ([III, viii, 3}; 2) Rakitin and Alyosha visit Grushenka;
Grushenka leaves for Mokroye to visit her former Polish lover [III, vii,
3); 3) fifteen minutes later Dmitry arrives at Grushenka's, is enraged
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that she is not there, grabs a pestle and leaves [IIl, viii, 3]; 4)
Gregory is incapacitated due to a back spasm [iI, v, 7).

Between 7:45 and 8:00
1) Dmitry goes to his father's place and assaults Gregory with the pestle;
2) Fyodor Paviovich is murdered [both events: 1II, viii, 4].

8:00-8:20
Dmitry returns to Grushenka's to find out where she had gone |III,

viii, §).

8:30 1) Dmitry returns to Perkhotin's to get his pistols [III, viii, 5); 2) Dmitry
sets out for Mokroye [HI, viii, 5).

9:30 Dmitry arrives in Mokroye [III, viii, 6)3!

10:30
Perkhotin goes to see Feaya [III, viii, 6).

11:00 Perkhotin visits Mrs. Khokhlakov, and then goes to inform Inspector
Makarov about Dmitry's odd behavior and the possible murder of Fyodor
Pavlovich [IlI, ix (TlpeaBapuTesibHOC CJECACTBUO),!].

Flashback to the time of the murder
In Chapter Two of Book Nine, events following the murder are
described: 1) five minutes before Perkhotin arrives at Inspector
Makarov's, Foma, Martha and Maria discover the body of Fyodor
Paviovick and inform the Inspector; 2) the Inspector, the Prosecutor,
the Examining Magistrate, and the women go to inform the Assistant
Police Inspector; 3) following the meeting with the Police Inspector, the
officials leave for Mokroye to apprehend Dmitry.

Day 4

Early Morning
Through the early morning hours Dmitry is questioned at length and
then arrested for the murder of Fyodor Pavlovich (Ill, ix,
3-9].

B) EARLY NOVEMBER: PASSAGE OF TIME - APPROXIMATELY
TWO AND A HALF MONTHS

7 _Days Before The Trial
Morning
Ivan visits Lize [IV, xi, 2].
1 _Day Before The Trial

Between 11:30 and 12:00
Alyosha and the thirteen year old Kolya meet for the first time; Alyosha
and the boys gather at Ilyusha's bedside [IV, x (MasiLyukwu), 3-7].
Afternoon
Alyosha goes to see Grushemka [IV, xi (EpaT Wran é&pnoposuv), 1);
Alyosha visits Lize and Mrs. Khokhlakov; Lize is revealed to be deeply

31 Henceforth, 1 have used italics when the time given is an approximation.



disturbed by an unhealthy attraction to evil which is linked with Ivan
fIv, xi, 2J.

Evening
1) Alvosha visits Dmitry in prison; Dmitry discloses that Rakitin, Ivan's
mirror character, has also been visiting him in an attempt to weaken
Dmitry’s new faith in God [IV, xi, 4]; 2) Alyosha and Ivan meet at
Katerina’s, where the latter is revealed to be tormented by the murder
and by his own feeling of guilt [IV, xi, 5].

Flashback to events between the murder and the present time
1) Five days after Fyodor Pavlovich's death Ivan returns from Moscow.
He visits first Dmitry, then Smerdyakov [IV, xi, 6]; 2) two weeks later,
and about six weeks before the trial, Ivan visits Smerdyakov for the
second time after the murder. He then visits Katerina who shows him a
letter from Dmitry which strongly suggests that Dmitry is the murderer
[Iv, xi, 7}.

Evening before the trial
Following the meeting with Alyosha described in Chapter Five, Ivan
visits Smerdyakov for the third time where he learns that Smerdyakov
is the murderer and that he himself served as the ‘'masterminding’
accomplice {IV, xi, 8].

Night
1) Delerious, Ivan has a vision of the devil, Smerdyakov commits
suicide [IV, xi, 9]); 2) Alyosha comes to Ivan to inform him of
Smerdyakov's suicide [IV, xi,10].

The Day Of The Trial

10:00 - Late evening
The whole of Book Twelve (CYmebHas ommMubKXa), which covers more
than a hundred pages, is devoted to the trial precedings. At the same
time, the events described in Book Twelve are compressed within a
single day.

2 _Days After The Trial
llyusha dies [3nunor, 3}

Morning
1) Alyosha visits Katerina; the reader learns that Ivan, now
gravely ill, has been taken in by Katerina; the plans for Dmitry's escape
are discussed [3nuJior, 1}; 2) Alyosha visits Dmitry; Katerina and
Grushenka visit Dmitry [InwmJtor, 2).

Evening
1) Ilyusha's funeral; 2) the 'speech by the stone' [InuMitOr, 3].
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In the introduction, I explained, drawing on Bakhtin, that
the uniqueness of Dostoevsky's art consists partially in the
manner in which his characters are free to express themselves
independently of their creator's control. The result is a multi-
voiced structure, where truth can only emerge from the
interaction of highly autonomous voices, which in some cases
agree and in other cases disagree with one another. This
structure, Bakhtin argues, is analogous to a musical polyphony
where a variety of different, sometimes highly discordant, voices
are brought together to produce a unified whole.

However, Dostoevsky's characters are not only free to
speak independently of their creator; like people in real life,
where the future is unknown and indeterminate, his characters
are portrayed as free to move and act. Only those events, which
have happened prior to the start of the novel and which are
described because they provide the necessary background to the
action which unfolds during the actual story time, appear as set
by the author. By placing in the past the initial situation which
allows for the conflict that follows, and by placing in the present
all subsequent actions leading up to and following the principal
conflict, the action of the novel appears to the reader as
undetermined, and the characters appear to be the sole agents of
their actions. That is, to repeat what Morson states, the author
creates an initial situation, where a series of conflicts are posited,

in order "to provoke the characters into maximal self-revelation

and development, but the direction of the action is not, and should
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not be, clearly seen.”32 However, by mirimizing %
determinative weight of the past, the chronicler aigd o~liaplays
his role as narrator, so that the control which he wields over the
reader by the order and manner in which he relays the eveniy is
not evident. Consequently, and paradoxically, his power to alfect
the reader, as distinct from the characters, is increased.

Given that the ideological “truggle between faith and
atheism is waged by characters who, accurding to the complexities
and torments within their own unique personalities, are shown as
freely engaging in the debate, and given that these same
characters are shown as freely acting and moving in the novel
according to the dictates of their passions and their will, it follows,
therefore, that the plot in the wider sense — as the causal
movement of actions and interactions which form the 'story’ -
may be seen as exhibiting the same search for and rejection of
fatherhpod. As such, it actually mirrors the key elements of this
conflict which the characters express at the ideological level.
Indced, as in real life, the manner in which a person conducts his
life -~ his actions and his relationships with other people - is an
outward expression of his inner being — his thoughts and
torments.

The natural correlation between the inner person and his
actions is dramatically underscored in The Brothers Karamazov by
the short spans of time during which the crucial events of the

novel and intense character interactions occur. That is, the actions

32 *The Baxtin Industry®, op cit.
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of the novel and the dialogues which explicitly reveal the inner
thoughts of the speakers are linked both by their contiguity and
by their common sense of urgency — which in turn are conditioned
by the rapid movement and extreme compression of time.

There is, however, an obvious fundamental distinction
between our perception of living people and characters in a novel.
In real life, the observer exercises more control over his
observation of people, including the order in which he observes
them. The reader of a novel, on the other hand, lacks this control.
He is not only influenced by the actual events and dialogues which
take place, but also by the order and manner in which the story is
told. By technical definition, plot encompasses both the causal
movement of events in the time and space of the novel - the
wider definition of plot, which for clarity I shall refer to as the
‘causal plot' - and the creatively manipulative ordering of these
events, which heavily influences the reader as he moves from
chapter to chapter. This more specific aspect of plot I will refer to
as the 'structural plot'33 In many novels, the chapters are largely
arranged according to the sequential movement of cause and
effect, and as such the order in which the story is told is not
specifically used as a device to influence the reader. However,

Dostoevsky's novels “are not [primarily, P.A.] based on plot in the

33 The mannmer in which I have defined plot closely resembles the formalist
definition of plot, consisting of the ‘fabula’ - the chronological story-line -
and the ‘syuzhet’ - the order and manner in which evenis are presented in
the novel. However, because | extend the formalist definition of ‘fabula’ to
include the causal motivations of the chasacters, ! have chosen to divide
plot according to its causal and structural components instead of according
to the ‘fabula’ and ‘syuzhet’ of the formalists.
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conventional sense of a linear sequence of events combined
according to the principle of causality."34 Rather, just as the
complex interplay of independent and often discordant voices in
the Dostoevskian novel is commonly likened to a musical
polyphony, the structure of his novels and the arrangement of the
chapters, with their tightly controlled thematic variations, long
digressions, transitions, etc., may also be compared to a
polyphony. Jostein Bertnes writes that reading Dostoevsky's

novels:

is like following a theme through its different phases,
waiting for its return while following other themes,
experiencing their simultaneous presence within the
structural whole of the individual novels3$

A general unifying theme of The Brothers Karamazov is
the quest for fatherhood. As such, the structure of the novel has
been designed to foreground for the reader this theme by
interweaving the ideological aspect of the theme of fatherhood -
the debates and struggles which occur concerning the existence of
God the Divine Father — with the physical manifestation of this
theme - the actions and interactions which revolve around a
human father or father figure.

In this Chapter, I will first consider the movement of
events and interactions as they actually occur — the causal plot.
At the same time, the conflict surrounding the quest for

fatherhood, which appears dialogically at the ideological level, will

34 Jostein Bertnes, "Polyphony in The Brothers Karamazov " ,Canadian-
American  Slavic Studies, 17, No.3 (Fall 1983), p.406.
351bid



be exhibited. Secondly, I will discuss the way in which the theme
of fatherhood is foregrounded by the creative ordering of events,
the use of point and counterpoint, and by the use of other literary
devices - the structural plot. Since it would not be possible to
treat this more technical aspect of plot in its entirety in a single
chapter, the structural techniques which Dostoevsky employed to
create his polyphonic novel will be examined as they are
demonstrated at an introductory level in Book One of The Brothers
Karamazov - "UcTopusa OonHOM cemeiiku”. The analysis of plot
will conclude with a general overview of the polyphonic
relationships which, centered around the theme of fatherhood,
draw the Books and the Parts of the novel into a unified whole
where the discordant is combined with the concordant.

The discussion of the causal plot will deal principally
with the characters themselves: the way in which they are
situationally provoked into self-revelation by the potential
conflicts get at the opening of the novel, and the motivations
which provide the causal links in the chain of events that form th::
story line.

The central event, which provides the raison d'étre of all
the actions and interactions which happen before and after it, is
the murder of Fyodor Pavlovich by one of his sons. These sons,
for a long time, had considerable reason to harbor hatred and
bitterness towards their father — a lecherous, stingy and
debauched sensualist — who completely abandoned his children

from their infancy.
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The action set within the present time of the novel begins
when the now adult Karamazov brothers meet for the first time in
Skotoprigonievsk. Dmitry, twenty-eight, is an officer in the
military; Ivan, five years younger, is an intellectual and an
apparent atheist; Alyosha, twenty, is a novice monk under the
direction of the revered Elder Zosima; and Smerdyakov, the
twenty-four year old illegitimate son of Fyodor Pavlovich, is his
father's servant who prides himself as a new man of the sixties.

The principal reason for the boys' return to their father's
home is to be found in the initial situation which provokes all the
actions and events of the novel, including the parricide. On the
surface, this situation is a monetary dispute between the oldest
son and his father. According to Dmitry, his father has cheated
him out of his full inheritance from his mother and still owes him
three thousand roubles. Fyodor Pavlovich, however, maintains
that he has already paid his son all that is owed. At the
monastery, where the Karamazovs agree to settle the conflict
under Father Zosima's guidance, the full nature of the situation is
revealed. Not only are the two men in love with the same woman,
Grushenka, but Fyodor Pavlovich has promised her three
thousand roubles - the exact amount of money which Dmitry says
his father owes him - if she will choose him instead of his son. It
is this complication that has turned Dmitry into a mudman,
capable of parricide. Dmitry's desperation and amxiety are further
increased by his theft of three thousand roubles - again the same
amount of money he believes he is owed — from his fiancée,

Katerina, and his desire to repay her this money before starting a



new life with Grushenka. Meanwhile, Ivan is in love with
Dmitry's fiancée, and therefore hopes as much as his older brother
that Grushenka will choose Dmitry over Fyodor Pavlovich, for only
then would a romantic relationship seem possible between Ivan
and Katerina.

Just two days after the meeting at the monastery, during
which the complications described above are revealed, Fyodor
Pavlovich is murdered. Dmitry, with an obvious motive and
implicated by more than sufficient circumstantial evidence, is
charged. The murder, however, was not committed by Dmitry,
but by the cunningly dissimulative Smerdyakov, the servar: and,
almost certainly, illegitimate son of Fyodor Pavlovich who
despised his father for having denied him his place as a son. The
material motive for murder is the three thousand roubles which
Smerdyakov knows Fyodor Pavlovich has hidden for Grushenka
and which will allow him to move to Moscow. However, there
exists a more subtle, ideological motive: like Raskolnikov in Crime
and Punishment, Smerdyakov kills the old man principally to test
an idea. Here, it is Ivan's idea that if there is no immortality then
‘all is permitted’, including murder for three thousand roubles. At
the same time, the ruthless and cunning servant draws the author
of this idea, Ivan, into the parricide with him by appealing to the
brother's subconscious, demonic side. The implicit understanding
between the two is that Ivan, sharing Smerdyakov's loathing for
his father and desiring the murder to enhance his own designs on
Katerina, intellectually willed the crime and covertly incited his

illegitimate brother, while Smerdyakov simply carried out the act.
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"Ivan thinks abstractly, Smerdyakov accomplishes the practical
conclusion,"36

At the trial Ivan confesses his, and Smerdyakov's, guilt.
But with the only witness who could affirm Ivan's testimony -
Smerdyakov himself - dead, Ivan's confession is futile. The jurors
~ the 'good old peasants', attuned only to the version of reality
that is most presentable in the courtroom (that based solely on
conventional causality as opposed to the ‘higher reality' of the
Smerdyakov-Ivan murder plot) - find Dmitry guilty of the
murder of his father. As the novel draws to its conclusion, Ivan,
haunted by a vision of the devil and an awareness of his own
guilt, is reported to be in a state of mental collapse. Dmitry,
having undergone the ordeal of a ruthless investigation and ready
to assume the responsibility for a crime he did not commit, has a
mystical experience in which he dreams of a suffering babe, and
somehow, from this dream, is for the first time truly able to take
up the cross of Christ.

The link between Ivan's spiritual torment and his guilt in
the murder, and the significance of Dmitry's sudden conversion to
Christianity can only begin to be understood in light of the
spiritual dimension of the murder story - the part of the causal
plot which mirrors most directly the same struggle concerning the
existence of God which is expressed dialogically at the ideological

level. Mochulsky writes: "In The Brothers Karamazov, the

36Dgggggvgky: His life and Work, p.624.
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religious mystery-play is paradoxically joined with a crime
novel."37

At the center of the religious dimension stands Alyosha.
Of the four brothers, only this youngest is entirely innocent of any
conscious desire to kill his father. Moreover, he is the only
brother who begins the novel as a believer in God the Father.
Like his other brothers, however, Alyosha also has his torment
and his period of spiritual doubt. When Father Zosima dies - less
than a day before Fyodor Pavlovich's death -~ Alyosha, out of
misery, finds himself influenced by Ivan's rebellion against God
and begins, as well, to question God's justice. However, his
rebellion does not last long. Like Dmitry, he has a mystical
experience: in a dream, Father Zosima and Jesus appear to him.
The comfort of both his spiritual father and the Son of God
reaffirms in Alyosha his faith in God's love and justice.

Just as all four brothers exhibit — albeit in highly varying
degrees — a rejection of God the Father, there is also a sense in
which they all bear responsibility for the death of their biological
father. Even Alyosha, who "at the crucial moment forgot to be his
brother's keeper,"38 admits that he too feels the Karamazov drive
- that earthly, sensual instinct which was ultimately the cause of
the tensions and passions that precipitated the parricide.
Furthermore, it is significant that Ivan and Smerdyakov, who are

most genuinely and immediately responsible for the death of the

371bid, p.601.

38 Victor Terras, A Karamazov Companpion, (Madison, Wisconsin: The Univ.
of Wisconsin Press, 1981), p.74.
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father, are the only two who remain in rebellion against God, the
Divine Father. Clearly, a definite parallel exists between each
character's relation to his biological father and his relationship to
God. The murder of the physical father symbolizes the intellectual
and spiritual rejection of God the Divine Father.

In light of the parallel described above between the physical
and the spiritual, Dmitry's conversion to Christianity can be
understood as inextricably linked to his basic innocence of the
murder. While he may have harbored a desire for his father's
death, in the same way as he was initially intrigued by Ivan's
atheist formula that all is permitted if there is no immortality, he
did not act on his desire. Nor does the atheist formula ultimately
persuade him. Nevertheless, only with the death of his biological
father, a man who never really was what a father should be, and
through the suffering he endured as a consequence of the murder
investigation, is Dmitry able to recognize his criminal intent and
therefore his shared responsibility for the man's death, and thus
embrace the one who, in Christian terms, is truly and eternally his
father: God.

Alyosha's path is similar. Deprived of fatherly guidance
from his biological father, the youngest son turns to Zosima as a
spiritual father. In a crisis situation comparable to Dmitry's, it is
only when Alyosha's spiritual father dies that he encounters a
mystical experience through which his faith in God the Divine
Father is reaffirmed and strengthened.

The ideological struggle concerning the existence of a God

of love and justice is thus directly represented by the causal piot,
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through the relationships which the sons establish with the father
figures in the novel - biological, spiritual and divine. There is,
however, one further parallel between the ideological quest for
Divine Fatherhood and the causal plot. While, so far, the role of
fathers has been discussed, the function of children in the novel is
equally significant. What many refer to as a subplot of The
Brothers Karamazov centers around the story of Ilyusha and
Alyosha's friendship with him and his classmates. This story is
connected to the main plot — the murder story —in a motivated
causal sense, through Dmitry who had publicly disgraced Ilyusha's
father, and accidentally, when Alyosha encounters the boys. The
conflicts which the boys experience mirror those which
characterize the, now adult, Karamazov brothers. It is made clear
that these children - for the moment relatively innocent - have as
much potential to turn towards evil as towards good. Where,
among the adults, a father figure dies, the child Ilyusha, who will
serve to unite the boys both to each other and to Alyosha, also
dies. Moreover, Alyosha, who had recently lost Lis spiritual
father, and his biological father, and who through their deaths had
found his place as a son of God, becomes a spiritual father to these
boys, who in turn are brought, both through Alyosha's guidance
and through love for their young friend, to faith in the goodness of
God and a desire to work good in the world. Therefore, just as
Dmitry comes to God through his dream of the starving babe, the
memory of the suffering Ilyusha directs the boys on to a Christian

path of brotherly love and mutual responsibility.
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In contrast with the foregoing, however, for Ivan, God's
goodness can not be derived from the suffering of innocent
children. On the contrary, that children suffer and die tragically is
the focal point of his strongest reply to those who, at the
ideological level, emphasize God's love and forgiveness. Ivan says
to Alyosha:

Ecniy cTpajaHus HeTedd nomyiy Ha NMONOJTHEHUe
To#A cYMMBI CTpafaHM$, KOoTOpas HeobXoAuWMa 6bljia
#Ji8 TIOKYNMKM WCTHHBI, TO A YTBepkAapo 3apaHee,
YTO BCA MCTHHa He CcTOUT Tako# ueHsL (I, v, 4, cTp.
266)

At another point, despite this seemingly passionate declaration of
love for children, Ivan admits that he is unable to love individual
people. (II, v, 4, cTp.256-257) Consequently, when he raises the
atrocities committed against children and through them provides
dramatic examples of God's injustice, he nevertheless speaks of
children as a general class — not as separate people whom he |
might have known and loved personally. In contrast to this, the
God that Alyosha and Zosima represent loves individuals: the Son
of God did not die for humanity as an abstract category of beings,
but for each person. As such, the spirit of love and celebration
which engulfs the children upon the suffering and death of
Ilyusha, a child whom they had known personally, is a more
credible indication of God's relationship with his people than the
more abstract reference to suffering children which Ivan voices to
support his rebellion against the Divine Father. Bakhtin writes:

"On Ilyusha's grave a little child's church is erected. And this, as it
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were, is an answer to Ivan . . . The only harmony that has a living
soul is harmony created on living suffering."39

Furthermore, where, at the ideological level, Ivan's
charge that God has unjustly utilized the suffering of children to
pay for salvation is countered by the notion that 'everyone is
responsible for everyone else', the story of Ilyusha as a defence of
God's justice is given additional support by the practical
application of the principle of mutual responsibility in the murder
story. Through the events which unfold, it becomes clear how all
the brothers, as inheritors of the Karamazov sensuality, share
responsibility for the death of their father. In a similar way, each
human being, as an inherifor of the human capacity to commit
evil, is responsible for the sins of his human brothers everywhere.
In this sense, not even the smallest child is entirely innocent, but
by the very condition of his humanity bears the potential for evil.
Therefore, within a Christian framework, there is no such thing as
the suffering of a completely innocent child.

Finally, Ivan's confidence in man's justice, which is
implicit in his rejection of divine justice, is also destroyed by the
causal plot: by man's interpretation of justice, Dmitry is judged
guilty of parricide and sentenced unjustly to suffer for a crime he
did not commit. But, by God's justice, the suffering was given to
Dmitry as a divine gift to enable him to find a joy and peace in
God, which he otherwise might never have found. Moreover,

Dmitry is able to see how, even without this reward, the suffering

39 M. Bakhtin, ed. and trans., C. Emerson, Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics
(Minneapolis: Univ. of Minneapolis, 1984), p.281.
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is in fact justified as a consequence of his shared responsibility for
the murder. This demonstration of the higher justice, which God
is able to bring about from the injustice of man, is clearly meant
for Ivan to observe. He knows for certain that Dmitry's conviction
will be unjust. As such, he is made acutely aware of the failure of
the judgement of man, on which he had previously based his
criticism of God. He is thereby forced to experience personally the
inadequacy of his belief that, in the absence of God, ‘all is
permitted’. Indeed, it is the defeat of Ivan's philosophy in the
events of his own life which can be seen as largely the cause of his
mental breakdown, as well as his potential for recovery.

Clearly, the causal plot does not simply depict the two-
fold theme of fatherhood. It also responds to the principal points
expressed in the religious ‘debate’: the suffering of innocent
children, mutual responsibility, justice, and - a point which will be
dealt with more specifically later — the notion that ‘all is
permitted’.  Indeed, the sum total of tme causal movement of
events and interactions which form the story line may be said to
enter the religious ‘'debate’ as an independent 'voice' interacting
dialogically, agreeing and disagreeing, with the voices of the other
participants. While, in the Socratic Dialogue, truth is to be
discovered through the interplay of differing points of view,
expressed by characters who are free to speak independently of
Socrates, the characters in The Brothers Karamazov, by their
parallel freedom to move and act, may discover the truth of the
problems surrounding fatherhood by their participation in and

mutual dJetermination of the various situations and events of the



story. That is, the situations in which the characters find
themselves and the interplay of diverse actions provoke and help
shape each character's inner search for fatherhood; at the same
time, the outcome of those actions affirms the very conclusions of
the search which the characters together reveal at the ideological
level.

In the Dostoevskian novel, however, the characters are
not the only participants in the collective discovery of truth.
Through a consideration of the architectonics of The Brothers
Karamazov - the structural aspect of the plot — 1 will demonstrate
how Dostoevsky organizes the material of the novel and utilizes
specific devices in such a way as to foreground the dynamics of
the theme of fatherhood and to provoke the reader's active
involvement in the ideological 'debate’ and the corresponding
search for truth. Just as the author allows his characters to speak
and act relatively free of any outside control, he also allows the
reader to come to his own conclusions concerning the ideological
question surrounding fatherhood, independent of the chronicler's,
or the author's own, point of view.

The discussion of the causal plot revealed two planes on
which the characters participate in the novel. The first piane, that
of pure action, surrounds the murder plot and the practical side of
the search for fatherhood. The second plane, that of ideas,
surrounds the ideological struggle connected to the spiritual
aspect of this search — namely, the conflict between faith in God
the Father and atheism. The practical dimension and the

ideological dimension were shown to be separate, and yet
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inextricably linked thematically and dialogically. As Victor
Amend writes, "[while Dostoevsky] entertains his reader with a
compelling story line, he also entertains, in the highest sense of
the word, with his brilliant and cogent discussion of philosophical
problems."40
The structural plot of The Brothers Karamazov may also

be viewed as consisting of two planes or dimensions, which are
separate and yet dialogically intertwined. David Danow
distinguishes these as:

1) the 'subtexts’, which stand outside the present time of the
novel, and

2) the 'main text', which actively advances the story line.

The ‘subtexts’ which exist in the novel are also of two

types. The first type, the anecdote, describes a past incident
which involved one of the characters. The anecdote, as such, may
be seen as a contiguous, metonymic extension of the main story
line, and reveals crucial information about the characters which
will help the reader understand the events and interactions which
are presently unfolding. The second type of 'subtext’, Danow
explains, is the incorporated text, which "is drawn from either a
fictive or documentable source outside the realm of the novel
proper.™! This type of tale, by the metaphoric association of
similarity, also reveals the crucial aspects of the ideological

dimension of the novel and, thereby, foregrounds for the reader

40 Victor Amend, *Theme and Form in 'The Brothers Karamazov',’ Modern
Fiction Studies, vol.3-4 (1957-59), p-242.

41 David Danow, "Subtexts of 'The Brothers Karamazov'," Russian  Literature,
X1 (1982), p.176.
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their importance. Thus, by enhancing and responding to the
principal elements of the novel — the practical events surrounding
the action and the ideological 'debate’ - the ‘subtexts' interact
"dialogically” with the 'main text’, drawing the whole work into a
tightly spun web of association, designed to foreground the theme
of fatherhood.

The associations described above which unite the
'subtexts’ with the 'main text’, and, as well, the method of relation
which brings the action of the novel together with the spiritual
debates, all belong to the technique of point and counterpoint:
"The art ... of playing off complementary and opposing characters,
themes, or plots against each other."¢2 Dostoevsky begins with
only subtle hints of the themes and crucial elements of his novel.
Through the contrapuntal association of the 'subtext' with the
actions and themes developed in the ‘'main text’, and through the
use of counterpoint to structure the ‘'main text' itself, the author
gradually advances the elements introduced at the beginning of
the novel, bringing them to their crescendo and denouement with
the skill of a composer. It is this layering of themes, levels, etc.,
based on their metonymic or metaphoric connections with
previous subtexts or with material from the 'main text', that gives
the novel a delicately interwoven harmony that may indeed be
likened to a musical polyphony.

The contrapuntal technique, which places contradictory

material side by side and which builds a complex web of

42 Harry Shaw, Dictionary of Literary Terms. (New York: McGraw-Hill, Inc.,
1972), p.98.



interconnections and associations, draws the reader actively into
what can appear to be the chaotic, illogical mixture of the
unmixable. Like the participants in the ancient carnival, the
reader enters the world of the novel as an ‘active player’, unsure
of what will be around the next cormner: a fool or a saint, a murder
or a conversion, a scene of drunkenness and debauchery or a
theological ‘debate’. At the same time, a series of literary devices
is employed specifically to enhance the reader's expectations and
maintain his interest. The most prominent of these are
foreshadowing and the enigmatic. These devices, like the
structural technique of counterpoint, serve to direct the reader to
crucial relationships so that he, along with the characters, may be
part of the collective search for truth.

The manner in which the structure outlined above
foregrounds the theme of fatherhood and provokes the reader's
active participation in the ideological 'debate' may be
demonstrated through the example of Book One of The Brothers
Karamazoy; "Mctopus opHoii cemeiikn.” The techniques and
devices utilized here are the same as those employed throughout
the novel. Only with regard to time, as was illustrated in the time
chart, does Book One differ structurally from the other Books.
That is, the events described in these first five Chapters are
presented in the past; whereas, the remaining Books, while
technically set in the past, present the action of the main plot as
unfolding. in the present. Consequently, the way in which the
indeterminate and whirlwind nature of time underscores the

narrative incidents and heightens the relationship between the
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action of the novel and the ideological dimension will not be
discussed beyond its representation in the time chart. However,
despite this drawback to using Book One as the structural model
for the rest of the novel, this introductory section is nevertheless
the best choice for the following reason: if the introduction, which
does not contain any of the 'present' action of the novel, can be
shown to be unified within itself according to the same complex
methods of composition as that which unites the novel generally,
then the overall strength and consistency of Dostoevksy’'s system
will be evident. Additionally, if the author's elaborate polyphonic
system can be proven to serve as an effective unifying principle
in Book One, where the causal movement of events in time does
not exist, then it is clear that this method of unification functions
independent of time. Moreover, becauses the actions and events
which take place are not subservient to the task of providing a
conventional unity, they can indeed appear as freely emergent
and even illogical, as they are in real life.

"HcTtopua onpHoO#K ceMeiikn," would appear to begin in
the conventional manner of a nineteenth-century novel, namely,
with the biographical background of the Karamazov family. Upon
closer scrutiny, however, this introductory Book is no more
conventional than the rest of the novel. Parallel to the structure
employed throughout The Brothers Karamazov, Book One is
arranged according to the seemingly haphazard combination of
strange subtexts and the counterpoint of themes. With regard to
the background stories of the first Book, Victor Terras, citing

Likhachov, writes that here “there is no motivation, [there is, P.A.]



staccato narrative, and no logic... all of it [the elements of the
book] enhanced by stylistic paradoxes, ambiguity, and an
acceptance of strange developments at their face value."$3
Nevertheless, information given in this section, whether obviously
or obliquely, foreshadows the crucial elements surrounding
fatherhood which are to become more prominent as the action of
the novel progresses.

According to the chapter headings of Book One, it would
appear that each chapter has been designed to discuss one of the
principal characters: Fyodor, Dmitry, Ivan, Alyosha and Zosima,
respectively. While the character indicated by the heading may
be said to be the focus of the chapter, each chapter is nevertheless
riddled with subtexts and digressions which often relate more
directly to a character discussed in another chapter or to thematic
elements whose significance are to become apparent only later.
This layering of associations between and within the chapters
enhances the thematic unity among the chapters, and indeed
between Book One and the rest of the novel. It demands as well
the reader's strict attention to detail. Also, the polyphonic
layering allows the author to introduce from the beginning the
complex intertwining of ideas and actions which will be
recognized later as the central themes and thematic variations of
the novel. That is, the crucial elements of the novel are

introduced and their interrelations with one another

43A Karamazov Companion p.101.
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foreshadowed even before any present action of the novel has
taken place.

Consequently, the polyphonic structure of Book One can
not be adequately illustrated by simply examining the chapters
according to the order in which they occur, because the layering,
which foregrounds the main traits of the characters and
foreshadows the principal themes, operates both within and
across the individual chapters. Instead, the architectonics of the
first Book will be demonstrated in two parts: first, I will trace the
distinct chains of associations initiated by the insertiin of various
'subtexts' to show how these highlight the dominant features of
the leading characters; and secondly, I will show how the major
themes of the novel are foreshadowed in each of the chapters by
the relation which exists between the information provided in the
'main text' and the characters to whom the chapter titles refer.

In Chapter One, in the midst of the description of
4delaida Miusov, Fyodor's ﬁrst. wife, the chronicler incorporates a
brief tale describing a suicide: a young lady who, out of secret love
for a2 man whom she incorrectly believes she could not have
married, imagines herself to be another Ophelia and kills herself
by plummeting into a lake. The chronicler compares the
temperament of Fyodor Pavlovich's first wife to the suicide,
explaining that Adelaida, who had eloped with Fyodor Pavlovich
and then three years later taken up with a divinity student, was
similarly attracted by the dramatic side of romance. Through this
explicit parallel between Adelaida and the lady who had

committed suicide, other crucial attributes of Adelaida, which are
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shared by the lady, are highlighted. Fyodor's first wife is
described as a "mama ropguas, cMeJiad, cMyYrJiad,
HeTeprnejiuBad, OJapeHHad ZaMevaTeJSIbHOK ¢HUIMUYECKOD
cunoit." (I, i, 1, cTp. 8) Although the personality of the lady in
the tale is not explicitly described, the extreme nature of the act
of suicide suggests that she was as passionate, daring and
impatient as Adelaida. When, in Chapter Two, the chronicler
describes Fyodor Pavlovich's impression of Dmitry, the son of
Adelaida, as ";mrerkomMeicJieH, 6YeH, CO CTpacTaAMM,
HeTepnedus," (I, i, 2, cTp.12) there is a simultaneous reminder
not just of his mother, but of the lady who had committed suicide.
As a consequence of the double reminder of Dmitry's fiery,
passionate and dramatic inclination in Adelaida and in the lady,
these features of his character are foregrounded.

But, the incorporated tale in the first Chapter is not only
associated with Adelaida. When in Chapter Three the reader is
acquainted with Sophia, Fyodor's second wife, he is reminded
again of the young lady who had committed suicide. First of all,
where the lady in the tale had committed suicide by drowning,
Sophia had previously attempted to hang herself — both incidents
were desperate acts of overly sensitive, passionate and somewhat
melodramatic young women. Secondly, the chronicler reinforces
his initial reference to the suicide, explicitly stating that Sophia's
decision to marry Fyodor Pavlovich was comparable to jumping in

the river. Indeed, the marriage was destined to be a disaster
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from the beginning, because of the contrast between Sophia,
"KpoTKas, HezJiobMBas M b6ezoTBeTHasd," {41, 3, cTp.12-13)
and her uncouth new husband.

However, as the attempted suicide suggests, Sophia was
not always as mild and gentle as the chronicler first described her
to be. In Chapter Four an incident is related in which this young
woman, in hysterics, had held her two-year old infant child,
Alyosha, before an icon and prayed to the mother of God for him.
Like the report of the attempted hanging, this anecdote reveals
another side of Fyodor Pavlovich's second wife: the passionate,
high-strung streak which was reflected in the lady's suicide, and
more directly exhibited in Adelaida and Dmitry. But, where the
passionate and fiery inclination of Adelaida and Dmitry allows
them to be violent and unruly, Sophia's passion and fire is
directed toward an unwavering faith in God. As a result, the
strength of Sophia's spiritual belief in God is emphasized by its
contrast with the violent physical strength displayed by Adelaida
and Dmitry. Furthermore, the coincidence in Sophia of humility
and apparent passivity with an almost fanatic faith in God serves
to heighten, as well, the depth of this woman's faith. Finally, in
the same chapter, Chapter Four, the similarity between Fyodor
Pavlovich's second wife and her son, Alyosha, is suggested when
the reader learns that the boy, who was always very spiritual,
ardently desired to serve the truth in which he had come to
believe, and, as such, at the age of nineteen he had planned to
become a monk. Indeed, the chronicler informs the reader that

Fyodor Pavlovich would often tell the boy how much he was like



his mother. Alyosha, who is the final link in the above described
chain of associations, is thus foregrounded as a pious young man,
whose passions were aimed at serving God and his elder.

Where the personalities of Dmitry and Alyosha are
emphasized by similar comparisons with their mothers, stemming
initially from the example of the lady who had committed suicide,
Ivan's character is also underscored by its relation to the example
of his mother. The association this time, however, is contrastive.
The third Chapter, which deals principally with Ivan, begins with
the description of the boy's mother, Sophia. The woman's
vulnerability and humility are contrasted to Ivan's arrogant
independence and to his pride. When the reader learns here of
Sophia's ardent faith in God and, in Chapter Five, of Ivan's equally
passionate rejection of the Divine Father, the disparity between
mother and son is enhanced. As a result, Ivan's rejection of the
God, in whom his mother so deeply believed, is foregrounded.
Where Dmitry's passion was, at least initially, exhibited through
violence and Alyosha's through faith in God, Ivan's passion, also
very much in the spiritual realm, was directed toward rebellion.

The dominant traits of Fyodor Pavlovich's character, like
those of his sons, are accentuated largely through the use of
‘'subtexts’. These reveal him to be a debauched, sensual buffoon.
The first chapter ends with an anecdote telling how Fyodor
Paviovich derived great pleasure out of going from town to town
complaining of how his wife, Adelaida, had run off with a divinity
student. When he learns that she had died, he is described as

having also made a public affair of her death, some reporting that
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he had rejoiced at his new freedom, others that he had wept
bitterly.  Later, the buffoonery of Fyodor Pavlovich, which he
exhibits with great relish, will be seen to provide comic relief
from serious topics which might otherwise be too cumbersome.
As well, with his deeper self hidden under the mask of a buffoon,
Fyodor Pavlovich, like the players at an ancient carnival, is able to
utter the most absurd and insulting statements, whose very
candidness will often hit closer to the mark than the statements of
most other characters.

The fifth main character, Father Zosima, is introduced in
Chapter Five. In this chapter, little is revealed directly about him.
However, two incorporated tales foreshadow important events
involving the elder which will later take place.

The first tale describes the death of a martyr for Christ.
According to the legend, the man had long ago disobeyed a
command from his elder. As a result, to the astonishment of those
who had believed him to be a saint, his coffin is hurled out of the
church at the moment when the presiding deacon reads the
liturgy: "OrnamerHsie, uzbiAuTe." (1,1, 5, cTp. 29) This tale
relates metaphorically to Zosima's death. The people had believed
him to be a saint, and as such they were convinced that his body
would not decay. When in fact it does bcgin to decompose,
scandal results and some of the people come to believe that this
was a sign from God that the revered elder was not a saint, but
rather a messenger of the devil.

The second incorporated tale describes a monk who had

found spiritual comfort and rest on Mt. Athos. To his grief, his
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elder demands that he leave Athos and go out into the world to
Jerusalem and to Siberia. Similarly, just before Zosima dies he
tells Alyosha that he must leave the monastery — the boy's one
place of spiritual comfort - and go out into the world where he
will be needed.

In keeping with the nature of the 'subtexts' to reveal
information about a character other than that indicated by the
chapter title, the two tales recounted in Chapter Five have more to
do with Alyosha than with Zosima. First, it is with respect to
Alyosha that the elder's death and the scandal caused by his
decay ultimately lead to a strengthening of the young man's faith
in God. Secondly, Alyosha's decision to act as a missionary for
good in the world, which follows from Zosima's command that he
leave the monastery, is the source of the fatherly direction which
the young man gives to the children in the novel — a direction
whose consequences, as noted earlier, counter Ivan's rejection of
the Divine Father.

Nevertheless, despite the fact that the ‘subtexts' found in
each chapter of Book One refer more to characters in another
chapter, the character indicated by the chapter title and the
contents of the chapter do bear a specific thematic relation to one
another. As well, the reader's curiosity is aroused by the insertion
of seemingly irrelevant material and by the chronicler's use of the
enigmatic. These inserts, seen in relation to the characters
dominating the respective chapters, foreshadow the principle
conflicts and themes which, centering essentially around the

question of fatherhood, will be developed throughout the rest of
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the novel. The analysis of Book One, therefore, is not complete
witheut an examination of the relation that exists between the
character indicated by the chapter title and the specific thematic
clements that =re present there.

Chapter One, entitled "®€gop MaByioBMY Kapamazos,”
begins with the enigmatic statement that Fyodor Pavlovich
became a celebrity because of his 'tragic and mysterious' death. (I,
i, 1, cTp. 6) In this Chapter, Fyodor Paviovich is introduced as
fundamentally cruel and depraved. As a result, the reader's
curiosity to find out the details of his mysterious death is
provoked.

In Chapter Two, a highly suggestive detail is provided.
After having described Dmitry's violent, unruly nature and the
money dispute between him and his father, the chronicler
explains that it is this confrontation over money that leads to the
catastrophe which is the subject of the main plot. For the first
time, the reader is given the idea that Dmitry may be the
perpetrator of parricide. Where in Chapter One the title purely
depicts its content, the title of Chapter Two, "MlepBoro cniHa
cnipoBajMJi,” may be understood as an ironic contrast to the main
theme of the chapter. Although, in keeping with a direct
interpretation of the title of this chapter, the chronicler briefly
describes how the infant Dmitry is taken from his father and
passed from hand to hand as a consequence of Fyodor Pavlovich's
complete neglect, the second half of the chapter deals with
Dmitry's return to his father and his insistence on the inheritance

from his mother. Indeed, in the long run, the father has not 'shed’
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his son after all. But, more strikingly, the dominant idea

presented here is Dmitry's anger toward his father and the
confrontation between the two. Combining this piece of
information metonymically with the information that Fyodor
Pavlovich is to be murdered, the reader implies that, instead of
Fyodor Pavlovich ‘getting shed of his son, Dmitry will actually 'get
shed of' his father.

In Chapter Three, entitled "BTOpo¥ 6pak M BTOphIe
netn,” Ivan, as already mentioned, is contrasted with his pious
mother, Sophia. There is no special significance to the chapter
title. However, information given about Ivan is crucial. This son,
exceptionally intelligent, but cold and proud, had just published a
startling article on the jurisdiction of ecclesiastical courts, which
had such impact among academic circles that both clerics and
atheists believed the author to be ome of their own. First of all,
Ivan's sudden popularity among clerics and atheists alike would
immediately remind the nineteenth-century reader of the
warnings that were being pronounced everywhere at that time
regarding the coming of the Antichrist — the truth to be preached
by Christ's arch rival is to appear so universal as to be believed by
people of all different religions and creeds. As the action of the
novel and its ideological dimension progress, Ivan will be
increasingly associated with the devil. Secondly, contiguous to the
mention of Ivan's article which affirms his intellectual ability and
suggests a possible demonic dualism, the question as to why Ivan
had chosen to come to his father's town at this time is posed. The

chronicler adds coyly and with a tone of mystery: "Ctoxsb
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POKOBO npuesn 3TOT, NMOCJYKMBIIMUIA HavaJIOM KO
CTOJILKMM NOCJIEACTBUAM, AJIA MEHA [OJIr0 NOTOM,
NMOYTH BCerpga, ocrtaBajics fesioMm HedacHeIM." (I, 14, 3, cTp.17)
Only much later is Ivan's intellectual complicity in the murder
revealed and the explicit connection made between his rejection
of the Divine Father and his role in the death of his b:.‘ogical
father. However, the theme of intellectual parricide is already
foreshadowed here by the contiguous, metonymic relation of these
two pieces of information: the reader is to suspect that Ivan, too,
may have a part to play in his father's death, and that this role is
somehow related to his intellectral pride which prevents him
from accepting God the Father.

The title of Chapter Four, "TpeTuit cbiH An€ma,” similar
to the title of Chapter One, neutrally describes the subject of the
chapter. Here, through an. anecdote describing a conversation
which had taken place recently between Alyosha and Fyodor
Pavlovich, the reader is acquainted with what will develop into
the central ideological theme of the novel — namely, that
concerning the conflict between faith in the Divine Father and
atheism, and the participants' corresponding search for truth.
When Alyosha, who is presented as a deeply spiritual Christian,
asks for his father's permission to enter the monastery, Fyodor
Pavlovich responds by telling Alyosha of an instance where in one
monastery the monks secretly received French girls. Then, with
this mockery hardly finished, Fyodor becomes instantly very
pious, and asks Alyosha to pray for him. He also asks the boy if

there are hooks in hell, which will be able to drag him down.



When Alyosha responds that hooks do not exist there, Fyodor
Pavlovich adds, «iiuding to Voltaire, that then ‘il faudrait les
inventer. The conversation ¢ov: iules with Fyodor asking Alyosha
to try to find out the truth so that he za: retein to let him know.
The full significance of this conversation can only e realized later
when Ivan echoes, with reference to God, the same words from
Voltaire [II faudrait I' inventer], However, even at this point the
image of hooks dragging sinners into hell and of Fyodor Pavlovich,
depraved and sinful, asking his son to pray for him and to bring
him the truth remains.

Thematically, the last Chapter of Book One, entitled
"Ctapybi” may be viewed as an extension of the previous
Chapter, described above. Where in Chapter Four the dialogue
between Alyosha and Fyodor Pavlovich is the first suggestion of a
religious dimension to the novel, in this Chapter the two sides of
the conflict between faith in God and the rejection of God are
introduced more directly.  First, the fact that there is a dichotomy
between faith and doubt is asserted at the beginning of the
Chapter in a short digression on realism. If a believer in God the
Father is a realist, miracles will never confound him. Rather, "oH
MMEeHHO NOo peajIY3MY CBOEMY RAOJIkeH HenmpeMeHHO

ponyctuTth ¥ uypo." (I, i, 5, cTp. 27) However:

ecJi1 OH [pealiUCT] He BepYDOUKii, Bceraa HauWpéT

B cebe CUJIY M CNOCOBHOCTh He NMOBEpPUTb M 4YAY,

a ecniM 4YYAO CTaHeT npes HMM HeOTpPasMMbIM
$akTOM, TO OH CKOpee He NOBepUT CBOMM YYBCTBaM,

yem gonyctut ¢akT (L i, 5, cTp. 27)
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While here it is explicitly stated that Alyosha is the believer
whose realism strengthens his faith, Ivan will later be shown to
be the atheist realist whose torment lies in his inability to believe
irrationally in a God of love and ultimate justice.

Secondly, the atheist leitmotif embodied by Ivan that ‘all
is permitted’ if there is no immortality is suggested indirectly in
Chapter Five through the positive example of Alyosha. The
chronicler writes that, because Alyosha strongly believed in the
'truth’, he desired to perform good works in service of this truth.
Were he, however, to have become convinced that God and
immortality do not exist, he would then have joined the atheist
socialists in an effort to build a tower of Babel without God. The
implied connection between these two statements is the atheist
leitmotif. That is, disbelief in God and immortality both destroys
any reason to desire to perform good works and, at the same time,
permits one to act in any manner he pleases, without God. Two
days into the start of the action, the principal builder of the ‘tower
of Babel' will be shown to be the Grand Inquisitor - Ivan's
fictional character who most explicitly embodies the formula that
‘all is permitted if there is no immortality’, and through whom
Ivan argues against the truth presented by the Divine Father in
Christ.

Thirdly, the Christian leitmotif that ‘everyone is
responsible for everyone else’, which stands against the atheist
formula in a very close negative parallel relationship and which is
the theoretical refutation of Ivan's main criticism of God - based

on the suffering of the innocent - is alluded to in this chapter as
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well. The chronicler explains that the Russian people, exhausted
by their own and by the world's suffering and sinfulness, see in
Zosima hope and cause for joy: this holy man's wisdom and
righteousness is an indication that the ideal of truth and justice
has not vanished from the earth but "cTajio 6bITh, KOrpa-
HU6YAbL M K HaM Tepediff€T ¥ BOUApUTCH TO Bced 3emJe,
kak obemano.” (1, i, 5,ctp. 32) The Russian people are burdened
not only by their own suffering and sinfulness, but also by the
suffering and sins of the world. As such, just as each man shares
the responsibility for the sins of the world, he also shares in the
suffering of his fellow human beings.

Finally, Chapter Five concludes with an abrupt return
from the spiritual plane to the practical, and from the narrative
past to the present time, with a description of Alyosha's
impression of the relationship between himself and his brothers.
He felt close to Dmitry, but found that he was unable to
understand his mysterious half brother, Ivan. The chronicler's
expressions of Alyosha's intuitive feelings about his brothers are
perhaps the most enigmatic statements in Book One, and at the
same time they subtly foreshadow the interrelation between the
main plot, surrounding the parricide, and the ideological
dimension of the novel, surrounding faith in God and intellectual
atheism. First of all, Alyosha felt that "MBaH 4YeM-TO 3aHAT,
4eM-TO BHYTPeHHMM W BAaXHLIM, YTO OH CTPEMHTCR K
Kakol-To LeJiU.... OH [AJi€éma] coBepmieHHO 3HaJl, 4TO
6pat ero arteucT.” (I, i, 5, cTp. 33) Second of all, he noticed that

Dmitry spoke of Ivan with strange emotion. Only later, the
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chronicler writes, did Alyosha learn the details of the important
matter,"kKOTOpOe CBSIZaJIO B NocJiefilHee BpeMs O60UX
cTapmux 6paThbeB 3aMevaTeJIbHOO M TeCcHOK CcBA3bD." (I, i,
5, ctp. 33) During the course of the novel the reader learns how
deeply Ivan was tormented with the problem of belief in the
Divine Father and how his atheist formula ultimately led to the
murder of his biological father. As well, the secret connection
between the two older brothers is later established to be a
common desire to ensure that Grushenka does not choose their
father over Dmitry — hence, the shared motive for parricide. At
this point, however, these enigmatic statements, considered in
light of the rest of the information in Book One, heighten the
reader's expectation of the unfolding of some dramatic event and
draw him into the drama by provoking him to act as detective in
solving the truth of the combined fateful death and religious
mystery play.

Where in Book One of The Brothers Karamazov the
information presented and the themes foreshadowed were
centered principally around the three legitimate brothers, the
remaining Bocks and Parts of the novel are likewise organized
with respect to Dmitry, Ivan and Alyosha. In the first Book, the
thematic relation between the brothers’ personalities and the
information provided in conjunction with each of them could only
be suggested obliquely. However, as the murder plot and the
ideological dimension of the novel progress, each brother becomes
increasingly identified with a main theme. Just as, in the first

Book, thematic elements are highlighted by playing off one



element against another, throughout the novel the major themes
and leitmotifs are foregrounded first by their embodiment in the
brothers and secondly by the contrapuntal arrangement of the
brothers and their themes with respect to one another. On the
one hand, information regarding all three brothers is revealed in
each Book, in the same way as each chapter in Book One reveals
information about characters dominating another chapter. On the
other hand, each Book, like each Chapter in the first Book, focuses
on one of the brothers and the theme he embodies. To properly
illustrate the importance of Book One as a basic introduction to the
novel and to demonstrate the overall consistency of theme and
style, the remaining Books and Parts of The Brothers Karamazov
will be discussed with respect to theme.

Bocks Two and Three, which complete Part One, may also
be viewed as introductory. Although the actual action of the
novel begins with Book Two, essentially only the initial situation,
which will provoke the parricide and the ideological 'debate’
concerning God, is revealed during the remainder of this first Part.
That is, by the end of Part One the characters are introduced
directly through their own actions and voices, and the themes,
which had been vaguely suggested in the first Book, are explicitly
defined.

Book Two, which takes place at the monastery, centers
initially around Ivan and his article on the jurisdiction of
ecclesiastical courts. The cold, intellectual atheism of its author,
although not apparent in the article itself, seems evident during

the discussion of church and state. Nevertheless, at the same
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time, the elder perceives that Ivan is tormented by a dualism,
stemming from his inability to solve the conflict within himself
regarding the existence of God the Father and immortality. Zosima
says to him: "Maes 3ta em@ He pemeHa B BamleM cepAle M
MY4YaeT ero..M60 HacTOATeJIbHO TpebyeT PpazpemeHus.” (I,
ii, 6, cTp. 76) Furthermore, when Miusov, hoping to embarrass
Ivan in front of the monks, mentions that Ivan has devised the
formula, alluded to in Book One, that 'everything is permitted if
there is no immortality’, this leitmotif is henceforth ascribed to
Ivan. The theme which he comes to represent is intellectual
atheism.

Alyosha is silent during the discussion between Ivan and
the monks, and indeed during the whole meeting. However, his
character is illuminated and his theme identified through Zosima,
the boy's elder and spiritual father. The theme of humble faith in
God the Father, which contrasts Ivan's theme of intellectual
atheism, is preached by the Elder Zosima, and exemplified by
Alyosha through his humble silence and his respect for Zosima.
As well, where the atheist leitmotif that ‘all is permitted' is
embodied by Ivan, the corresponding Christian leitmotif of mutual
responsibility, also alluded to in Book One, is indirectly linked to
Alyosha through its ‘formulation by Zosima. The elder says:
"JID60BL TakKoe 6ecleHHOe COKpOBHIle, YTO Ha He# Bech
MHD KYNMUTH MO%eMmb, ¥ He TOJIbKO CBOM, HO U YYxue
rpexy emé& BoIKYnumb." (I, ii, 3, cTp. 56)

Dmitry arrives near the end of the meeting at the

monastery - which, ironically, had originally been planned to
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resolve the monetary conflict between him and Fyodor Pavlovich.
The conversation quickly switches from spiritual matters to the
family problem at hand. When Grushenka's name arises, Dmitry
shows himself to be as unruly and passionate as he was described
in the second Chapter of the novel. In the sixth Chapter of Book
Two, entitled "3avyeM %xMBET Tako# ueJsioBek!," Dmitry angrily
echoes the chapter title with regard to his father, who had been
provoking him with his buffoonery in the same way that he had
been provoking Miusov earlier in the meeting. Consequently,
Dmitry is identified by the characters present and by the reader
as a potential father-killer.  Therefore, the initial theme which
comes to be associated with Dmitry is parricide.

With regard to the events surrounding the conflict
between biological father and son, which include the love triangles
and most of the main story line, Dmitry is the principal hero.
With respect to the struggle between faith in the Divine Father
and atheism, which is played out at the ideological level, Alyosha
and Ivan are the principal heroes.

The brothers, however, can not be exclusively assigned to
one of the two dimensions of the novel. This is clear from the
third Book of Part One, entitled "CsragocTpacTHHMKKW." In Book
One, Dmitry's violent temperament and Alyosha's religious
convictions were shown to be rooted in a fundamentally
passionate nature. Here also Ivan is described to have adopted
the atheist position with the same ardor. Furthermore, in the
second Book, a principal theme and/or leitmotif was seen to be

embodied in an extreme fashion in each brother:



1) Ivan's leitmotif is the idea that ‘all is permitted if there is
no immortality; his theme is intellectval atheism;

2) Alyosha represents the leitmotif that 'everyoze is
responsible for everyone and for everything'; his theme is humbie
faith in God;

3) Later Dmitry will be connected most essentially with
Alyosha's leitmotif and theme. However, through much of the
novel his theme is parricide.

Finally, in Book Three, a tendency toward extremes, which allows
the brothrers to be associated with a theme, is linked to the
'Karamazov sensual drive'. It is present in all members of the
family. Even Alyosha and Ivan, who — as the 'pro and contra' of
the ideological 'debate’ between faith and atheism - would appear
to be divorced from the passions of the physical world, exhibit
this sensualism: during the discussion that takes place between
Alyosha and Dmitry following the gathering at the monastery,
Alyosha directly admits to his older brother that he feels the
Karamazov drive; and, later in the evening when Dmitry attacks
his father, Ivan exhibits an odd, sensual delight in the love
triangle involving Dmitry and Fyodor Pavlovich. At the same
time, Dmitry, whose physical sensualism is evident — his romantic
entanglements indeed occupy much of the Book - is also
passionate with regard to his love for the Divine Father. He says
to Alyosha: "IycTs 94 MAY B TO Xxe caMoe BpeMs BcJlen 3a
YEpTOM, HO & BCE-TAaKM M TBOM CbIH, I'OCMOAU, U JTOBITIO

Tebqa." (I, iii, 4, cTp. 116)
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The idea that Dmitry will kill his father, the Dmitry
theme, is significantly developed in this HBook as the full nature of
the desperate situation involving Grushenka is revealed. 1In
particular, in the Chapter entitled "CyrajocTpacTHHKH," the idea
is firmly implanted when Dmitry actually attacks his father,
promising to kill him the next time. However, in Book Three as
well, Ivan's involvement in parricide, in conjunction with
Smerdyakov, is also foreshadowed. Where, in the first Book, the
description of the complimentary reception of Ivan's article by
both Christians and atheists suggests a possible diabolic side to its
author, Smerdyakov is directly introduced as demonic, and a link
is explicitly made between Ivan and Smerdyakov. This parallels
the secret connection between Ivan and Dmitry, which had been
mentioned in the first Book. Later, the day before Dmitry's trial, it
will be revealed that, where the relation between Ivan and
Dmitry involves a common motive for murder, Ivan and
Smerdyakov are linked by the actual act of parricide. As was
explained in the section on causal plot, Smerdyakov uridges the
crime story with the religious mystery play by the murder of the
biological father in order to please Ivan and to test the older
brother's formula that 'all is permitted’ if there is no God or
immorality.

With the principal characters, themes and the situation
surrounding the main plot fully introduced in Part One, the
themes can be treated in their own right during the remainder of
The Brothers Karamazov. That is, each remaining Book is centered

around one of the main themes - parricide, atheism or faith - and
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consequently around one of the three brothers — Dmitry, Ivan or
Alyosha.

Part two principally advances the ideological dimension
of the novel — the struggle between faith in the Divine Father and
the rejection of God. The first Book of Part Two, entitled
"HagpeiBel", deals with the problem of suffering which, as was
mentioned previously, is the basis of Ivan's spiritual rebellion.
Alyosha is disturbed by the knowledge that his elder will soon
die, Ivan is tormented because of his desperate love for Katerina,
the child, Ilyusha, and his father suffer from disgrace and
poverty. In the sense that the deep pain of each of these
characters is unavoidable, it appears to be the result of the unkind
or indifferent hand of providence. Thus, although Ivan only
directly appears in Chapter Five, entitled "HappeiB B rocTHHOM,"
and although other major ideas are touched upon, he may be
viewed as central to the Book. On the one hand, the dramatization
of torment provides practical examples of undeserved, ‘'innocent'
suffering, which Ivan will voice as his principal criticism of God
the Father. On the other hand, events surrounding Aiyosha's
sorrow over the impending death of Zosima and the subplot
surrounding the suffering and death of Ilyusha, which have been
introduced in this Book and seem to support Ivan's position, later
come to show the fallacy of this position, providing instead proof
of God's power to bring joy from suffering.

The Book described above, Book Four, which forces the
reader to focus on suffering, leads directly into the second Book of

Part Two. Entitled "Pro and Contra,” Book Five centers explicitly



around Ivan and the theme of intellectual atheism. Here, citing
tales of suffering children, Ivan first explains his reason for
rejecting God's justice and his promise of salvation. Secondly, in
the celebrated chapter "BeJinkuit MHKBU3UTOP," he offers his
own alternative to Christianity within the framework of
interpreting western Catholicism.  Through Ivan's fictional
Inquisitor, ihe atheist leitmotif that ‘all is permitted' is
personified. However, at the end of this Book Ivan's confidence in
a world without God and in the idea that ‘everything is permitted'
is shaken. When he meets Smerdyakov on the day before the
murder of Fyodor Pavlovich, the lackey half-brother draws him
subtly into a plot to commit parricide. Although he implicitly
agrees to go along with Smerdyakov's plan, as indeed it accords
with his atheist formula, Ivan is greatly tormented by a deep
sense of evil within himself.

The last Book of Part Two entitled "Pycckuii MHOK,"
which treats the Alyosha theme of humble faith in the Divine
Father, counters Book Five. Through the voice of Alyosha,
Zosima's teachings about faith and forgiveness are presented.
Suffering, instead of being an example of God's injustice, is argued
to provide evidence of his great mercy and love, for only through
suffering can one attain true joy and the knowledge of God's
goodness.  Furthermore, where the causal plot demonstrates how
the Christian leitmotif of mutual responsibility supports this
notion, Zosima explains in this Book that everyone, including those

- who are more innocent than others, is responsible for the sins of
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everyone else, and consequently he must suffer both for his own
sins and for the sins of the world.

The profound philosophical and religious ideas presented
in Books Five and Six of Part Two are the heart of the theme of
fatherhood, and indeed the high-point of the ideological dimension
of The Rrothers Karamazov. Here, the two opposing sides — faith
in the Divine Father and the rejection of God - are fully presented
side by side and dialogically played off against one another.
Where in this part the problem of suffering is revealed to be the
crux of the ideological ‘debate’, Zosima's defense of suffering is
thereafter given practical application in Part Three.

Book Seven, the first Book of Part Three, follows
Alyosha's theme of faith in God. Very early in the morning of the
third day set within the time of the novel the Elder Zosima dies,
and the resulting scandal caused by the rapid decay of his body,
which had been foreshadowed in Chapter Five of Book One, brings
Alyosha great sadness. With his spiritual father dead, he
undergoes a short period during which he doubts the love of the
Divine Father. At Grushenka's in the evening of the same day as
the elder's death, however, Alyosha's despair is lessened through
the tale of the onion. As told by Grushenka, this incorporated tale
teaches that one single act of kindness is sufficient to allow
forgiveness for a lifetime of sins. By analogy, if one kind act can
forgive a multitude of sins, then, as the Christian leitmotif asserts,
the continual love and kindness of good people will be able to
redeem the world. Encouraged by Grushenka's faith in the one

onion, Alyosha returns to the monastery where he has a dream in
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which Zosima and Christ appear to him. From out of his despair
itself, the reality of God's love and justice is reinforced and he
awakens with a new strength to serve God and his world.

Books Eight and Nine focus on Dmitry. Indeed, his theme
of parricide is brought to its high-point here. The eighth Book
may be divided into three parts: 1) Dmitry's desperate attempt to
find three thousand roubles in order to repay Katerina and take
Grushenka away with him, 2) his violent rendezvous with Gregory
and, although the details are not revealed, the murder of Fyodor
Pavlovich, and 3) his wild party at Mokroye with Grushenka and
the Pnles. As Dmitry moves from one place to another, his mental
staic rapidly deteriorates. A number of factors contribute to this:
first, a consciousness of his disgrace for not being abie to repay
Katerina, secondly, despair that he has lost Grushenka, and
thirdly, remorse for having possibly killed Gregory. Convinced of
the hopelessness of his situation, he decides to go to Mokroye to
have one last look at Grushenka before he commits suicide. When,
very late that night, the prosecutor and investigators arrive to
question Dmitry regarding the murder of his father, his mental
deterioration has reached the point of delirium.

In Book Nine, Dmitry undergoes a different type of
suffering - that caused by the criminal interrogation. After the
gruelling, night long ordeal is finished, Dmitry is allowed to sleep
before he is taken away. While asleep, he finds relief from his
own suffering through a mystical dream of a suffering babe. The
result is an epiphany, similar to Alyosha's, in which he comes to

know God's love and justice in the midst of his torment. Filled
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with a feeling of responsibility for the pain of the ¢hild, Dmitry
realizes the truth of the Christian leitmotif that ‘each person is
responsible for everyone', and therefore he awakes willing to bear
the responsibility and suffering for the parricide, which he did not
commit.

By the end of Part Three, the ideological drama (the
religious mystery play) and the main plot (the crime story) have
reached their peak. As such, in Part Four the denouement of both
dimensions of the novel begins. The first Book of this last part
centers around the story of llyusha, and Alyosha's relationship
with him and the boys. Following upon the death of Zosima and
its aftermath, which had been described in Book Seven, Alyosha's
faith in God is reaffirmed, and he is given a new strength to leave
the monastery and continue the work of the Divine Father in the
world. In Book Ten, with Ilyusha and his little friends, Alyosha's
active ministry in the world begins. Although Alyosha does not
yet say much to the boys regarding God, his kind, loving presence
among them comforts the boys, who are greatly saddened by the
fatal illness of their friend Ilyusha.

Similar to the movement in Part Two from the theme of
suffering to that of intellectual atheism, in Part Four the chronicler
switches from the theme of the boys and their suffering to Ivan.
Where previously, in "Pro and Contra," Ivan was shown to be
tormented by the presence of evil, in Book Eleven the depth of his
demonic dJualism is revealed, and is shown to be specifically
connected with a link to his illegitimate half-brother. During the

three meetings between Ivan and Smerdyakov that take place



during the two weeks prior to the trial (and two months after the
murder of Fyodor Pavlovich), the link between the two is
explicitly uncovered to be the evil conspiracy to murder their
father. Ivan comes to recognize that this connection to
Smerdyakov is diabolic, and attests to the presence of that
element within himself. As he is increasingly made aware of his
demonic side, Ivan moves toward insanity. By the end of the
Eleventh Book, his dualism has become so extreme that he
envisions a devil and enters into dialogue with him, but he is
unable to determine whether the devil exists or is but a part of
himself.

In the last Book, entitled "CynebHas omundka,” the
chronicler returns to Dmitry's theme of parricide. This long Book
covers Dmitry's trial in detail. It is divided into two parts: the
case of the prosecution and the argument of the defense. In the
middle of the preceedings, Ivan takes the stand. He displays the
money Smerdyakov had given him, which is supposed to prove
the lackey's guilt, and he insists that Smerdyakov had killed
Fyodor Pavlovich on his, Ivan's, instructions. Ivan, however, is
judged to be insane and his testimony is therefore disregarded.
Consequently, this Book, and with it the body of the novel, closes
with Dmitry's conviction. Indeed, according to the evidence
presented at the trial, it is more reasonable to believe that Dmitry
is the murderer than that Ivan and Smerdyakov had secretly
plotted to commit the crime because of a diabolical adherence to

an intellectual idea. Nevertheless, despite Dmitry's conviction and
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the suffering which he knows will follow, the joy which he had
found through faith in God the Father remains.

Each Book of Part Four is thus organized according to the
resolution of one of the three main themes of the novel. The first
Book centers around the theme of faith, and shows Alyosha's
decision to work for good in the world. The second Book deals
with atheism, and the deterioration of Ivan's mental state as a
result of his rejection of the Divine Father. The final Book
concludes the theme of parricide, and renders a secular decision
on Dmitry's fate.

At the same time, Part Four can be seen to discredit
Ivan's side of the ideological 'debate’. In Book Ten, Ilyusha's fatal
illness and the sadness of those who love him are not seen as the
cruel hand of providence, but rather, through Alyoska, God's love
is revealed to be present in the very midst of their suffering. In
Book Eleven, Ivan's mental illness, which is caused by his inability
both to believe in the devil and to remain an atheist, shows that
he is unable to bear his own philosophy: his torment suggests his
awareness that God the Father and immortality do exist, so
everything is not permitted. Finally, in the last Book, Ivan's
confidence in man's secular justice is shattered by the conviction
of Dmitry: he had rejected God's justice because it allows innocent
suffering, but innocent people are also made to suffer by man's
justice system.

Where throughout Part Four the atheist stance in the
ideological 'debate’ is defeated at the practical level, in the

epilogue the Christian position is shown to be victorious. First, the
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joy, which results from Dmitry's conversion experience and his
faith in the love of God, do not diminish after h:s conviction, but
rather are strengthened along with his desire to «tone for his sins.
Although he wants to escape jail in c:der to be - ith Grushenka,
the new Dmitry feels that he must face his ordea. so that, through
suffering, he may be able to pay his debt to humanity. Secondly,
the suffering and death of Ilyusha lead the boys to faith in God.
s an episode that recalls the sermon on the mount, Alyosha
comforts the boys during the 'speech by the stone', and explaiis to
them that they can find joy in the world simply by loving one
another. He continues to say that even though some of them may
work evil some day, if they remember the one time that they
were good and kind to llyusha, they - like the woman who had
once given away one onion -~ will be able to be saved. The boys
are deeply moved by Alyosha's speech and ecstatically resolve
always to remember Ilyusha and Alyosha's message of love.
Where disbelief in immortality had been the root of the murder of
the biological father and part of Ivan's rejection of God the Father,
the boys' happiness and desire to further the cause of good result
mostly from Alyosha's assertion of God's promise of eternal life.
Following the boys' musings on the future they will have with
llyusha once they have been raised from the dead, The Brothers
Karamazov ends triumphantly with the joyous cheers of the boys
as they walk hand in hand.

Clearly, the higher, ideological aspect of the theme of
fatherhood, which centers around the conflict between faith in the

Divine Father and unbelief, is not only mirrored at the level of
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plot by the physical movement of events, which in turn centers
around human father figures and culminates in the murder of the
biological father. But also, the two dimensions of this theme are
enhanced and their relation to one another foregrounded by ihe
polyphonic manner in which they are tightly interwoven between
and within the Books of The Brothers Karamazov.

Furthermore, the specific thematic movement that takes
place among the Parts of the novel between the higher, spiritual
aspect of the theme of fatherhood and its lower, physical
manifestation may been seen to resemble the 'rise and fall' of
diverse thematic elements which characterize a musical
polyphony. To conclude the discussion of the structural
representation of the theme of fatherhood, the Parts of the novel
will be discusssed with respect to illustrating how the interplay
between the two dimensions of this theme effect a polyphonic
unity at the level of plot.

In Part One, the principal characters and the elements
that comprise the two-fold theme of fatherhood are introduced
fully. Book One consists of the background information that is
required if the reader is to understand the complications that
ensue as the novel progresses. Book Two begins on a light note
with the buffoonery of Fyodor Pavlovich, who also shows himself
to be sensual and depraved. Zosima's visit with the Russian
peasants and the discussion in the elder's cell about Ivan's article
on the jurisdiction of ecclesiastical courts — scenes which
foreshadow the ideological ‘debate’ regarding faith and atheism,

the climax of the higher dimension of the theme of fatherhood -



advance the Book to a more serious, higher level. With Dmitry's
arrival, the focus then returns to the lower, earthly aspect of this
theme as the emmity between Fyodor Pavlovich and his oldest son
is demonstrated. In the Third Book, the full nature of the conflict
between father and son is advanced to the point of extreme
tension. When Dmitry violently attacks his father, the parricide,
which is the climax of the physical dimension of the fatherhood
theme, is vividly foreshadowed.

The last scene in Book Three which, set at the monastery,
depicts Zosima's pending death and Alyosha's sorrow over the
realization that he will be losing his spiritual father, leads directly
into Part Two which deals principally with the ideological aspect
of the theme of fatherhood, and thus mainly with Ivan and
Alyosha. Book Four, entitled "HappniBeL," illustrates many
different types of human suffering. First, the spiritual suffering
that Zosima expresses, caused by his awareness of the presence of
evil in the world and heightened to the point of satire by his
spiritual enemy, Father Ferapont, is contrasted to the earthly
suffering of Fyodor Pavlovich, the other father figure, who fears
that he may be murdered by Dmitry, his rival for Grushenka.
Second, Ivan is shown to be tormented by his unrequited love for
Katerina, while Katerina, in turn, suffers because of her love for
Dmitry.  Finally, Book Four ends with the suffering of young
Ilyusha and his family as a result of the human conditions of
poverty, illness and disgrace.

The last two Books of Part Two, "Pro and Contra" and

"Pycckmii MHOK," comprise the central ideological 'debate’ that
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indirectly involves Ivan and Zosima. As such, Book Four may be
seen to serve as an introduction to Ivan's argument against God
and Christ, an argument based on the problem of human suffering.
Parallel to the pattern found in Part One, Part Two begins on a
practical level with concrete examples of individual suffering,
advances to a higher level of abstraction with Ivan's intense
argument argument against God, and concludes on the highest
note with Zosima's discourse in support of Divine Fatherhood.

In Part Three the focus returns predominantly to the
physical dimensin: of .. theme of fatherhood with the murder of
Fyodor Pavlovich und its .-crmath. The bridge between Part Two
and Part Three is :»:' ‘4 Book Seven. This Book centers around
the higher dimension of the fatherhood theme, but on a more
earthy level with the death of the elder and Alyosha's despair
over the scandal caused by the premature decay of his body. In a
parallel manner, Books Eight and Nine cover the murder of the
other human father figure, Fyodor Pavlovich, and Dmitry's ordeal
prior to the murder and during the criminal investigation. Where,
in Book Seven, Alyosha's sorrow is changed to joy following a
revelation of God, in Book Nine the torment that Dmitry suffers
during the humiliating interrogation is relieved by a mystical
conversion experience in which he comes to recognize his guilt
and his need for forgiveness. Consequently, although most of Part
Three deals with the physical aspect of the fatherhood theme, and
indeed contains its most climatic moment (the parricide), the
examples of Alyosha and Dmitry, who are provided with the way

out of their suffering by a revelation of the love and forgiveness



of God, provide practical affirmation of Zosima's response at the
ideological level to Ivan's complaint over human suffering.

In Part Four, the novel's last, the ideological aspect of the
fatherhood theme and the physical manifestation of this theme
are brought together and resolved. Each Book focuses principally
around one of the three brothers and the resolution of the theme
he embodies within the framework of the general theme of
fatherhood. Book Ten centers around the newly converted
Alyosha and his role as a spiritual father to the boys, who are
faced with the approaching death of their young friend Ilyusha.
In Book Eleven the tension increases as the focus switches to Ivan
and his side of the ideological conflict concerning God and the idea
that, without God, ‘all is permitted. Gradually as his word of
rebellion is revealed to be the cause of his father's murder, Ivan,
who is thereby forced to recognize the evil inherent within
himself and at the heart of his atheistic ideology, succumbs to
incipient mental illness. Book Twelve, which covers the long trial,
provides an ironic contrast to Book Eleven, where the murder is
revealed to have been committed by Smerdyakov and Ivan. As
counter evidence to the alleged supremacy of human justice with
which Ivan is connected, Book Twelve farcically reveals the
fallibility of human judgement when Dmitry is mistakenly found
guilty of the murder of Fyoder Pavlovich. Ultimately Book Twelve
is synthetic in nature, for it resolves both the physical aspect of
the theme of fatherhood and the higher-plane argument
surrounding the denial of God and the supremacy of a man-God to

whom all is supposedly permitted.
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Where Ivan's word is shown to fail in Part Four, the
Epilogue to The Brothers Karamazov ends on a high note with
Alyosha's 'speech by the stone' where the victory of Zosima's
position in favor of Divine Fatherhood over and against Ivan's

rebellion is vividly reinforced.

To summarize, in this chapter, through an analysis of
plot, the search for fatherhood was shown to be a general unifying
theme of The Brothers Karamazov. That is, the central ideological
'debate’ concerning faith in God the Father and the rejection of
God was displayed as inextricably linked to the dynamics of plot,
surrounding biological, spiritual and divine fathers. First of all,
actions and events that develop dramatically during the story-
time were seen to express the same themes and elements which
form the heart of the ideological 'debate’. At the same time, the
outcome of these events was shown to respond to the principal
points raised during the religious arguments; as such, it was
argued that the plot of The Brothers Karamazov interacts
dialogically with the interlocutors in the ideological 'debate'.
Secondly, the main themes and elements of the novel, and the
bridge which they provide between the ideological drama and the
main story line, were seen to be foregrounded by the work's
architectonics. = More specifically, the relationship which these
themes and elements bear to one another, as well as to both
aspects of the search for fatherhood, was revealed through a
discussion of point and counterpoint with respect to the three

legitimate sons.



Furthermore, through this two-fold discussion of plot,
each brother was revealed to embody a main theme and to play a
key role with regard both to biological and spiritual fathers and to
the ‘'debate’ concerning the existence of God. The position which
each of the brothers was shown to hold may be summarized
briefly as follows:

1) Dmitry is the 'hero' of iiie main story line surrounding the
murder of Fyodor Pavlovich; while he does not actually kill his
father, he is the obvious suspect from the start of the novel, and
thus embodies the theme of parricide. Through the course of his
suffering, he undergoes a spiritual transformation where he comes
to espouse the Christian ideal of 'mutual responsibility'.

2) Ivan is the 'anti-hero' of the ideologica! 'debate’
concerning the existence of God; caught in — and almost ruined by
- the contradiction between a mind which cannot accept God's
love and justice and a heart which longs to believe, Ivan embodies
the theme of intellectual atheism. His strongest ‘intellectual’
criticism of divine justice lies in the suffering of the innocent.
Also, the atheist axiom that 'all is permitted if there is ne
immortality' is formulated by him, and is at the root of his own
complicity in the murder of his father. Consequently, where
Dmitry embodies the theme of parricide but does not kill his
father, Ivan, who is very much connected with the murder
causaily, embodies the theme of parricide at a deeper level.

3) Alyosha is the 'hero' of the ideological 'debate' over
fatherhood; believing strongly in God and desiring to work good in

the world, Alyosha embodies the theme of humble, but passionate
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faith. The Christian ideal of mutual responsibility, which is later
embraced by Dmitry, is clearly expressed from the beginning of
the novel by Alyosha. Most importantly, this ideal counters Ivan's
rejection of God -~ which had been based on the unacceptability of
innocent suffering — since, just as all sins are held in common. so
too is suffering shared by all as a source of atonement and,
therefore, as a means to the peace and joy that accompany
redemption.

4) Although the action of the novel does not center around
Smerdyakov - the putative illegitimate son of Fyodor Pavlovich -
2% priznsively as it does around his three brothers, he too was
“e¢n ¢ glay a crucial role with respect to the theme of fatherhood:
through him the murder of the biological father is linked to Ivan's
intellectual rejection of the Divine Father. Consequently,
Smerdyakov, like Ivan, embodies both the theme of parricide and

that of intellectual atheism.



CHAPTER 3: DISCOURSE AND MIRRORING IN THE
BROTHERS KARAMAZOV

In Chapter Two, the personalities of the Karamazov
brothers, their themes and the crucial elements surrounding the
search for fatherhood in The Brothers Karamazov were presented.
The thematic web of interconnections, which ties the ideological
struggle — concerning God the Father — with the main plot -
surrounding the parricide, and the relationships that the three
legitimate brothers in particular form with biological and spiritual
fathers, was also illustrated. However, the inner motivations
behind the actions of these brothers require further examination,
That is, the stages which mark the internal development of each
of the legitimate brothers?¢ remains to be discussed.

How does Dmitry, the potential parricide, become, by the
end of the novel, an ardent supporter of the Christian idea of
mutual responsibility? How does Ivan, the once proud intellectual
atheist, fall prey to a mental breakdown over the death of one
about whom he cared little? And, finally, how does the quiet,
humble Alyosha of the monastery scene become, in the last pages

of the novel, the fiery author of the moving speech by the stone?

44 As was shown in the previous chapter, the illegitimate brother,
Smerdyakov, fulfills an c:tremely important function in the novel. As the
perpetrator of the parricide on the grounds of Ivan's idea that ‘all is
permitted if there is no immortality', the lackey dramatically bridges the
higher and lower dimensions of the theme of fatherhood. Nevertheless,
because he does not undergo the stark inner transformations that his
brothers experience, Smerdyakov will be discussed in this chapter only in
so far as he may be seen as a double of Ivan and thereby serves to
illuminate hidden aspects of Ivan's character <which foreground Ivan's
relation to the theme of fatherhood.
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These questions can best be answered through an analysis of
discourse in the novel.

Through the use of verbal syncrisis (the juxtaposition of
various points of view toward a given object) and anacrisis (the
provocation of the word by the word), each of the three heroes,
like the participants in a Socratic Dialogue, is able to test his own
idea about the Divine Father against those of the other characters.
From out of the mixture of opposing voices, some more
authoritative than others, the hero is then forced to respond to a
revealed truth zbout his own idca.

Nina Perlina, drawing on: Bakhtin, distinguishes two types
of discourse in The Brothers Karamazov:

1) ‘'the authoritative word' is based on an older authority existing
beyond the realm oi the novel per se; the indisputable
authoritative word, she explains, is Holy Writ, or speech which
reflects a Christian standpoint; this type of discourse is voiced as a
commandment and its purpose is to reveal the truth.

2) 'the internally persuasive word' is introduced as a character's
own original idea; as this word interacts with the internally
persuasive words of other characters, it provokes additional
words both of the character who utters the initial word and of the
other characters whose words interact with it; as such, it is not
finalized (unlike authoritative discourse) but "illuminates hidden
and undiscovered aspects of the speaking person."#s

Perlina further explains that on the basis of these two

45 Nina Perlina, Varieties of Poetic Utterance, (Lanham, M.D.: Univ. Press of
America, 1985), p.16.
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types of discourse the evolution of a hero progresses in three
stages:

1) he establishes an internally persuasive word as his own;

2) he then attempts to comprehend the authoritative word
through his own internally persuasive word;

3) he assimilates the authoritative word into his own
consciousness.
This three-stage process "encompasses the entire life of the hero,
with his downfalls and moral transformations, his searchings and
strivings, and the final disclosure of truth."6 In this chapter, the
stages which mark the internal development of each of the
iegitimate brothers will be partly discussed with reference to the
three stages outlined by Perlina.

Clearly, the web of interconnections which ties the novel
into a polyphonic balance of contrapuntal themes and elements is
far more intricate than can be illustrated purely through a
consideration of plot. Through the technique of character-
mirroring — by which images of each of the main characters are
created so that their respective ‘alter egos' come to represent the
same themes and leitmotifs that the hero himself embodies - the
threads that make up the web of thematic interconnections are
significantly increased. The result is a complex tightly woven,
elaborately complex polyphonic structure.  Thus, where the
actions of the novel and the contrapuntal juxtaposition of the

brothers foreground the search for fatherhood, the many mirrcr

46 [bid, p.17.
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images of each brother strikingly reinforce, as if in bold-type, the
dynamics of this general unifying theme.

This system of mirroring is established partly through
dialogic interaction and partly through situational echoing. "In
real life we hear speech about speakers and their discourse...
People are set up by others' words, or agree with them, refer to
them, and so forth."47 In The Brothers Karamazov, dialogic
interaction occurs between internally persuasive words as the
interlocutors respond to each other, while at the same time
seeking to assimilate the authoritative word into their own ideas.
The type of response which a character voices to a hero's word is
what partially may serve to establish him as a mirror image of
that character.

But, if the ciaracters act according to the dictates of inner
thoughts they voice, then the echo of the events and situations
resulting from their actions can be compared to the imitation of
voices. Therefore, just as verbal dialogicity helps to establish the
alter egos of a character, so too do situational echoes - a kind of
nonverbal dialogicity — also effect the same pattern of mirroring.
Indeed, in The Brothers Karamazov, the use of situational echoing
is so prominent that there are almost as many situational echoes
as there are mirror images of each of the main characters.

In this chapter, two principal objectives will be fulfilied:
1) as already mentioned, the internal development of each of the

legitimate brothers will be discussed in view of the three stages

471bid, p.14.
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through which each progresses dialogically toward a discovery of
the truth of himself and of the ideological quest concerning Divine
Fatherhood; and

2) the counterpoint of themes, discussed in Chapter One, which
draws the action of the main plot surrounding human fathers and
father figures into a close polyphonic relationship with the
ideological quest for God, will be shown to be magnified through
the echoes of these themes and their interconnections which are
established by the technique of mirroring.

Since the portrayal of the inner development of a hero
and the advancement of the polyphonic system of thematic
development are both built on discourse znd mirroring, which in
turn are most fully revealed in conjunction with one another,
these two objectives will be pursued together, and with respect to
each brother. 1 will begin with the oldest brother, Dmitry, as the
principal hero of the main plot surrounding the murder of his
father. Secondly, I will discuss Ivan, since he provides the bridge
between the main plot and the ideological dimension involving
God the Divine Father. Finally, I will treat the youngest brother,
Alyosha, who is central in countering Ivan's ideological position
against God, and by whose moving words The Brothers Karamazov
triumphantly ends.

Of all the brothers, one can assume that Dmitry undergoes
the most extreme internal change. Yet, the person he shows
himself to be at the end of the novel is not entirely unexpected. If
his actions alone were to be presented, then the changes in his

outlook on life would indeed be surprising, and artificial.



However, through verbal imitation and situational echoing,
characters who demonstrate a potentially redemptive longing *::
God are associated with Dmitry. Consequently, these characters
highlight, as well as serve to motivate, the young man's often
subconscious path from a desire to murder his biological father to
a desire to enter into a relationship with God, who can be
understood as his Divine Father. Moreover, these basic eiements,
which are part of the more general quest for fatherhood, are
further emphasized by the practical and symbolic relation
between Dmitry's movement from debauchery to grace and the
respective roles of those characters, who may be viewed as his
alter egos.

First, the two characters who most clearly echo the words
and actions of Dmitry as he unconsciously moves from the
rejection of one father figure to an espousal of faith in another,
Divine Father, are precisely the two father figures in the novel -
Fyodor Pavlovich and Father Zosima. Secondly, Grushenka - a
third character who mirrors crucial aspects of Dmitry's personality
- stands between Dmitry and his biological father as a powerful
cause of the tensions that engender parricidal tendencies in the
son. At the same time, she fulfills the function of an intermediary
between Dmitry and the spiritual father of the novel, Zosima,
through an expression of her new-found desire that she and
Dmitry follow the path of righteousness toward a relationship
with God.

In Book One, Dmitry is initially described negatively by

the chronicler, as "nerxomsicyieH, 6YeH, CO CTpPacTAMMH,
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Hetepneams.” (I, i, 2, ctp.12) But, when the reader is directly
introduced to him at the monastery, the sincere and dignified
manner in which he bows before the elder, his father and the
other people present would rather suggest that he is a
respectable, self-controlled gentleman. As soon as he speaks,
however, the traits of his character that the chronicler had
highlighted become apparent. His words are voiced gruffly and
clumsily, with an undertone of anger. After he had solemnly
kissed the elder's ring, Dmitry abruptly begins by apologizing for
his lateness, explaining "c HeO6LIKHOBEHHLIM BOJIHEHUEM,
NouTH c pa3fpaxeHuemM” (I, ii, 6, cTp.74) that he had been told
the wrong time by Smerdyakov. In another instance a few
minutes later, Dmitry, upon hearing the conclusion of Ivan's
defence of the formula that ‘all is permitted if there is no
immortality’, interrupts, shouting unexpectedly, and paraphrases
the formula in a marked attempt to clarify for himself its
meaning.

Dmitry again lapses abruptly into silence until he is
provoked to anger by the buffoonery of his father. Jumping to his
feet and this time addressing the elder disvespectfully, he shouts
with reference to Fyodor Pavlovich: "HepocToiiHas komepnus."
(L, i, 6, cTp.77) The disgraceful farce, however, could well apply
to him also: the incongruity between Dmitry's solemn, pious
demeanor and his violent verbal outbursts lends a farcical,
exaggerated color to that demeanor.

During the remainder of the meeting, heated insults,

exchanged between Dmitry and Fyodor Pavlovich, reveal an
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intense sensual rivalry for Grushenka that has consumed the two
Karamazovs with hatred for one another. At the high point of the
argument, Fyodor Pavlovich challenges Dmitry to a duel. Dmitry
responds with the rhetorical question: "3aveM XuBET Takoii
yesosek!" (I, ii, 6, cTp. 80)

The carnivalistic combination of buffoonery, depravity
aird wickedness with the saintliness and piety of the monks
increases the note of humourous incongruity, and also ominously
foregrounds Dmitry's potential for parricide. At the same time,
Dmitry's speech both cemonstrates a rejection of his biological
father, as a proper father figure, and indicates an ambivalence
toward the fatherhood of God as represented by Father Zosima
and the monastery setting.

The comic tone created by an incongruity between the
actions and the words of Fyodor Paviovich and Dmitry as well as
their shared passion for Grushenka place father and son as mirror
images of one another. Where, in the examples provided above, a
similarity between the two is suggested by echoes of tone and
situation, certain words of Fyodor Pavlovich can also be seen to
echo those which will later be spoken by Dmitry. In Book One, the
chronicler explains that Fyodor Pavlovich seemed to delight in the
public display of his own disgrace. At the monastery, Fyodor
Pavlovich describes the perverse pleasure he derives from his
buffoonish pretense of offence — a pleasure which is likely rooted
in the sense of his own degradation. He says: "SI-TO BCIO %XM3Hb
U OobMXalJicd QO NPHUATHOCTH, RJS ICTETHKU Ob6MXasc,

M60 He TOKMO MPMATHO, HO MU Kpacuso..." (1, ii, 2, cTp. 47)
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Later, Dmitry admits to Alyosha that, because he is a Karamazov,

he too experiences pleasure from disgrace. He says:

Ecam yx noJjieyy B 6e34HY, TO TaK-Taku npamMmo,
roJIoBOA BHUZ M BBepxX naATaMH, U pJaxe [JOBOJIEeH,
YTO HMMEHHO B YHHUIUTEJIbHOM TakoOM NOJIOXeHUH

nagamo M cCYUTaw 3TO AJ1a cebs kpacoTo#. (1, iii, 4,
crp.116)

Where Fyodor Pavlovich deliberately exaggerates his
actions and words for effect, Dmitry's are exaggerated because of
his inner instability. Similarly, Fyodor Pavlovich intentionally
makes a public disgrace of himself, while Dmitry is disgraced
because of his inability to control his passions. The result in both
cases, however, is quite similar: the two appear to the public as
ridiculous and debauched sensualists, and both seem to take a
pleasure in their notoriety for debauchery.

A second instance of verbal echoing between Fyodor
Paviovich and Dmitry reveals another, more redeemable side of
the two Karamazovs. During a conversation between Alyosha and
his father, Fyodor Pavlovich, drunk on alcohol and lust, profanes
the monastic order by telling a tale of a certain monastery which
received French women. Sensing his own depravity — no doubt
with more than just a tinge of delight - he suddenly becomes

grave and asks Alyosha to pray for him. He adds:

§l BCE nNoMeImMAANT O TOM, KTO 3TO 3a MEHN KOr'fa-
HUbYAb noMoJsiutca? EcTh JJU B CBeTe Takoi
yesioBek? MuUJibid Thl MaJIbYMK, § Befb Ha 3TOT CYET
YXacHO Kak riyvn... Kak H4M rJyn, a Bcé paymawp, BcE
AYMap, U3peaKa, pasyMeeTcs, He BCE xe Bens. (l, i, 4,
cTp.25)
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Later, following the passage quoted in the previous paragraph,
where Dmitry describes to Alyosha the pleasure he derives from

depravity, the oldest son, despite his wickedness, also speaks of a

longing to be counted as a son of God. He says:

NYCTb § HHMZO0K U NOAJN,... NMYCTh 4 UAY B TO xe
caMoOe BpeM{ BcJiefl 3a YEPTOM, HO § BCE-TAaKHU M
TBOH CbIH, rocnosiy, M npé6no Tebd... S, 6paT,
OYeHb Heobpa3esaH, HO 8 MHOro 06 atom gymadn. (I,
iii, 4, cTp.116-117)

Clearly, in these words of Dmitry are found echoes of the voice of
his father, which also indirectly expresses a deep desire to be
loved and forgiven. As was illustrated in the first chapter through
the discussion of plot, the 'Karamazov drive', by which the heart is
able to be quickly and uncontrollably impassioned, could be
directed two ways: toward wickedness and vice and/or toward
God. Thus, both Dmitry and Fyodor Pavlovich, although

debauched and wild, are capable of feeling a sensual longing for
God the Father.

Unfortunately, it is too late for Fyodor Pavlovich. Dmitry,
however, has reached an advanced stage of consciousness of the
contradiction in himself which allows him to find pleasure in
debauchery and, at the same time, to seek a relationship with God.
In his own words, he describes this problem as a conflict within
the heart between the ideal of the Madonna and that of Sodom.
The range of human feelings, he concludes, is too deep for him to
control, for in the heart of a sensualist, such as himself, both
extremes fall under the mysterious, indefinable nature of beauty.

In perhaps what has become one of the most quoted statements of
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The Brothers Karamazov, Dmitry declares: "TYyT AbfBOJ C
forom BopeTcsi, a noJie BUTBH - cepaua JswoAel.” (I, i, 4,
cTp.117)

Where, at the monastery, Dmiiry's words are clumsy and
abrupt, and are thus very ill suited to his actions, during the
subsequent discussion with Alyosha - the main points of which
are described above - his words, although equally passionate,
begin to exhibit an inner grace and harmony. According to
Perlina's three-stage path toward truth, the first step on this path,
which involves finding one's own internally persuasive voice, had
not yet been taken by the Dmitry who speaks in the elder's cell.
But, by the time he meets with Alyosha, where under the
loosening effect of alcohol he poetically describes his conflict
between 'the ideal of the Madonna and that of Sodom’', Dmitry
now speaks in his own internally persuasive voice. —Moreover, this
new voice, which expresses the spiritual battle between good and
evil, incorporates within itself a positive response to the
authoritative word of scripture. As such, at this point in the
novel, Dmitry has gone beyond the first step of the path toward
truth; that is, he has both found his own inner voice and, also,
found a way to view the word of authority in light of his own
personal situation. He is on his way toward faith in the Divine
Father.

Appropriately, the reversal that takes place in Dmitry -
between the time of the meeting in the elder's cell and his
meeting with Alyosha later in the evening — can be seen to have

been provoked at the monastery by Alyosha's spiritual father,
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Zosima. Through the voice of the elder, Dmitry is re-acquainted
with the words of scripture, which Gregory had read to him long
ago as a child. Speaking principally to Ivan, bui for the benefit of
all those present at the meeting, Zosima quotes scripture,
explaining that the most noble duty of the heart is "ropHa4d
MYOPCTBOBaTHM M T'OPHMX HCKaTH, Haile 60 XKMUTEJILCTBO
Ha Hebecex ecTh" (I, ii, 6, cTp.76) Then, a few minutes later —
after the heated argument between Dmitry and Fyodor Paviovich
had ended — Zosima enigmatically bows before Dmitry, saying:
"NMpoctuTe! Npoctute Bee” (I, ii, 6, cTp. 81)  These words
indirectly express the Christian leitmotif of mutual responsibility.
At the same time, they foreshadow Dmitry’s pending interrogation
regarding the murder of his biological father and his resulting
conversion to faith in the Divine Father. Dmitry, who the
chronicler explains "cTOSJ1 HeCKOJIbKO MIHOBEHMH Kak
nopaxeHHbi#... (M) HakOHel] BAPYr BCKPUKHYJ: 'O poxe!" (I,
ii, 6, cTp. 81), is profoundly affected by this incident. The more
redeemable aspect of his sensual nature, which indeed has the
potential to desire 'to seek high things', is awakened by Father
Zosima's words and reinforced by the stunning effect of the holy
man's parting gesture to him.

Nevertheless, his passion for debauchery and his
potentially parricidal lust for Grushenka remain. Tormented by
the conflict between these two sides within him, Dmitry is forced
to clarify for himself the relationship between the word of
authority and the uncontrollable, contradictory passions within

him. The search for a resolution of the dichotomy involving good



and evil, and the hope for a way out of the depths of depravity to
redemption form Dmitry's internally persuasive word. This word
is not formed prior to a conception of the authoritative word of
scripturc, but as a direct rejoinder to it; as such, Dmitry has only
the last stage of the path to complete: the reconciliation of a
higher truth with his own internally persuasive word, which
means finding the solution to man's dualism in his own heart so
that he can turn wholly to faith in Divine Fatherhood.

It is this striving to reconcile the authoritative word with
his own internally persuasive word, a desire to solve the conflict
between good and evil within his own heart, which is the source
of Dmitry's innermost torment. Metaphorically, he describes his

inability to embrace the word of authority thus:

Kak g4 BCTYNJIO B COD3 C ZeMJie HaBek? §l
He LeJiYlo 3eMJIO, He B3pesalo el rpyfab... §
MAY U He 3HAKW: B BOHb JIM € TOMAaJl M MNO30p

WIM B cBeT M papocTe.” (1, iii, 3, cTp.116)

Two days later, he will have to undergo a humiliating and ruthless
interrogation regarding the murder of his father. Following this
ordeal, Dmitry has a mystical dream of a suffering babe, during
which he is able to identify his own suffering with that of the
babe, and ultimately with the suffering of the world. As proof to
the contrary of Ivan's argument against the Divine Father, Dmitry
awakens from his dream of the suffering child a new man, risen,
as it were, from the seed which had fallen to the earth. For the
first time he is able to begin to integrate his own word with the

authoritative words of Father Zosima, not by rational argument
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but through an experience of joy in the knowledge of God's love

and forgiveness. He says:

MoHMMapw Tenepb, YTO Ha TaAKUX, Kak f, HYXEH
YAap, YAap cygbbl... HUkorpga, HUKoOrpa He
nogHaJica 6el & caM coboi!l Ho rpoM rpsHYJI.
NpuHMMapL MYKY O6BMHEHHA W BCEHapogHOroO
rozopa MoOero, nocTpagaTbk Xo4dy M cTpajaHueM
ounmycs! (IV, ix, 8, cTp.551)

As Dmitry is being lead to prison, where he will await his trial, he
repeatedly asks everyone to forgive him, while still insisting that
he had not killed his father. Consequently, where up until now
Dmitry had been associated primarily with the theme of parricide,
from this point on the ideal of mutual responsibility and the
theme of faith increasingly become more dominant within him,
The path that Dmitry takes from an uncontrollable
sensual passion for Grushenka, which almost caused him to
murder his father, to an equally passionate desire to receive the
forgiveness of the Divine Father, which allows him to accept
responsibility for the death of his biological father — a path, which,
in his words, moves from the ideal of Sodom to that of the
Madonna - is enhanced by the conversion experience of
Grushenka, the very woman who was the cause of his initial
disgrace. When Dmitry meets her at Mokroye, he sees that she
has become a changed woman. First of all, with the idealistic
image of her first lover shattered, Grushenka realizes for the first
time that it is Dmitry with whom she is really in love. Secondly,
after having told Alyosha the story of the onion earlier in the

evening, and as such having been reawakened to the power of
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God's unconditional love to redeem even the most despicable of
creatures, Grushenka meets Dmitry with a new desire to follow
the path of good. Just before the Prosecutor arrives, Grushenka
and Dmitry exchange vows of love for one another. With the
problem of how to reconcile one's heart with God the Father still
unsolved in Dmitry, Grushenka unknowingly leads the way to his
conversion by words which attest to her own changed heart. She

says:

Hapo, 4TO6bl 3TO YecTHO...BNpeAb 6YAeT 4YeCTHO...M
4YTO6 U Mbl B6bIJITU YeCcTHBIE, YTO6 ¥ MBI BBLIJTU
no6pele, He 3BEpPU... A MbI noii€émM c TOBOK Jiyvine
geMJTI0O NaxXaTh. S 3eMJII0 BOT 3TUMM PYKaMM
CKpecTH Xo4Y. TpYAUTBCA Hapo. (111, viii, 8, cTp. 479-
480)

Where two days earlier Dmitry wanted to know how to enter an
alliance with Mother Earth, here Grushenka has suggested the
way. In the sense that both Grushenka and Dmitry undergo a
similar path - a kind of situational echoing - and as well echo one
another verbally, Grushenka may be viewed as a mirror image of
Dmitry. The changes which take place in her highlight Dmitry's
own path from depravity and potential murder of his biological
father to faith in the Divine Father.

The events of Dmitry's life, however, which provoke
spiritual regeneration, more extensively parallel Zosima's past.
That is, more than Grushenka and even Fyodor Paviovich, Zosima,
the other father figure in the novel, may be seen as a very close

mirror image of Dmitry. The examples of situational echoing are
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numerous, but the more significant of these may be outlined
briefly:

1) Military Life of Drunkenness and Debauchery
Through the voice of Alyosha, Zosima explains that while in the
military he, like Officer Dmitry, was "ZUKMi, KECTOKMHK M
HenerbiM.... TbSHCTBOM, AE6OMMHUPCTBOM M YXapCTBOM
4YTh He ropausuce.” (Il vi, 2, cTp.320-321)

2) Renunciation of Expected Course of Action -
with regard to a woman out of pride or selfishness
Where Dmitry takes advantage of a young lady, but whimsically
decides not to ask for her hand for no other reason than that she
expected it, Zosima too decides not to ask for the hand of the girl
whom he believes is in love with him simply because he selfishly
does not want to lose his freedom. A similar attempt to control
through renunciation is made by Dmitry with respect to his
fiancée. When Katerina sacrifices her pride to borrow money
from Dmitry, he silently gives her the money, and holds the door
open for her instead of attempting to seduce her, as would have
been expected. As a result, Katerina is indebted to him
emotionally, as weli as financially. To increase the cost of the
emotional debt, Dmitry waits to ask for her hand until she herself
declares her love for him.

3) Influence of a Suffering Child
Where, from a dream depicting the suffering of a hungry babe,
Dmitry comes to recognize his own responsibility for the suffering
and sins of everyone, Zosima is moved by the dying words of his

young brother: "3Hail, YTO BOMCTHUHY BCARMif npen BceMM 3a



94

BceX M 3a BcE BuHOBaT." (Il, vi, 2, cTp.313) Even though he
was just a child when his brother's death occurred, Zosima
explains that "Ha cepple ocTaJioch BCE HeMIrNaguMoO. .. |U|
B CBOE BpeMa JOJIXHO 6bl5I0 BCE BOCCTAaTh M
OTKIMKHYTbCA."” (I, vi, 2, cTp.315)

4) Redeeming Effect of Cruelty to a Servant
The pathos that Dmitry experiences after having violently, and
aimost fatally, struck Gregory — his father's servant, who had been
like a father to Dmitry as an infant — directs him toward an appeal
for God's mercy and forgiveness, which in turn leads him to
embrace the Christian ideal of mutual responsibility. Similarly,
the youthful Zosima on the eve of a duel violently strikes his
servant in the face, and is filled with remorse as he recalls the
loving words of his brother, which speak of the equality of all men
before God and of mutual responsibility. Zosima, like Dmitry, begs
the servant to forgive him, and, spiritually changed, resolves to
spend his days in the service of God, the Divine Father.

While, throughout the novel, Zosima's word is
synonymous with the authoritative voice of scripture, and in this
sense it is monologic and finalized, Dmitry's internally persuasive
word remains distinguishable from the authoritative words of
Zosima, which he echoes, even after his conversion experience.
Although e has indeed begun to integrate his own word with that
of authority, and as such is moving directly toward the Christian
ideal of unconditional compliance with the principle of mutual
responsibility, a trace of the former Dmitry, which remains caught

in the sensual passions of the world, continues to cause him to
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waver between doing the good that he ought to do and satisfying
his more immediate sensual desires.

This internal conflict is particularly evident at the end of
the novel with regard to the plans for Dmitry's escape. After
Dmitry is convicted of parricide, he is torn between escaping his
prison term, so that he can be with Grushenka, or atoning for his
sins by serving the sentence. Rakitin plays on this conflict in
Dmitry, seeing it as an opportunity to shake his new-found faith
in the Divine Father. The divinity student argues that everything
is based on science; there is mo God amd no immortality.
Consequently, it is utter stupidity to choose to go to Siberia.
Dmitry's faith is, indeed, somewhat shaken. But he is most easily
swayed by Rakitin's philosophy because it provides him with the
justification to escape with Grushenka - were there no God, he
would then be free of any compulsion to leave Grushenka and
endure the suffering of forced labour.

The questions that Dmitry considers at this point
resemble those which, constituting the main issues in the hidden
polemic between Zosima and Ivan, have been central to the
ideological aspect of the theme of fatherhood. ~As Martin Goldstein
points out, at this final stage of his development, "the debate of
the ncvel, the conflict between Zosima and Ivan, is ... internalized
within Dmitry."¢8 Only when Dmitry is able to solve this new
dilemma, a problem which ultimately is at the root of his previous

inability to seek, with his whole heart, the things of God, will his

48 Martin Goldstein, "The Debate in The Brothers Karamazov,” Slavic and
East _European Jourpal vol.14, no.l, 1970, p.334.
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path toward spiritual rebirth be complete. Only then, as the
epigraph to the novel implies. will his seed really have blossomed
into fruit.

It is strongly suggested that Dmitry's faith in God will
prove stronger than the seeds of intellectuai doubt, planted in him
by Rakitin, Immediately after his conversation with the divinity
student, Dmitry says to Alyosha that he misses God, and that he
will go the Siberia: "3a guTé M noigy. MNoToMy YTO Bce 3a
BCeX BUHOBaThblL... BpeT PakuTHUH." (IV, xi, 4, cTp. 639-640)
Although, even after this declaration, Dmitry continues to sway
back and forth between a decision to escape or stay, Alyosha's
confidence that Dmitry will choose punishment and the
redemptive power of suffering is more convincing than Dmitry's
present indecisiveness. At the beginning of the powerful speech
by the stone — the conclusion of the novel - where Alyosha's voice
is synonymous with the voice of authority, Alyosha resolutely
tells the boys that his oldest brother "no#An&€t B cchIyKY."
(Epilogue, 3, cTp. 933) During the novel, Alyosha is often shown
as possessing the uncanny gift to discern the truth, so, with regard
to the decision Dmitry must make, there is reason to assumc that
he will go to Siberia, as Alyosha believes, and, consequently, that
he will find peace through suffering. '

Nevertheless, since this conclusion remains an
assumption, however probable, Dmitry's future continues to be
unfinalized. Just as he had been free to discover the truth
regarding Divine Fatherhood in a manner which also provoked a

revelation of the truth of his own personality, so too is he free



either to accept or reject that truth. Still, the truth of God the
Father, and the way to redemption through suffering, wkich
Dmitry has discovered most fully as a consequence of the death of
his biological father, remains valid, whether he ultimately follow:
it or not.

The fundamental truth underlying the authoritative word
of Zosima — the truth of God the Father - is also affirmed by the
internal path which Ivan, Fyodor Pavlovich's second son, follows.
However, where Dmitry positively discovers the love and
forgiveness of the Divine Father, Ivan is forced, through negative
experience, to reconsider the truth behind the words of Zosima.
His rebellion fails.

Like Dmitry, and Fyodor Pavlovich, Ivan realizes that
internally he is split between two opposing positions: on the one
hand, %“e loves life, beauty and truth, passionately and irrationally,
and longs to believe in the God who is purported to be the author
of all that is good; on the other hand, he is an intellectual, and,
ashamed of cmotion and irrationality, he is unable to believe in
the fatherhood of God, let alone submit his will to a higher
authority. Incapable of solving the conflict, between a heart which
longs for God and a mind which refuses to believe, Ivan chooses to
suppress the longings of his troubled heart by consciously
formulating his interigily persuasive word in opposition to the
authoritative word of scripture. In an attempt to ensure that his
irrational desire for God remains buried, he declares his rejection
of the purpose of the Divine Father in absolute and unconditional

terms.
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Nevertheless, Ivan is unsuccessful at completely silencing
the 'Karamazovian' desire of his heart for God. As such. one gets
the sense that, despite Ivan's declaration to the contrary, he may
actually end up choosing God and belief, howsvecr irrational.
Consequently, the strength of his internally persuasive word -
which speaks in the voice of unconditional rebellion against the
Divine Father — is weakencd as the indecisiveness of this public
voice is manifest. At the same time, the intellectual stature of his
word is also threatened by the parodic manner in which it is
echoed by either ridiculous or pseudo-intellectual characters. |
These character-mirrors travesty Ivan's ideas and decrease their
power of persuasion over the reader by the application of a
variety of styles, ranging from naiveté, buffoonery, impishness
and, in some cases, outright diabolism. Eventually, the complete
disintegration of Ivan's internally persuasive word is effected,
both from the point of view of the reader and within Ivan's own
consciousness, through dialogues with Smerdyakov, his ‘material’
alter-ego, and with the devil, the tcagic-comic product of kis
hallucination representing what is despicable and repulsive within
himself.

Through these subtle conversations, as well, lvan's
relation to the theme surrounding the quest for fatherhood is
starkly foregrounded: first, through Smerdyakov, Ivan's
unconditional word of rebellion against the Divine Father - a
subtle type of murder - is connecteu *» the despicable, diabolic
murder of his biological father; second, during the interview with

the devil — one of the most intriguing examples of interior
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dialogue in all of Dostoevsky's work — the petty and demonic heart
of Ivan's word is sharply exposed. Any of the pride and
con’idence which he had previously held in his ideas are
dramatically crushed. He leamns that just as he is unable to accept
that the murder of his biological father, and his own guilt, were
caused by his once noble word of spiritual rebellion, so too is he
ultimately unable to live in a world deveid of the providential
hand of the Divine Father — a world which, in rejecting God, he had
formerly promoted.

The shock of this realizatiza, and the necessity to decide
suddenly between reconsidering the truth offered by God or
continuing to cling to a philosophy which has been shown to be a
lie result in the collapse of Ivan's mental faculties. It is in this
state that he leaves the novel - with the outcome of his spiritual
dilemma left indeterminate.

Ivan's internally persuasive word is expressed most
clearly during the philosophical discussion which he has with
Alyosha at the tavern. Ivan assures his younger brother that
while he does not actually reject God — or at least the necessity of
man to create him — he simply cannot understand, nor can he
accept, God's world and his offer of salvation. The souree of this
rebellion, and the aspect of the Divine Father's purpose which he
refuses to the very end to accept, is the suffering of innocent
children for the sinz of the guilty. He declares:

Ecau cTpanaHus AeTei nomsaM Ha NMONOJIHEHHe

TO#A cYMMbI crpanaﬂuﬁ, KOTOpas HeobxoauMa bhlJia
AJSIR NOKYNKKM MCTHUHLBI, TO i YTBEpXJaw 3apaHee,
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4YTO BCA MCTHUHa He CTOMUT Takor ueHnl (Il v, 4,
CTp. 266)

Ivan introduces this central point first with an appeai to the more
emotional side of his listener, by providing numerous tales of
atrocities committed against children. He then concludes by
stating the unconditional nature of his decision to reject Christian
salvation and emphasizes the humanitarian basis ior this
rejection. So that there may be no possibility of

misunderstanding, he says:

He Xouy rapmMoHuH, HN3-3a JIO6BM K 4YeJioBevyecTBY
He Xo4Y... Jlyyme YX i OCTaHYCb NMpH
HEeOTOMIleHHOM CTpaflaHNU MOEM M HEYTOJIeHHOM
HerofloBaHUN MOEM, X077 bal T B5EIJT H Henpas.... A
NMOTOMY CBOM 6UJIeT Ha BXCJ CnemlY BO3BPaTUTh
obpaTtHo. (II, v, 4, cTp. 266)

As had been Ivan's intention, the painfully graphic tales
of suffering children strike a deep chord in Alyosha's heart. The
young novice's faith in God the Father is indeed somewhat shaken
as he finds himself unwittingly agreeing with Ivan's conclusion
that divine providence is unjust. Nevertheless, these tales are told
in a hostile, sarcastic tone. The altruistic humanism, therefore,
which Ivan had hoped to establish by voicing his willingness to
sacrifice salvation as a protest against the suffering of the
innocent, is made to appear a fagade.

Terras points out that, during the telling of these tales,
instead of compassion and iove, one encounters "invective at its
sharpest: spite, rage, anger, outrage, sarcasm appear in

profusion.™? Clearly, this tone does not accord with a heart so

49 A Karanazov Companion p.113.
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noble and so full of love that it is willing to make the ultimate
sacrifice of God's love for the sake of unknown innocent sufferers.
Rather, in several instances, one gets the sense that "Ivan may be
enjoying telling his little anecdotes.”® For instance, there may be
more than sarcasm in his voice when he refers to a publication
which recounts the subhuman treatment of a young boy as a

" npesecTHas 6pomopka [delightful little brochure]." (II, v, 4,
cTp. 260 [italics P.A.]) A few stories later, Ivan, possibly
encouraged by the painful effect of the tragic tales on his soft-
hearted younger brother, attempts to keep Alysoha's interest with
the inappropriate, slightly sadistic statement: "Ho o AeTkax
ecTb Y MeHd 4 em@ nonyvyme" (I, v, 4, cTp.262) Moreover,
in some cases, Ivan's comments are openly sadistic and diabolic.
For example, with regard to the action of a Turk who shoots a
baby in front of his mother, splitting the infant's head in two, Ivan
responds: "XypaokecTBeHHO, He MNpaBAa sn?" (I, v, 4, cTp.
259) He concludes the tale with the twisted statement, which
could only be intuited by a sadist, that "KcTtaTu, TYPKH,
COBOpPAT, OYE€Hb JIO6GAT cnankoe." (II, v, 4, cTp. 259)

Ivan's words are so obviously laden with sarcasm and
hatred that Alyosha could hardly have been won over by their
outward show of compassion. The discussion, therefore, leaves a
deep residue on Alyosha's consciousness, not because of any
display of altruism on the part of Ivan, but because of Alyosha's

own natural love for mankind, which is extremely moved by the

501bid.
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tales of innocent sufferers. As such, even though Alyosha finds
himself voicing the same doubts as Ivan had raised at the tavern
regarding the fairness of divine providence, the persuasive force
of Ivan's word is nevertheless sapped as his avowal of love and
compassion for innocent sufferers — the explicit reason he offers
for rebellion against the fatherhood of God - is undermined by the
bile of his speech.

The dark side of Ivan that surfaces during the telling of
these tales of suffering children is only one factor which
contrihutes to discrediting his internal word of rebellion against
God. As well, the rational argument, itself fraught with
inconsistencies, if not outright lies, is weakened directly. For
instance, Ivan begins by assuring Alyosha that it is not God he
refuses to accept, but the world which the Divine Father has
created. Yet, just the day before, in Alyosha's presence, Ivan had
twice declared to his father that God does not exist. When Alyosha
reminds him of this incongruity, Ivan responds weakly that he
had been teasing Alyosha then and that, in reality, God exists
because man has created him. However, this statement is as much
an affirmation of the non-existence of a divine creator of man as if
he wese to say flatly that God does not exist. When Ivan
concludes his argument with the statement that he will reject the
salvation offered by God even if he is wrong, his having in truth
chosen to reject God is patently evident. At best, Ivan can be seen
as pathologically ambivalent. A far less charitable view would see

him as purposely deceitful.



A second instance of an inconsistency which exists
directly in the argument itself centers around the unconditional
nature of Ivan's spiritual rebellion. Ivan explains that he has
chosen to reject God's world and the truth offered by the Divine
Father because, according to human reason, the requirement that
the truth must be paid for in the world by the suffering of
children cannot possibly be justified, and is therefore
unacceptable to him. With confidence, he declares that he will
adhere to this decision even if he is wrong; that is, even if at the
end of time all that is incomprehensible to human understanding
in the world is revealed to be most comprehensible and most
truly just and good, he will still refuse to accept it. These are
hardly the words of a devotee of truth. Rather, they bespeak a
fanatical irrationalism. Moreover, near the beginning of the

meeting at the tavern, Ivan had expressed a very different

sentiment.  Passionately, he confesses to Alyosha that even though

he has no faith in divine providence, even though the order of
God's world appears contradictory to reason, he cannot help but

love life and the beauty in the world:

XUTh XOueTcH, M A XUBY, XOTH 6B U BOTIpEKM

noruke. TIYCTh § He Bepo B MOPAAOK Bemel, HO
Aopor ¥ MHe KJielkue, pacnyckapiuecs BecHO#
JINCTOYKM, Aoporo roJsivéoe Hebo, AOpoOr MHOMH

yenoBek... (II, v, 3, cTp.250)
He continues to say that, even though he is convinced that God
and immortality do not exist and so there is no ultimate purpose
in life, he still admires those from the West who strongly believed

in such ideals. Each gravestone of these dead heroes, he declares:
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I'JJaCUT ...O TakOA CTPacTHOW Bepe B CBOW NOXBMT,
B CBOKO MCTHHY, B CBOK 60pbbY M B CBOI RaYKY ..
1] s, 3HaO z3apaHee, MajgY Ha 3eMJio U 6¥YAY

LjeJioBaTh 3TM KaMHM M NJiakaTh HajJ HHMM, - |a] B
TO Xe BpeMs Ybex[eHHBI BceM cepAlleM MOMWM,
YTO BCE 3TO AaBHO YXe KJjiaAbulle U HMUKaK He
6ogee. (II, v, 3, cTp. 250)

Thus, where Ivan insists as part of his 'rational' word of rebellion
that he will reject God and the world even if his position is shown
to be false, earlier, speaking more spontaneously from his heart,
he seemed to suggest that he will instead accept the Divine Father
and his order even though he believes such ideals to be false. In
neither case is he consistent.!

The relationship between these two declarations - both
mutually exclusive and yet each expressed with definiteness —
points to a severe split within Ivan, a schism between his intellect
which cannot accept God the Father and his heart which longs for
him. At the monastery, where the reader was first directly
acquainted with the Karamazovs, Zosima had seen beneath Ivan's
cold, confident exterior a deeply tormented individual, plagued by
the conflict between faith and unbelief, who, out of despair for a
solution, sought to divert his mind with sophisticated, daring

opinions. He had said to Ivan:

51 It is interesting to note here that the West for which lIvan expresses
great admiration, and to which he is linked by many motifs, is nevertheless
referred to by him as a ‘graveyard’ [kKnapbuuie). Similarly, his attack on
Christianity, which is presented in the legend through a dubious depiction
of the Grand Inquisitor, is most specifically directed against the Western
Chvsch in Rome. Ivan's professed adherence to Western atheistic thought
in conjunction with his subtle criticisms of the West also attests to his
fundamental ambivalence and internal dualism.
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Mpges ... 0 Bonpoce Bora M O 6eccMepTHUM AYWH emé
He pelleHa B BameM CepAlle M MYYaeT ero... Toka ¢

OoTYas§HMUd M BBl 3abaBJyideTeChb - W XYPHaJIbHBIMH
cTaThiMMU, U CBEeTCKMMH CnopamMu, caMH He BepyYd
cBoeil aAunaJieKkTHKe.... B Bac 3TOT BOMpPOC He pelleH,
U B 3TOM Ballle BeJIMKOe rope, b0 HACTOLATEJIBHO

TpebyeT pazpelieHMS... {, ii, 6, cTp. 76)
Ivan did not attempt to deny this assessment of himself, but
instead seemed to indicate his agreement by asking for the elder's
blessing. When, at the tavern, two very different and opposing
voices come from Ivan —one which indirectly expresses a deep
longing for faith and another which utters the word of intellectual
rebellion against God —~ Zosima's words and Ivan's response are
recalled.

The dualism within Ivan, first intuited by Zosima and
later evidenced during the discussion with Alyosha where Ivan
explains his rationale for rebellion, is also clearly illustrated in the
tale: "Besivkuii HMHKBU3ZMTOP", the apotheosis of his rebellious
word (see footnote S51). Although this Gothic melodrama was
meant to complete the charge of injustice against the Divine
Father by providing a more just, humane system for human
accountability, Ivan betrays his own intentions when his first
voice, which longs for God and absolute truth, subconsciously
colors the tale. Despite the fact that he had meant to show Christ
as unjust and without compassion, he is depicted as a God of

uncommon love and power:

Hapon HenobeammMowo CMJIOH CTpeMMTCA K HeMY....

OH MoOJIya NPOXOAUT CpeAM HHUX C THUXOL YJTBIGKOM
6eckOHeYHOro coctpapaHus. CoJiHLe JTO6BU TOPMUT
B ero cepaue, Nyuu Csera, NipocBelieHNs M Cuabl

TeKYT M3 oudell ero M, UIJNTKUBadACh Ha noaei,
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COTPACAT MX CepAlla OTBEeTHOKL JIDHOBLD. (L, v, 5,
cTp. 270)

The Grand Inquisitor, on the other hand, who, as a Roman Catholic
Cardinal, was to correct the injustice wrought .by Christ and save
humanity from the chains of free will, is presented as a cold,

selfish autocrat:

3TO AeBRHOCTOJIETHMIV NMOYTHU CTapvK, BBICOKMH U
npsMoii, € MCCOXMUM JIMLOM, CO BMAJILIMHU rJlazaMw,
HO M3 KOTOPHIX emé CBEeTUTCH, Kak OrHeHHas
HCKOpKa, 6JlecK... 3@ HUM B M3BECTHOM pacCTOSAHUU
clleAYOT MpayHble NMOMONMHWKY ¥ pabbl ero u
'cBameHHaq' cTpaxa. (I, v, 5, cTp. 271)

Moreover, the Inquisitor, who had sacrificed everything
to destroy and rebuild the foundation left by Christ, is tormented
by the same sort of partiality to Christ as Zosima had seen in Ivan
with regard to God the Father. First of all, the Cardinal indirectly
admits Christ's sovereign divinity by allowing him to go free after
having sentenced him to death. This is somewhat similar to one of
Ivan's voices admitting to a belief in divine providence by
admiring God's creation and those who lived ardent lives of faith.
Secondly, during the meeting with Christ in the jail cell, the
Cardinal longs for his silent prisoner to speak and is as haunted by
the truth of his prisoner's identity as Pontius Pilate had been
almost two thousand years ago in Judea. Yet, like Pilate, the
Inquisitor stubbornly refuses to denounce his own position in
favor of what he now knew to be the truth. As Ivan explains, the
kiss, which was the prisoner's response to the Cardinal's angry,
embittered words of rebellion, "ropuT Ha ero ceppue, HO

cTapuk ocTaércs B npexHeit npgee.” (1, v, 5, cTp.



285) In the same way, Ivan, who longs for God and

subconsciously believes in him, will refuse to relinquish his word
of rebellion. Alyosha, seeing the Grand Inquisitor as a double of
his author, makes explicit this parallel. In response to Ivan's
explanation of the effect of the kiss on the Inquisitor, Alyosha
says to Ivan: "M Tl BMecTe C HHUM, U Te12." (I, v, 5, cTp. 285)

Clearly, through the person of the Grand Inquisitor, Ivan,
as author of the tale, subconsciously demonstrates that he does
not believe fully in his own word of rebellion, nor does he have
complete confidence in its power to stand against the truth
offered by the Divine Father in Christ. Where he had set out to
deny all that was of God, he actually ends up affirming it - as
though in spite of himself. Alyosha exclaims in response to the
legend: "Ho... 3To HeJierocTb! . . . IloaMa TBOA €CTHb XBaJia
Hucycy, a He XYJa.. KaKk Thl XOTeN Toro." (II, v, S, CTP.
283) As such, Ivan's internal word of unconditional rebellion
against God the Father, which was to be cemented by the legend
of the Grand Inquisitor, is hit with another severe blow to its
credibility.

The false notes and inconsistencies which pervade Ivan's
discourse with Alyosha indeed lead to the downfall of his word
against Divine Fatherhood. As well, they reflect the deepening
serious spiritual schism within Ivan which will ultimately bring
him to a complete mental breakdown. At the same time, the
persistent parody of his words and ideas by both buffoonish and
naive or pseudo-intellectual characters regularly lowers the

stature his word might have in the mind of the reader. Some of
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these character-mirrors show his word to be insignificant and
shallow; others subtly color his ideas with a sinister undertone.
The result is the eventual defeat of his rebellious word as it is
shown to lack genuine credibility ~ in part because it is shown as
fundamentally diabolic in nature.

As was the case with Dmitry, the reader is provided with
the first sign of the path which Ivan will take in the novel from
intellectual pride to mental illness through the role which his
father, Fyodor Pavlovich, plays as a character-mirror.
Smerdyakov, who will later be shown to be Ivan's principal
'material' alter-ego, says to Ivan: "Bei, kak ¢€pnop IlaBjioBMY,
HauboJiee-¢, M30 BceX feTeil HauboJiee Ha Hero MOXOXU
BBIMJTM, C OQHODL € HUMM Ayvmoi-c.” (IV, xi, 8, cTp.684)
Indeed, Fyodor Pavlovich, who like Ivan purports to be an
unbeliever, echoes many of the words and ideas of his son. But,
what Ivan voices seriously and intelligently, Fyodor Pavlovich
echoes in a buffoonish, confused manner. The result is a travesty
of Ivan's word and a foreshadowing of the complete failure of his
rebellion against God the Father. Danow writes: "That the father
mirrors parodically the much more serious intellectual endeavors
of his son is a specific feature of the novel - the effect of which is
to weaken Ivan's stature as theoretician."s2

First of all, during a conversation with Alyosha near the
beginning of the novel, Fyodor Paviovich comically misquotes the

following statement by Voltaire: 'S'il n'existait pas dieu il faudrait

52 Structural Principles of The Brothers Karamazov, p.118.



linventer' to argue for the necessity of God to invent hooks, in
order to drag sinners into hell. When, much later, Ivan quotes the
same statement by Voltaire to validate his own view that God's
existence is dependent on man, one is reminded of his father's
absurd and inconsequential idea that God is bound by the
necessity to create hooks. Although Ivan's statement is quite
serious, the metonymic connection between his word and the
ridiculous, buffoonish words of his father, which is effected
through the use of a common quote, serves to belittle Ivan's
atheistic idea.

Secondly, the mistrust of clergymen, which is inherent in
Ivan's legend of the Grand Inquisitor, is also expressed by Fyodor
Pavlovich when he interrupts the monastery lunch with a
clownish outburst of slander against the monks and priests. The
same exaggerated criticisms which Ivan's father levies against
these holy men are embodied in the person of the Inquisitor, and
thus his example reflects negatively on the clergy generally.
Furthermore, just as Fyodor Pavlovich's accusations against
Christian leaders distinctly ring false, Ivan's view of Christ's
church in the West as well as his rebellious response to God, both
of which are presented in the legend, are also seen to be founded
on inconsistencies and misleading exaggeration. Fyodor Pavlovich
can be seen to allude to this connection between himself and his
son when he ironically says: "BOMCTHHY JIOXb €CMb ¥ OTel

nxul® (1, ii, 2, cTp. 48)
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Finally, during Fyodor Pavlovich's last conversation with
Alyosha the day beforc the parricide, the father repeats two
central features of Ivan's rebellion:

1) the choice to reject salvation:

A B paii TBOH, Anexce# defopoBuY, A He XOuY,
3TO 6BINIO 6B Tebe M3BECTHO, fa MOPAAOYHOMY
YeJTOBEKY OHO faxe B pa#-TO TBOW KM HENPMIIMYHO,
ecsiu pgaxe TaM M ecTb OH (11, iv, 2, cTp.187);

2) the disbelief in immortality: "Illo-MoeMyY, 3acHYJN1 U He
npocHYJics, ¥ HeT Huvero.." (Il iv, 2, cTp.187)

Here, Ivan's words are not travestied by buffoonery, as was the
case in the previous examples. They are simply rendered banal.
Moreover, linking these ideas explicitly to his second son, Fyodor
Pavlovich concludes the discussion with a statement which
disputes the intellectual stature of Ivan and his philosophy built
on the rejection of Divine Fatherhood. He says: "Buyepa HBaH
s7ech XOpOmMO rOBOPHUJ... MBaH XBacTYH, fla M HHKaKOW Y
Hero Takoif vw&Hoct Het.." (IL iv, 2, cTp.187) The parallel
Letween the two, imperfect as it may be, is lear.

That Ivan does not believe in im:nortality — a feature
which is foregrounded by Fyodor Pavlovich - is shown to be
loaded with meaning in light of an initial revelation about him,
which is made by Miusov, a relative of the family who prides
himself as an atheist and a ma= of enlightened liberal ideas. At
the monastery, attempting to degrade Ivan as an intellectual in
the minds of the monks, Miusov informs those present of Ivan's
declaration that if there is no immortality, then ‘everything is

permitted’, even to the extent of cannibalism. During the previous



discussion which revolved around Ivan's article on the jurisdiction
of ecclesiastic courts, Miusov had also sought to undermine Ivan's
ideas by continually interpreting them to support Rome and its
popes, who have allegedly been seduced by the third temptation
of Christ. Although at this point Ivan had not directly voiced his
allegiance with Rome, later his Grand Imquisitor is just such a
prelate who has consciously taken up the third offer made by the
devil; namely, that of worldly dominion. As such, Miusov not only
foreshadows Ivan's ideas from “BeJiukuit HHKBM3IHUTOP", but in
introducing its ideas in the presence of the monks, who are
obviously opposed to them, he allows for them to be undermined
even before the legend is told. The subsequent mention of Ivan's
atheist formula - an idea which is most embodied by the
Inquisitor — is thus Miusov's final attempt to discredit Ivan. He

concludes:

o TakoMY napafjOKCY MOXeTe 3akKJIOYNTH, rocnopa,
MU O BCEM OCTaJIBHOM, YMTO H3BOJIUT NPOBOIrJiamaThb
U NYTO HaMepeH emé, MoxXeT 6bITbh, NPOBOIrJIACHUTH
Hall MHJBIA 3KCHeHTpHK M napapokcaJiucT HBaH

¢8noposmv. (I, ii, 6, cTp.75)

Clearly Miusov, who strongly dislikes Ivan and
consciously echoes his words in a mocking manner, may be seen
as Ivan's second main character-mirror. Most significantly,
Miusov foreshadows Ivan's part in the parricide both by his
relation to Fyodor Pavlovich and by his revelation of Ivan's
formula that ‘all is permitted’. First of all, when Miusov displays a
distinct aversion for Fyodor Paviovich in the elder's cell, he is

associated with Ivan, the other alleged atheist in the room who
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also despises the old man. As such, when Miusov expresses his
disgust for the father, his voice can be viewed as synonymous
with Ivan's. Consequently, when Miusov says to Fyodor
Pavlovich: "3aTo uz6aBsio ce6s oT Bamero obuecTsna,
%epop NassioBMY, M noBepbTe, YTO Hascerga” (I, ii, 6, cTPp.
81), he utters the unconscious intention of Ivan to kill his father.
Secondly, in revealing the author of the atheist formula to be Ivan
- a son who loathes his father, who has rejected the Divine Father,
and who does not believe in immertality — Miusov shows how
Ivan's rebellion against the Divine Father, illustrated in the
formula, could also provide him with the rationale to murder his
biological father. When, later, Smerdyakov explains to Ivan that
he, Ivan, is the principal parricide because the murder was mainly
committed on Ivan's instructions to test the idea that 'all is
permitted’, the words of Miusov are recalled to help illuminate the
subtle manner in which Ivan is truly guilty of having 'rid himself
[M36aBsiaTh] of his father.S3

In pointing to the connection between Ivan's atheist idea
and parricide, Miusov takes the destruction of Ivan's word to a
further stage than Fyodor Pavlovich by revealing his word of
rebellion not only to be extreme to the point of the absurd, but

also to possess a certain diabolic character. In fact, as Danow

53 Furthermore, the possibility of being intellectually guilty for a crime by
simply providing the idea is more easily understood in light of the episode
between Kolya and the goose. The boy Kolya, who, in having naively
declared himself an atheist, may be seen as a double of the young lvan,
attempts to absolve himself from the killing of a goose on the grounds that
he bad not physically committed the deed himself. Like Ivan, however, he
is guilty by having put the idea in the mind of an accomplice.
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points out, the same type of conflicting speech patterns which
Ivan's devil uses to destroy Ivan's word occurs in Miusov's speech
at the monastery.54 At the same time, the physical description of
Miusov: "npocBem8HHBIH, CTONMMHBIA, 3arpaHUMHBIA U
NMPUTOM BCO XU3Hb CBOD eBpofneel, a MO KOHel XU3HU
nubepasi copokoBeix M naTugecatex rogos” (I, i, 2, cTp.10)
also fits that of Ivan's devil. Thus, Miusov may also be seen as a
material representation of Ivan's devil, who in the end brings
about the complete collapse of Ivan's word.

Where Miusov begins the disclosure of Ivan's word as
diabolic verbally through the purport of his words at the
monastery and symbolically through his likeness to Ivan's devil,
Rakitin, a third character who bears an envious contempt for Ivan
and attempts to undercut his words, may be seen as a material
representation of the evil side of Ivan's ideas taken to their
extreme. As such, he can be seen as another material
representation of Ivan's devil. Perlina writes: "The images of
Rakitin and of the Devil form a synonymous pair in the novel. The
former is the parodic product of Ivan's ideology. The latter is
Ivan's hallucination.”sS Thus, Rakitin - paradoxically an atheist
divinity student - echoes Ivan's ideas by speech and by actions,
which, void of any integrity or sense of morality, indirectly
express the idea that ‘everything is permitted’. Ivan's philosophy,
purposely contrary 1o the notion of Divine Fatherhood, is thereby

clearly shown to be, in praxis, dark and despicable.

541bid, p.129.
S5 Varieties _of Poetic Utterance, p.139.
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The roles which Miusov and Rakitin play in undercutting
Ivan's internal word are taken up in a more direct way by
Smerdyakov, the illegitimate son of Fyodor Pavlovich and lvan's
principal negative alter-ego. That is, where Miusov and Rakitin
prepare the way for the thorough discrediting of Ivan's word by
presenting it as fundamentally negative and sinister, Smerdyakov
brings it to the point where Ivan himself is forced to recognize
this dark side of his inner self and his word. The formula which
states that, in the absence of God the Father, 'all is permitted’, is
taken to its extreme by Smerdyakov, who deduces from it the
permission to murder the biological father, Fyodor Pavlovich.
Smerdyakov receives Ivan's consent through a subtle

conversation that takes place the day before the murder. This
dialogue, Bakhtin points out, consists of three voices:

1) Smerdyakov's voice, which attempts to elicit from Ivan
the permission to commit parricide,

2) Ivan's conscious voice, which is against the death of his
father, and

3) the latter's covert voice, which actually desires the death
of his father, bu. desires also that it be against his will, so that he
will be abic to consider himself free of any responsibility for the
crimeS6
Bakhtin continues to explain that Smerdyakov only hears Ivan's
covert voice, interpreting what is actually Ivan's positive,

conscious voice to be the insertion of the loopholes and sideward

56 problems of Dostoevsky's Postics, p.219.



glances necessary to protect himself from any evidence that could
prove his guiit. However, Ivan basically refuses to admit his
desire for his father's death and only wants to acknowledge his
conscious voice. As such, even though Ivan leaves the pre-
murder 'conspiracy' meeting feeling uneasy, he attempts to
convince himself that he cannot be held responsible for the crime,
should it occur. Smerdyakov, on the other hand, believes that he
has received Ivan's full support for the murder.

Still, the fact that Ivan is troubled by his responses to
Smerdyakov suggests that in truth he knows he has
communicated his consent, and therefore will be as guilty as
Smerdyakov if the lackey completes the murder. The following
day, on his way out of town, Ivan catches a glimpse of the truth
about himself when, wondering why he had suddenly announced
to Smerdyakov that he was going to Chermashnya, he whispers
the words: "SI moguien!® i, v, 7, cTp.304) Although it is
understated, clearly, deep in his heart, Ivan understands his
confirmation to Smerdyakov that he was going to Chermashnaya
to be his subtle signature on the murder deal.

But, only after the parricide has been committed, through
the last three conversations with Smerdyakov, is Ivan forced to
recognize his guilt in the murder of his biological father and,
correspondingly, the true implications of his philosophy devoid of
the Divine Father. During the first conversation, Ivan, still only
willing to admit his positive voice which was against the murder,
convinces himself that Smerdyakov is innocent. In the second

discussion, Ivan recognizes his negative voice for the first time:
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suddenly it is clear to him that Smerdyakov is the murderer, and
that he himself is a partner in the crime. The lackey, however,
insists that he is innocent, so Ivan leaves a second time -
apparently content to ignore the truth. Finally, during the last
meeting with Smerdyakov, the truth of the murder mystery and
of Ivan's word against God is unmistakably revealed.
Smerdyakov directly confesses to the murder, describes how it
had been committed, and implicates Ivan as the principal
offender. He says to his stunned younger brother:
"Bbl Y6WJTM, Bbl I'JIaBHbIA YbBMBel] U eCTb, a § TOJIBKO
BalIMM MPUCNEITHUKOM 6bLJT, CNYrof JIndapaod BepHbIM,
¥ IO cJOBY BameMy pfeJio 3To ¥ cosepmuJi” (1V, xi, 8, cTp.
674) As a final clincher to this shocking accusation, the lackey
adds the following as his principal motive: "llyme BCE noTomy,
NTO BCE MO3BOJIEHO. 3TO BhI BMpaBAY MeEHA yaustu-c." (1V,
xi, 8, cTp. 683%) Ivan is indeed hit with a double blow as he learns
not +~}y that he is responsible for the murder of his father, but
also that his supposedly noble, humanitarian word of rebellion has
generated the most despicable of crimes. Cutraged, Ivan promises
to do the virtuous thing and expose Smerdyakov and himself in
court, even though, taken at his word, he does not believe in
virtue.

From the moment of Smerdyakov's confession all of
Ivan's former confidence and self-control vanish. Faced with the
undeniable fact that he has murdered his biological father through
a sinister liaison with his illegitimate half-brother, which was

formed out of the idea that all is permitted, Ivan sees that, in
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rejecting the Divine Father with a carefully planned word of
spiritual rebellion, he has in truth aligned himself with God's
greatest adversary: the devil. As he finds himself deeply
tormented by this revelation, Ivan also recognizes, in his desire to
confess, the side of himself which, disgusted by evil, deeply longs
for the truth and goodness of a loving God. But, his once lofty
philosophy, which covertly had called for hate instead of love,
nihilism instead of faith, has denied him the ability to embrace
the Divine Father. The unveiling of the full nature of this conflict
within himself between good and evil is proof to Ivan of the
failure of his word of rebellion. Thus, as he leaves Smerdyakov
the third time, Ivan is left in limbo: his rebellion has been
shattered, but at the same time he is unable to turn to God the
Father. A severe, potentially fatal, mental breakdown results.
Albert Camus writes of Ivan's plight: "Caught between
unjustifiable virtue and unacceptable crime, consumed with pity
and incapable of love, a recluse deprived of the benefits of
cynicism, this man of supreme intelligence is killed by
contradiction." 7

Given that it is fundamentally the revelation of the
demonic core of Ivan's word, and thus of the devil within him,
which confirms his mental illness, it is not surprising that when he
returns home after his last conversation with Smerdyakov he has
a vision of the devil. The link between Smerdyakov and Ivan's

devil is described thus by Danow:

57 Albert Camus, trans. A. Bower, The Rebel, (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
Inc., 1956), p.59.



At the final meeting, gazing at Smerdyakov, lvan sees that
into that select elite for whom all is lawful, there has crept
an insect; gazing upon his lackey, Ivan sees himself, and
thus is provoked his nightmare: seeing himself, he sees his
devil.58

Smerdyakov shows Ivan's ideas to be centered in
darkness and crime and also provokes a revelation of the schism
within Ivan which brings him to an awareness of the ultimate
failure of his word. Through the devil, who, as Ivan's
hallucination, is a personification of his inner nature, Ivan is
provided with an explicit picture of his true self. First of all, he is
humbled as he sees his devil to be, like Miusov, no more than a
petty, outdated Russian liberal who echoes his ideas in a mocking,
derisive tone. In light of what has already been shown about his
word, this final travesty of Ivan's word makes its defeat even
more obvious. Secondly, the devil says of himself that most of all
he desires to do good and serve God, and laments that by some
twist of fate he has been forced to rebel against the Divine Father.
Thirdly, the devil informs Ivan that he too desires to praise God,
and that as such his purpose is to instill in Ivan the smallest seeds
of belief. Paradoxically, the devil fulfills the function of directing
Ivan toward God.

Ivaa is no less tormented after his visit with the devil.
There are, however, specific signs which indeed indicate that he
may come out of his breakdown choosing God the Father and

belief:

58 Semctural Principles of The Brothers Karamazoy, p.126.
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1) even though he had said he was unable to love his fellow
man, Ivan demonstrates great compassion for a dirty, drunken
peasant, to whom he had previously behaved violently; he carries
the man on his back to an inn, insures that he is cared for by a
doctor and provides generously for all the possible expenses;

2) while he had said that he does not believe in virtue, Ivan
confesses in court that he is the murderer of his father, even
though he knows that, without Smerdyakov to testify, he will not
be believed;

3) during the last meeting with Alyosha, Ivan feverishly
tells him about his visit with the devil, how the devil had seen
much that was true in him and how the devil had also seen that
he would perform a deed of great virtue.

As had been the case with Dmitry, Alyosha expresses the
intuition that Ivan, too, may be saved. Yet, he also recognizes the
possibility that Ivan, like his Grand Inquisitor, will continue to
refuse to submit to his inner longing for the Divine Father. He
describes the change that had come over Ivan thus: "Bor,
KOTOPOMY OH He BepMJi, ¥ TpaBAa ero onoJiesaliu
cepaue, BcE emE He XoTeBlee noguuHuThea." (IV, xi, 10,
cTp. 710) Thus, it seems that Ivan's future is ultimately
unfinalized. He had been free to reject the truth and to rediscover
it. He is also free either to accept it conclusively or to continue on
his path toward destruction. Still, one can maintain that the
author privileges Alyosha's concluding words when the young

novice monk says:
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Bor no6GepmT! . . . UM BoccTaHeT B CBeTe npaBAbl,
UJin . . . NTOrMBHET B HEHABUCTH, MCTH cebe M BCceM

3a TO, YTC MOCJIYXHJI TOMY, BO YTO He BepUT. (IV,
xi, 10, eTp. 710)

During the previous discussions centering around Dmitry
and Ivan, Alyosha - the youngest brother - has been mentioned
briefly in a number of instances:

1) with regard to Dmitry — two days before the parricide, for
which Dmitry is convicted, Fyodor Pavlovich’s oldest son confesses
to Alyosha the burning conflict within his heart between a longing
to serve God the Father and his Karamazovian, sensual lust for
depravity, which he fears could bring him to murder his biological
father;

2) with regard to Ivan - in a dusty, dark tavern, Fyodor
Paviovich's second son also sees in Alyosha someone to whom he
can reveal his private thoughts: during their meeting, Ivan voices
his internally persuasive word of spiritual rebellion against God,
which is begun with the tales of suffering children and completed
in the legend of the Grand Inquisitor; at the same time, however,
he finds himself admitting to Alyosha an ardent love of life and
truth, which is fundamentally redemptive in nature;

3) as a young man of insight — Alyosha perceptively sees
behind the mask worn by Ivan: he realizes that the legend in
truth expresses Ivan's deep unconscious admiration for Christ;
that is, the 'poem’ instead of being a criticism of Jesus, as had been
intended, is ratier in praise of him; as well, Alyosha recognizes in
the person of the Inquisitor Ivan's subconscious knowledge of the

true, dark nature of his rebellion against the Divine Father;



4) as a bearer of truth — near the end of the novel, Alyosha
speaks authoritatively about the fate of his two brothers with
respect to their individual quests for Divine Fatherhood: Dmitry
will ultimately accept God and the redemptive power of suffering
by choosing to go to Siberia; Ivan too has been overwhelmed by
the truth of God; as such, he will either rise in the light of Christ or
perish in hate because of the hell that will continue to remain in
his heart; nevertheless, Alyosha concludes confidently, whatever
the outcome may be, God will reign victoriouss.

It is most uncommon to be able to speak with such
authority at the tender age of twenty and to be regarded as a
confidant of so many - for, indeed, it is not just his two older
brothers who confess to Alyosha, but all the positive characters in
the novelS® But then, from the beginning, Alyosha is depicted as
an extraordinary character. First of all, in the preface to The
Brothers Karamazov, Dostoevsky's authorial persona identifies
Alyosha as his main hero, and adds that he considers him to be a
remarkable, if somewhat eccentric, man. Secondly, and more
significantly with regard to the theme of fatherhood, Alyosha is
introduced by the chronicler in reverent tones which occasionally
wax hagiographical. The following details of his childhood and
early life, which could well refer to any number of saints whose
lives have been recorded in the Xmras, point to God as a loving

and protective father:

59 Varieties of Poetic Utterance, p.190.
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1) An unusual childhood incident that marked him
as chosen by God: when Alyosha was just two years old, his
mother had held him before an icon and, sobbing hysterically, she
had prayed to the mother of God for him; we are told that Alyosha
always remembered this moment, how the slanting rays of the
setting sun had shone on the icon, how beautiful his mother
looked, kneeling in prayer, and how he felt as though from that
day onward he was placed "nog noxpos 6oropoauue;” (I, i, 4,
cTp.19)

2) Early signs of an advanced inner spirituality or
tother-worldliness': disinterested in the usual childhood games,
Alyosha was always very reserved and quiet — not because he

was shy or unsociable, but:

OT Kakoi-TO Kak 6bI BHYTpeHHe#l 3aboThl,
CO6CTBEHHO JIUYHON, A0 APYr¥X He KacaBueiicd, HO
CTONb AJIS Hero BaxXHOM, YTO OH M3-3a HeEé Kak 6bi
zabpiBasl ApYrux;” (I, i, 4, cTp.19)

3) An extraordinary love for people combined
with an ability to awaken in everyone an instant, but
genuine love in return: 'Tope! OH JNIDHMUJII: OH, Ka3aJioCh,
BCIO XM3Hb XWUJI, COBepIIeHHO Beps B nonei;” (1, i, 4, cTp.19)
at the same time, "map Bo36YxAaTh K cebe OCOBEHHYIO
NO60Bb OH 3aKkyioYaJl B cebe, Tak CKazaTb, B CaMOH
npupoge.” (1, i, 4, cTp.20) The chronicler adds that people were
naturally drawn to Alyosha because he refused to sit in
judgement of others and was never shocked at what he witnessed
or heard: "OH Bc€ fonyYckaJi, HUMaJIO He OCYXAasf, XOTH

yacTo OYeHb ropbko rpyets;’ (L, i, 4, cTp.19)
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4) a firm decision tc dedicate hiz Mix to the
service of Ged by choosing monasticisin .ver mar: jaged? :
Alyosha believed in and searched for the trui. she «orrosicler
writes, and, "3af{YMaBiIUCb CEpPLEZHO, TNOPAZNICA
ybexaeHMeM, 4TO HeccMepTne M bor cymecTBYDT." {1, i, 5,
cTp. 27-28)  Partly because oi the overwhelming impression :idat
the revered elder, Father Zosims, had made on him, and seeing the
life of 2 monk as the *mpeaJst K .ofla pBaBmedcs U3 MpakKa K
ceetry avmmu erq” (L i, 3, cTp.27) iz decided to enter the
monastery. When the chronicler further adds that the young
man's decision may have had something to do with the memory of
his mother holding him before the mother of God, or, more
mystically still, that it was possible that 'noneiicTBoBany [Ha
Hero] ¥ Kocble JIYNM B3axOAsmero COJIHLa Rpef ob6pa3oM,”
(, i, 5, cTp. 28) the idea that there might have been some element
of divine intervention is strongly suggested.

These introductory observations, which draw a parallel
between events in Alyosha's early life and those which typify a
saint, point to the first of three holy figures whose lives and
words are mirrored by Alyosha. The reflection of these figures in
Fyodor Pavlovich's youngest son both explain and justify the inner
path that he takes from uninformed belief in the Divine Father
through a brief but deep period of doubt to a firm conviction of

the truth of God as a loving, just father.

60 While during the course of the novel Alyosha is seen to commit to Lize
and marriage (in part as a result of Zosima's testament), this does not
negate Alyosha's initial wish to pursue monastic celibacy.



The second figure whom Alyosha mirrors is Father
Zosima, the novel's revered elder and religious teacher. Where
Dmitry and Ivan demonstrate their rejection of Fyodor Paviovich
as a father figure by harboring a deep desire to kill kim, Alyosha
also turns away from the lecherous old man by looking to Zosima
as a surrogate father. In this wise, holy man, he recognized a
mentor and role model, after whom he wished to pattern his life.
The chronicler writes that "Bcen ropsvyen nepBoL JIN60BLI
csoero Heyronumoro cepaua” (I, i, 4, ctp.19) he had

passionately embraced the elder and all that he stood for.

During the time that Zosima is alive, Alyosha speaks very

little about spiritual matters. Rather, he is most often seen as the

quiet messenger,S! listening compassionately to the problems of

those around him and attempting to calm the twisting storms that

are being set off by the other members of his family. When he

does speak, however, his words echo those of his surrogate father.

Because of the high authority which the elder's words command in

the novel, Alyosha's speech also has the force of truth. Perlina
argues that this is why "all other personages in The__Brothers
Karamazov . . . are so eager to know his opinion."62 As well, for
the same reason, these characters naturally find themselves
confessing to him; uRconsciously, they seek his approval.63
Indeed, from the beginning, Alyosha's opinion is held in

high regard among his peers. However, at this early stage in his

6 1 Sepuctural Principles of The Brothers Karamazov, pp.59-60.
62 yarieties of Poetic Utterance, p.44.
63 Ibid
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spiritual journey, Alyosha, who speaks only through Zosima, has
clearly not yet found his own internally persuasive voice. Tat is,
he has not yet made Zosima's faith in God his own. Instead, he
relies completely on the elder for guidance and support. As such,
when Alyosha's spiritual father dies, leaving his young disciple
alone to face the world, Alyosha's faith in God the Father is deeply

shaken when particularly traumatic events accompany that death:

TO-TO M ecThb, YTO BCcH JIO60Bb, TaMBIIasfcd B
MOJIOOOM M YMCTOM cepAlle ero Ko 'BcéM M Bcs', B
TO BpeMs M BO BeChb npefmecTBOBaBMMA TOMY TIOZ,
KaK 6Bl BCS BpeMeHaMM COCpe[OTOYMBaJiach, M,
MoOxeT 6bITh, Aake LeNpPaBUIIBHO, JIMIIb Ha OAHOM
CYIecTBe NpeMMYImeCTBeHHO, NO KpaiiHell Mepe B

cuJsibHemMMX NOpbIBAX CepAla ero, — Ha
BO3NO6JIEHHOM cTaplie ero, Tenepb noyusmem. (III,
vii, 2, cTp. 367)

Nadine Natov writes: "Paradoxically, Alesha's love and faith in
Zosima will engender crucial temptations and cause the most
serious moral and religious crisis in his life."64

Natov continues to explain that during this period of
crisis, Alyosha's faith is met with the most severe test: in reverse
order, he is subjected to each of the temptations which Christ had
suffered in the desert. Alyosha's response to these temptations
demonstrate that truth and happiness are to be found in choosing
the fatherhood of God, not Satan's offers of worldly satisfaction as

Ivan's Inquisitor had maintained.

64 Nadine Natov, "The Ethical and Structural Significance of the Three
Temptations in The Brothers Karamazov, Dostoevsky Studics, vol.8, 1987,
p.18.
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The first temptation that Alyosha must endure - Christ's
third, which offers the son of God worldly dominion if he will
worship Satan - is sparked by Ivan, during their meeting at the
tavern. In rejecting God's world and building a counter-sysiem
for humanity that excludes divine grace, Ivan has indirectly
pledged allegiance to the devil; he has, thereby, succumbed to the
third temptation. As such, when he attempts to elicit his younger
brother's approval in the bar, Ivan, who figuratively stands in the
place of the devil, is asking for Alyosha's compliance with the
'wise $pirit of death and destruction'. Disturbed by the
conversation, Alyosha asks Ivan why he is trying to test him.
Ivan responds: "Tof MHe fopor, a4 Tebd YNYCTUTb He XOvY
¥ He YCTYNJio TBoeMYy 3Zocume." (II, v, 4, cTp. 264) The
extent to which the temptation raised by Ivan has penetrated
Alyosha's consciousness is clear when, deeply tormented by the
scandal of the elder's decay, he echoes his older brother's very
words of rebellion. He says: "l npoTUB 60ra Moero He
6YHTYIOCh, 1 TOJIbKO 'MHpa ero He npuHumMaw'."(lll, vii, 2,
ctp. 370)

Indeed, the incident that ultimately sparks Alyoshii's
anger toward God, and which provokes him to question divine
justice, centers around the decay of Zosima's body. All the people
who had heard of the great elder, including Alyosha and his
closest disciples, expected that, in keeping with reports of miracles
recorded in the Russian Orthodox Xz 7#g God would indicate the
elder's saintliness by miraculously protecting his body from

natural decomposition. When the body not only begins to smell,
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but deteriorates more rapidly than usual, many believe that this
is instead a sign that the man had actually been a follower of the
devil. Malcolm Jones sees in Alyosha's reaction to the denied
miracle an indication that the young novice has succumbed to the
second temptation. The same syllogism that is inherent in the
devil's suggestion that Christ throw himself from the temple
pinnacle because God's angels will bear him up could also be
deduced from Alyosha's succumbing to the superficial wish to be
shown physical evidence of his spiritual father's saintliness, and,
when it fails to happen, charging God with unjustly allowing
Zosima's name (o be disgraced:

1) God wili protect the righteous from any natural processes
which will be harmful;

2) Jesus and Zosima are among the righteous;

3)Therefore, God will protect them from harmful natural
processes.S3

The death of his spiritual father and the knowiedge that

his faith in the Divine Father is also disintegrating reduce Alyosha
to the point of despair. He is, therefore, easy prey for Rakitin,
who attempts to corrupt him with the the devil's first temptation

by luring him to the pleasures of the flesh.$6 Although the

65 Malcolm Jones, "The Legend of the Grand Inquisitor: The Suppression of
the Second Temptation and Dialogue with God,” Dostoevsky Studies, vol.7,
1986, pp.126-128. Ao, in this regard, V. Terras points out that the decay of
Zosima's body indicates that, even in death, the elder denied the superficial
type of miracle that Ivan's Inquisitor had propagated. As such, it may be
seen as his ‘last word' in the ideological 'debate’. See V. Terras, A
Karamazov Companion, pp.57-58.

66 *The Ethical and Structural Significance of the Three Temptations in The
Brothers Karamazov ," p.22.



deceitful divinity student does not ask him to turn stones into
bread, he does give him food and vodka at a time when Alyosha
should be abstaining. He then offers to take him to Grushenka;
"Rakitin is sure that Alyosha too has a 'Karamazov nature’ and can
be easily tempted by sensuality."67 Paradoxically, however,
rather than being seduced, he instead finds in Grushenka the way
back to God. Where, initially, there is no doubt that she had
intended to seduce him, the news that his elder has just died
effects a rapid change in her attitude. Moved by compassion for
Alyosha and struck by the gentle young man's innate goodness,
Grushenka is filled with the sense of her own sinfulness. Like
most of the other personages in the novel, she finds herself
confessing to him her innerm * torments. Grushenka concludes
by telling the tale of the one onion. As the story reads, a woman
damned to hell is given the opportunity to be dragged out of hell
by her guardian angel on the strength of the one onion which she
had long ago given to a beggar, as her single act of love. This tale,
in combination with Grushenka's expression of her own
wickedness, touches a deep chord in Alyosha's heart. He says to

her:

S mén copa 3NYID AYMY HAWTU - Tak BJIEKJIO
MeHsi caMoro kK TOMY, MOTOMY WTO § 6bIJT noan
¥ 30J, @ HameéJsT cecTPY MCKPeHHBD, Hamésn
COKpOBHMIle - AYINY JIO6AMYD... Th MO0 AYmMY
ceitvac BoccTaHoBuna. (I, vii, 3, cTp. 381)

7 1bid
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At the same time, Grushenka feels that she has found in Alyosha

someone who will forgive her, despite her wickedness. She says:

S BCIO XM3Hb TAKOT'O, Kak Thl, X[aJia, 3HaJa, 4TO
KTO-TO Tako¥W NpMAET M MeHd NPOCTUT. Bepuiia,
YTO M MeHd KTO-TO TNOJIOGUT, rafkKyio, He 3a OAMH

tonibko cpaml. (I, vii, 3, cTp. 388)
As Alyosha leaves Grushenka's, he finds himself spiritually
revived by their 'mutual onion giving'; only now, for the first time,
does he understand what it means to be truly responsible ‘for
everyone and everything'.

Feeling a strong need to pray, Alyosha returns to the
monastery. He enters the elder's cell at the moment when Father
Paisii begins reading the gospel story of the wedding at Cana - the
tale of Jesus' first miracle. On his knees, he falls into a half dream
state during which the authoritative words of scripture become
incorporated into his own reflections on spiritual matters. Where
Ivan's charge that Jesus was the cause of man's suffering had
essentially been at the root of Alyosha's fall from grace, the truth
of the notion that Christ had instead come to provide men with
" happiness is suddenly impressed upon his consciousness. In a
voice which, for the first time, is his very own, he is able to speak
this idea with authority: "He roge, a papgocTb JIRMACKYIO
noceTus1 XpuUcToc, B TNepBhIA pa3 cOTBOpAd YYAO, PafOCTH
noackoit momor.." (I, vii, 4, cTp. 390) Having uttered these
words, he suddenly finds that he is being called to the wedding
feast by Zosima, a celebration at which Christ is present. The

elder explains that he himiself had been invited because of the



onion he had once given, and that now, because Alyosha too had
given an onion to Grushenka he has also been invited. In the final
part of his dream, Alyosha hears the elder speaking to him in a
fatherly, loving manner. He says: "H Tbl, TUXUMK, U ThI,
KPOTEMIi MOM MaJib4MK, M Thl CErofHs JIYKOBKY CYMeJI
nogaTh ajuymeii. HauuHaii, MUNBIA, HauuHall, KPOTKU#H,
penio cBo&" (IIl, vii, 4, cTp. 390) Encouraging him as a true
father, Zosima directs the young man into the world where he too
will come to fulfill the role of a spiritual father.

Symbolically, Alyosha's dream that he has been invited to
the wedding feast represents the final stage in the reader's
witnessing Alyosha's conversion to Christianity: his own individual
'marriage in Christ, to use Saint Paul's metaphor. To consummate
this event, Alyosha goes outside and prostrates himself on the

earth, asking for its forgiveness.

OH LjeJioBaJi €&, mnJiava, pbiaas M obJivBasg CBOMMMU
cr8zaMy, M HWCCTYMJIEHHO KJaaJicd JIOGUTh €€,
NPO6KTb BO BEeKM BEKOB.... Kakad-TO Kak bbl uhesd
BOLiapsijlacb B YMeé ero - ¥ YXe Ha BCIO XMZHb U

HAa BEKM BekOoB. [la;mT OH Ha 3eMJI0 CJlabbIM OHoIeH,
a BCTaJl TBEPALIM Ha BCHO XW3Hb bo¥ifoM M co3Han
M NMOYYBCTBOBaJI 3TO BAPYI, B TY X€ MHUHYTY

csoero BocTtopra. (III, vii, 4, cTp. 393-394)6¢
As Zosima had previously commanded on many occasions,

Alyosha leaves the “monastery and sets out into the world to bring

68 Where it was chiefly Alyosha's earthy 'Karamazovian' passion which
allowed him to fall into doubt and be tempted, it was also through this same
passion that he is able to find his way back to God. Thus, even though
mother earth is very much connected in the mind of the Russian believer
with the mother of God, and hence this could explain Alyosha's actions &
this point, his kissing the earth may also symbolize his recognition of il
aspects of his earthy, sensual nature.
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the message of God to Russians. Where, originally, Alyosha was
said to mirror, first, the life of a typical saint and, secondly, the
words and teachings of Father Zosima, at this stage he may be
seen to reflect more directly the life of Christ. Reborn as a true
son of God, Alyosha, who had previously been a spiritual son to
Zosima, is able to become, like Jesus, a father figure to a group of
'disciples’. As Christ had chosen the apostle Peter to be the 'rock
of his church’, Alyosha singles out Kolya, the former pseudo-
atheist-socialist and double of Ivan, to be his strongest
representative.  Following the funeral of the young Ilyusha,
Alyosha delivers, through the children of Russia, his first address
to the people (Hapox). This 'speech by the stone' runs parallel to
Christ's sermon on the mount: the syntax, parable-like tone, and
authoritative quality of Alyosha's somewhat unorthodox message
are all distinctive features of what had long ago been Jesus' first
public sermon; as well, where the ancient sermon celebrates the
joy which will be rewarded to the down-trodden of the world,
Alyosha encourages the boys to see in the memory of Ilyusha - a
suffering, but somehow joyful child — evidence of the infinite love
and compassion of the Divine Father.

Moreover, in retrospect, there »are also significant
parallels that can be seen to have existed between Jesus and
Alyosha even before the latter's conversion. The following
similarities are worthy of note:

1) neither began their mission to the world immediately

with adulthood;
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2) both had to undergo and uitimately resist the three
temptations of the devil before going out into the world as
leaders;
3) where the miracle at Cana was the event which indicated
that Jesus was now ready to 'go about his farher's work' - a
mission which was to change all history, it is the message of this
same gospel story which brings Alyosha to the stage where he is
also prepared to do the work of the Divine Father, 'Ha BCD XM3Hb
M Ha BeKM BEKOE'.

Clearly, at the point where the novel ends, with the
powerful 'speech by the stone', there is every indication that
Alyosha - like Jesus, Zosima, and the saints of the past —is
committed to live out the rest of his life in the service of God. His
internally persuasive voice, no longer an ‘imitation' of his elder's,
has become its own authoritative expression of the truth of God
the Father. At the same time, because Alyosha's words accord
with scripture, his voice is virtually synonymous with Zosima's
and, as well, with that of Christ, the Divine Logos incarnate.

Nevertheless, even Alyosha's future, like Dmitry's and
Ivan's, must remain ultimately unfinalized. The gift of free will,
which Ivan's Inquisitor had attempted to destroy because he
believed human beings were not capable of such a serious
responsibility, not only allows man to search for truth, but it also
forces him to choose continuously between good and evil, between
accepting the fatherhood of God or serving Satan. While this
means that Dmitry and Alyosha, who have for the time being

chosen to serve God, will still be subjected to evil, and may even
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fall, it also means that Ivan, who may for the moment continue to
adhere to his godless idea, will nevertheless have other chances to
choose the truth of the Divine Father. Alyosha indirectly confirms
this when, in the concluding chapter of the novel, he says to the
children: "MoxeT 6bITb, MBI CTaHeM [faxe 3JILIMM NOTOM,

daxe npen AYPRbIM NMOCTYNKOM YCTOATH 6bYygeM He B

cuiax... (Epilogue, cTp.840) However:

Jaxe ecyiy M OAHO TOJIbKO XOpoimee BOCNOMMHAaHHE
npyu Hac OCTAaHEeTCA B HameM ceppLe, To ¥ TO
MOXeT TOCJIYXUTh KOorga-Hubynb HaM BO ClaceHUe.

(Epilogue, cTp.840)



CHAPTER FOUR: THE GKEAT 'DEBATE'

Dmitry Karamazov says to his youngest brother: "IbsiBOJU
c 6orom 6opeTcd, a mnoJie 6MTBBI - cepaua Jpaen."(l, iii, 4,
ctp.117) And, in a previously cited letter to Maikov, Dostoevsky

confirmed the centrality of the spiritual quest for God when he

wrote the following concerning The Brothers Karamazov:

I'naBHBI# BOMpOC, KOTOPHI NpoBefeTCs BO BCexX
YacTaX- TOT caMblif, KOTOPHIM § MYYMJICH
COBHATENIbHO M 6ecCO3ZHATEeSIbHO BCD MOD XW3Hb -
(3To] cymecTBOBaHMe Boxue.S?

The spiritual conflict between faith and the rejection of
the Divine Father is mot only the crux of the theme of fatherhood,
but also it is the point at which the heterogeneous elements of The
Brothers Karamazov converge. During the first group scene of the
novel, what would perhaps have been a dormant desire for God is
awakened in the hearts of the Karamazov brothers by the revered
spiritual father, Elder Zosima. As the action progresses, the
ambivalence that these brothers exhibit toward their biological
father, Fyodor Pavlovich, is seen to be an external manifestation
of a deep internal dualism, which they must eventually address.
This dualism involves a longing to become a son of the Divine
Father while being distracted from this desire by the passions and
torments of the world. At the same time, the novel's diverse
story-lines — all of which ultimately center around two incarnate

father figures -~ are linked thematically in that together they

69 MuceMa 11, _1867-1871, op cit.

134



foreground the main issues in the problem of faith in God that
beset the brothers on an ideological level.

Clearly, the dichotomy between faith and unbelief is
addressed on every level of the novel's architectonics. The result
is a literary polyphony whereby the elements comprising this
problem are first introduced in their relatively simple forms and
then played against one another in increasing degrees of
complexity until they are brought to a resolution in a crescendo at
the climax of the novel.

The two opposing sides of the dichotomy between faith
and unbelief are internalized within each brother, who expresses
them both verbally and through actions. On a higher level, the
problem is addressed ideologically through the dialogic
interactions which take place between characters. In the previous
chapters, the issues surrounding this spiritual conflict have been
discussed purely with regard to showing how the iitricate
polyphonic system, established by thematic/verba' counterpoint,
both enriches the theme of fatherhood and facilitates the
emergence of the truth sought by the brothers. The discussion of
fatherhood, however, is clearly not complete without a
consideration of the great 'debate' between Ivan, who in the
latter part of Book Five argues against God and the justice of
Christ's work in the world, and Zosima, who in the following book
puts forth a Christian perspective’® as the only answer to man's

quest for truth.

70 As noted at the end of chapter ome of this study, the Christianity which
Zosima presents is rooted in the Orthodox traditi-n. However, there is

135



136

According to many critics, the ideological debate is one-
sided, with the victory distinctly won by Ivan7! In particular,
they contend that Zosima has failed to counter Ivan's principal
argument, which centers around the problem of innocent
suffering. These critics, however, have made two serious errors:
1) hastily placing Ivan's "Besnkuit HHKBUZIMTOpP" among the
greatest critiques of Western Christianity, they have, as though by
omission, neglected to see the fundamental misconception on
which the legend is based; and 2) they dismiss Zosima's position as
invalid because it is not based on reason, and in so doing they
misunderstand the basis for his views.

First of all, by omitting the Divine Father from his
argument, as will be explained, Ivan begins from a premise which
is false. He proceeds by stating what is commonly recognized as
true, but which in light of his faulty premise is subtly
undermined. He then concludes, reasoning correctly from his
faulty premise, with what appears to be the most logical
alternative to the falsified truth. This pattern is repeated
throughout his argument in a manner which both allows the
pivotal element that has been omitted to be disguised - so that its
zbsence is barely perceptible to the reader - and allows an

argument to be presented which is highly persuasive. Secondly,

reason to suggest that his version of Christianity is not entirely in keeping
with Orthodoxy. For example, his exhortation that men pray for the souls of
suicides, his hint that perhaps all men are saved, and the idea that men may
enbance the salvation of others by accepting responsibility for their sins

are views which distinctly depart from the official position of the Orthodox
church in Russia.

71 Nathan Rosen, "Style and Structure in The Brothers Karamazov £
Russian _Literary Triquarterly, vol.l, 1971, p.352.



the notion of the Divine Father — the factor which Ivan has
dismissed from his thinking and which grounds his critique of
Christ in error —~ is not only highlighted by Zosima's discourse, but
it is the foundation of the monk's position. At the same time, the
truths which Ivan perverts as a result of his faulty premise are
given their correct formulation by the elder: that is, Zosima shows
these statements to fall short of the truth by demonstrating how
they are answered most completely only within the framework of
Orthodox Christianity.  Thirdly, the truth of Father Zosima's
position, as it stands against Ivan's, is enhanced by ihe events of
the novel and the paths of the brothers.

In this chapter, through deconstructing Ivan's argument,
I intend to show that the fallacies hidden in the legend are
emphasized by Zosima in a manner which reinforces the authority
of the latter's position. Moreover, by the additional evidence of
the plot, Zosima's position, not Ivan's, will be seen to resemble
most closely the answer found to the search for fatherhood in The
Brothers Karamazov.

Ivan declares to Alyosha that it is not God whom he
rejects, but the created world. Yet, underlying his critique of the
divine order of the universe is his omission of the notion of a God
who lovingly and justly bestows upon men the grace to overcome
the torments of the world. Consequently, the world which Ivan
perceives as flooded with horrible atrocities committed daily
against children, is one where divine grace is not even intuited as
a possible solution. And so, having denied God the role of divine

grace in salvation, he concludes erroneously that salvation is
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unjustly paid for by the innocent tears of these children. On the
basis of this misconception, Ivan asks, rhetorically, if there is a
single creature who could forgive the offences committed against
an innocent child, or who would even have the right to do so.
Alyosha responds that this creature is Christ: "OHO MoOxeT BCE
NpOCTUTh, BCEX M BCR # Za BCE , MOTOMY YTO €aMoO
OTHaJI0 HEeMOBMHHYID KPOBb CBOK 3a BCeX H 3a Bce." (II, v,
4, cTp. 267) But, just as Ivan has divorced God the Father from
the affairs of men, he has also excluded the Divine Father from his
relationship with Jesus. As such, he is unable to see how the
blood of Christ could possibly make up for the tears of innocent
children. Rather, Ivan, through the Grand Inquisitor, incorrectly
holds Jesus to have been the one most responsible for the
suffering of the world.

This second misconception, which stems from Ivan's
suppression of Jesus' relationship to the Divine Father, is the
thesis of his legend: "Besnukmit HHkBUIMTOP.” In the legend,
Jesus returns to earth during the time of the Spanish Inquisition
where he is confronted by the Inquisitor, a Roman Catholic
Cardinal. The cardinal condemns Christ for having spurned man’s
only chance at happiness. By resisting the temptations in the
desert, Jesus denied men miracle, mystery and authority: the
three forces which would have allowed him to capture the hearts
of all men forever and which would therefore have freed them
from the pangs of conscience. Instead, he bestowed upon men
great suffering by insisting that they be free to choose him of

their own will, without recourse to miracle, mystery and
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authority. Human beings, the Inquisitor maintains, are too weak
and irresponsible to bear the freedon to make the decision to
ignore their earthly desires and follow Christ solely on the basis of
his ‘'godly’ example. Consequently, the people are plagued by the
dualism which inevitably results from the gift of freedom. He
concedes that, indeed, there have been and will be a few men who
are actually strong enough to rise out of this dualism and be
saved. But what about the multitudes who are weak? Filled with
bitterness, the Inquisitor completes his indictment of Jesus with
an accusation reminiscent of Ivan's original complaint concerning
the debt of suffering which innocent children pay for salvation,
but with an interesting reversal; that is, having portrayed the
masses of human beings as quasi-innocent sufferers, he concludes
that Christ has denied them their place as children of God by

excluding them from salvation. He says to Jesus:

YeM BHHOBaThl OCTaJibiible cJiabble JIOAHU, 4YTO

He MOorny BbITepneTs ¥oro, YTO Mmoryyue? Yem
BUHOBaTa cJlabas Qgyma, 4TO He B CHJIaX BMECTUTb
CTOJTb CTPamHBIX RapoB? Jla HEYXKTO %e W BNPAMb
NPUXORUJT Thl JIUMBb K U36paHHBIM U QNS
u3bpaHHBIX? HO ecni¥ TakK, TO TYT TaiHa U HaM He
nouste e& (I, v, 5, cTp.279)

The Grand Inquisitor reasons, incongruously, that if the
unrequited suffering of innocent 'children of God' is an
unfathomable mystery then ‘everything is permitted’ and so, in

order to achieve happiness for mankind, he has the right to:

nponoBefoBaTh TaWHY M YYWUThH HX, UTO He
CBOGOQIHOE pelleHNe CepAel] MX BaXHO M He
np60Bb, a TaifHa, XKOTOpPOA OHM NOBUHOBATAHCH
OOJIXHBI cJieno, paxe MuMoO uX cosecTH. (II, v, 5,
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cTp. 279)

The mystery, however, on which the Inquisitor bases his
allegedly utilitarian order consists in his having replaced the
freedom that is to be found in Christ with bondage to the devil via
the three temptations in the desert.

The Inquisitor has offered men the ‘earthy bread’ which
Christ rejected in the first temptation by satisfying their natural
desires, even giving them permission to sin. In this way, he had
hoped to free men from the burden of choice, to appease their
consciences, and to provide them with communal worship - a
longing, he argues, that has been the principal source of war and
bloodshed. But, instead, the Inquisitor has actually sought to
suppress the spiritual side of human beings which Christ
defended, reducing mankind to the level of dependent, submissive
slaves, capable only of happiness through ignorance.

The Inquisitor has also offered men what Christ rejected
in the second temptation by using the authority which God gave to
the leaders of the church to satisfy man's temporal desires and
needs. Whereas, in refusing to throw himself from the temple
pinnacle, Jesus demonstrates that the relationship which the
Divine Father has to his people is not one that binds him to
interfere miraculously with the human condition - i.e., with
contradictory desires, suffering and death.  Therefore, his spiritual
representatives in the church should not attempt to interfere with
these experiences either. But, neither the Inquisitor nor Ivan -
who had originally lashed out against God for not having protected

innocent children from suffering - can understand this because
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both have ultimately denied the relationships which exist
betwe:n the Divine Father and the world and between him and
Jesus. As such, how could they possibly understand the nature of
these relationships?

Malcolm Jones points out that Ivan, speaking through the
Inquisitor, has even excluded the part in Matthew's account of the
second temptation which refers to Jesus' relationship with God.7?2
In Matthew 4:6, Satan says to Jesus: "Ecni Tel ChIH Boxwit,
6pochCa BHM3, W60 HamnWcaHoO: 'AHreJyiaM CBOHMM
zanopenad&r o Tebe™; the Grand Inquisitor misquotes this
account saying: "EcJ1M Xodvemb Y3HaTh, CbIH JIH TH boxuit,
TO Bep3WUCh BHHU3Z, M60 CKa3ZaHO MpPO TOro, YTO AHIe€JIA
nopxpaTaT ¥ noHecyTr ero.” (I, v, 5, cTp.277) [Italics P.A.]
Paradoxically, the suppression of the Divine Father is the starting
point which grounds Ivan's argument in error, while the charge
that God should have interfered to alleviate the suffering of the
world is the basis of his position.

The devil's third temptation offers Christ worldly
dominion if he will bow down and worship Satan. By accepting
this temptation, the Inquisitor has fulfilled man's need for
authority and communal worship. The authority which he offers
the world, however, is no longer the Word of God, incamate in
Christ, but a domineering secularized church which Ivan means to
represent Western Roman Catholicism. Indeed, the cardinal

explicitly forbids the expression of Christ's authoritative word

72 Malcolm Jones, Dostoyevsky after Bakhtin, p.174.



when he says to Jesus: "Thl ¥ nMpaBa He MMeelb HUYEro
NpubaBNTATh K TOMY, YTO YXe CKa3aHO TObO# npexpe.” (Il
v, 5, cTp. 271)

Were the Inquisitor to have properly understood the
word of God, he would not have attempted to prohibit Jesus from
speaking because he would have known that all that was to be
revealed by Christ before the end of the world was already
completed sixteen hundred years ago in Judea, and thus, as Jesus's
final silence before the Inquisitor indicates, Christ had no need to
add to the revelation. But, the Inquisitor has misconstrued
Christ's promise to the church in a manner which altogether
severs the relationship that the word of God bears to the father.
He has thereby substituted the authority of the pope and the
church leaders for the authority of Christ, the living word of God.
He says: "Bc&, peckaTs, nepeflaHo TO60® narne KM BCE, CTajio
6bITb, TEMepb Y Mamnbl, a Thl XOTh U He MPHUXOAM Tenepb
BOBCe, He Memaili fo BpeMeHuM no Kpa#He# Mmepe." (I, v, 5,
cTp. 272) This blatant abuse of Christ's word to the church is only
knowingly possible if one worships not God but the devil. Clearly,
in attempting to undo the work of Jesus by &ccepting the devil's
temptations in the desert, the Inquisitor has consciously bowed
down before Satan. Although he has told his people that he rules
in the name of Christ, he explicitly admits this to be a lie when he
says to Jesus: "Mbl He c TO6OM, a ¢ HMIM BOT Hama TakHal
Mbl gaBHO YXe He ¢ To6op, a ¢ #Haur." (Il v, 5, cTp.279)

If the Grand Inquisitor is so certain that the people would
choose him over Christ, why does he need to pretend that he is
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ruling in Christ's name? The only reason he seems to provide is
that he can then bring men happiness by convincing them that
they will be rewarded with salvation, while in truth, as he admits,
"za rpobom [OHHM]O6PAMYT JIMIIb cmepth.” (IL, v, 5, CTP.
282) He says to Jesus: "Mbl COXpaHMM CeKpeT W AN HUX K€
cYyacTUs 6yaemM MaHHUTh HUX Harpanoﬁ HebeCHOI U
peyHow." (II, v, 5, cTp.282) But if his system, founded on the
temptations in the desert, were to provide men fully with
happiness, as he had maintained, there would also be no need to
promise his people heaven. Clearly, in attempting to appease the
consciences of men and in dangling before them the reward of
eternal life with Christ, the Inquisitor demonstrates that the
spiritual fulfillment of salvation, not worldly satisfaction, is
inherently essential to men's happiness. Indeed, he admits this

and thus contradicts himself when he says:

TaliHa 6bITUS YeJIOBEeYecKOoro He B TOM, MTObBI
TOJIBKO ¥UTh, @ B TOM, AJIS Yero XWUTb. bes
TBEPAHOI'O NpeAcTaBJIeHHd cebe, OJiga Yero emMy
KV Th, 4YeJIOBEK He COrJiaCUTCA XUTh H cxkopeH
McTpebuT cebst, YeM OCTaHeTCd Ha zeMJie, XOTH 6BI

KpYrOM erc BCE 6blJTH XJ1ebbL (I, v, 5, cTp.276)
Thus, by admitting a fundamental flaw, the Inquisitor shows his
'anti-Christian' system to be ultimately inadequate, for without
divine grace he is only able to give mankind a limited, temporal
happiness, not the eternal happiness Christ came to offer men.
Temira Pachmuss writes that, by revealing the happiness

which the Inquisitor promises mankind to be a deception, Ivan,
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"even if involuntarily, sides with Christ."7? In light of the
Inquisitor's rejecting Jesus and thus making it impossible for men
to achieve the salvation which thcy most desire, a number of
issues arise:

1) Ivan's principal complaint centers around the injustice
of innocent suffering. But, instead of eliminating suffering as he
had hoped, he eliminates the only possible solution to this
problem - the reward of salvation by divine grace. As such, what
results is "a tragic universe, an unjust cosmic order, or disorder, in
which humanity at large is hopelessly condemned to pain and
suffering."74

2) The Inquisitor condemns Christ for having saved only
the chosen few who are strong enough to follow his example of
righteousness; while the rest of mankind, who, weak and
rebellious, are unable to follow that example on their own, will
allegedly be be damned. Yet, he fails to mention that Christ not
only gave men freedom of choice, but through the Divine Father
he has also given them the grace to be able to choose correctly,
despite their weaknesses, and offers them forgiveness when they
sin. As Pachmuss points out, the Grand Inquisitor "does not take
into consideration the fact that these same mutineers, if given the

opportunity, can find their way back to Christ."73

73 Temira Pachmuss, "The Metaphysics of Evil," "Tag _Grand __Inquisitor” and
the Critics, ed. J.S. Wasserman, (Columbus, Ohio: “harles E. Merrill
Publishing Co., 1970), p.126.

74 Robert Louis Jackson, "The Wound and the Lamentatlon Ivan's
Rebellion," } oI 3 . : ATanS
Bloom, (New York: Chelsea House, 1988), p- 132

75 *The Metaphysics of Evil," p.124.
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3) According to the Inquisitor, miracle, mystery and
authority, the appeasement of conscience and communal worship
are the things which men most desire, while Christ has denied
men these. However, nowhere does he provide men with miracle;
instead he has imprisoned Jesus for performing the miracle of
raising a child from the dead. The only mystery he is able to
supply is a lie: in Christ's name he promises men eternal
happiness, whereas, by his own actions, he has made it impossible
for men ever to achieve this. And, for him, authority is ‘abject
slavery' rooted in terror.  Furthermore, instead of appeasing men's
conscience, he sought to destroy in them any conscience
whatsoever.  Surely, if men truly desire miracle, mystery and
authority, they can never find happiness under the Inquisitor for,
without the true authority of the Divine Father, it is implied that
no leader will ever be able supply such things. Consequently,
given that men are indeed rebels by nature, as the Inquisitor
maintains, how can he possibly expect that all men will worship
him in common? Rather, they will revolt against him. The result,
as is indicated by the Inquisition itself, will be bloodshed and
suffering instead of the peace and happiness which the Inquisitor
had planned.

Clearly, by omitting the Divine Father from the Grand
Inquisitor's plan for man's happiness, Ivan has set up an
argument which refutes itself. Where he had set out to discredit

Jesus, he instead "reaffirms the necessity of the redeemer."’% The

76 *The Wound ard the Lamentation: Ivan's Rebellion,” p.132.
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contradictions inherent in lvan's argument, however, are subtly
disguised and might therefore be missed were it not for Zosima's
showing how the problems which Ivan raises can only truly be
answered by returning God according to Orthodox belief to the
role of 'father and saviour'. At the same time, the truths which
Ivan distorts, and which thereby form his indictments against
Christ, are given their correct formulation by the elder.

Father Zosima's discourse may be divided into two parts.
In the first part, through personal examples from his own life, the
elder demonstrates how the suffering and dualism that mankind
face can be changed to joy by the miraculous power of love and
the no less miraculous mystery of divire grace.

Zosima begins his testimony to his disciples with two
episodes from his childhood which respond most directly to Ivan's
criticism regarding innocent suffering.  First, he recounts the story
of his brother's deathbed conversion to Orthodox Christianity.
Purely out of compassion for his mother, who was greatly
saddened by her son's ambivalence toward spiritual matters, his
brother Markel had finally agreed to observe the Lenten fast and
to go to church. But, from the love demonstrated in this act, he is
given the grace to recognize his sin and to turn to the Divine
Father for forgiveness. Miraculously, in the midst of his suffering,
he experiences a happiness greater than he had ever known. He.
explains that his joy has resulted from the realization of his guilt
before all men and for everything. With a voice of authority, he
declares that man will only be able to accept the injustices and

suffering caused by human beings and thereby find true peace
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and happiness if he recognizes that "BOMCTUHY BCSKUHA npen
BceMM za Bcex M 3a Bcé BMHoBarT.” (I, vi, 2, cTp.313)

Secondly, Zosima tells of his own childhood experience of
the Divine Father. When, during a church service, he hears the
story of Job for the first time he says that he felt he had
encountered "nepBoe ceMsi CJIOBa eoxus.” (I, vi, 2, cTp.316)
Instead of being angry at God for having allowed Satan to destroy
this righteous man's household - a charge which he says he later
heard many bring against the Divine Father — he finds himself
praising God along with Job. Most of all he is awed by the
mysterious power of God's love to change Job's grief over his lost
children into a quiet happiness. Zosima's particular comment on
Job's children may be seen "perhaps as an indirect answer to
Ivan's fixation on the suffering of children."’7 He has shifted the
emphasis, however, from the question of why Job and his children
must suffer to Job being bestowed with the grace to "recover from
the loss of his first children ‘and [to] love the new children which
God has provided him."78

While it remains true that innocent suffering is unjust,
these incidents demonstrate that neither God nor Christ is to be
held responsible. Rather, God's authority is shown to be so
powerful that from the suffering itself he is able to bring joy. In
this way, Zosima shows how God has restored the balance of

justice, without having to interfere with human freedom, by

77 *Style and Structure in The Brothers Karamazov ," p.357.
781bid,
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miraculously bestowing upon men a capacity to experience and
benefit from pain.

Zosima concludes his personal testimony with two
episodes from his early adulthood. Where the previous stories
centered around Ivan's initial problem concerning innocent
suffering, the last two respond to Ivan's second principal
complaint; namely, that men are too weak to rise out of the
dualism caused by free choice and hence they will be unfairly
damned. Zosima first tells of how, as a young man enslaved to
drunkenness and debauchery, he was unexpectedly given the
grace to choose to follow God. When a woman with whom he was
secretly in love marries, out of pride he forces her husband to
challenge him to a duel by grossly insulting him in public. The
night before the duel, perhaps worried about his possible death,
he strikes his servant violently. Filled with remorse, Zosima
recalls the words of Markel regarding the guilt of all men and the
need for forgiveness. The next moming he asks his servant to
forgive him. Then, at the duel, he declines his shot and instead
begs for the man's forgiveness. Like his brother, his conversion to
Christianity is completed by the recognition that he is truly guilty
before everyone and by his humble request for pardon.

The last incident which the elder recounts involves a
similar sort of conversion. Shortly after his own miraculous
transformation, Zosima gains the trust of a respected man who
confesses to him that fourteen years ago he had murdered a
woman. He describes how through the years he has suffered

mercilessly, haunted by the crime he had once committed.



Although now the man has a beautiful family and a comfortable
life, he is unable to enjoy these blessings. Finally, he becomes
convinced that "O6BbSBMB CBOE TNpecTYNJieHue, [OH] U3JTeIUT
[AYmMY CBO® HECOMHEHHO M YCNOKOMTcR pas Hascerpa.” (II,
vi, 2, cTp. 334) However, until he had heard about Zosima's
courage during the duel, he found that he was too weak to
disgrace himself voluntarily. By the grace of God, he is provided
with this example so that in unburdening his tormented
conscience he is able to experience the true happiness which
accompanies forgiveness.

Clearly these two episodes demonstrate that not only are
the weak able to make the choice to follow God freely, but that it
is in fact through a recognition of his very weakness that each
man is open to receive the grace of God which enables him to rise
beyond his earthly desires and choose cormrectly. While, as the
Inquisitor had stated, it is true that people may well be too weak
to make this choice with nothing but Christ's example, what the
Grand Inquisitor neglects bears reiteration: man is not just given
freedom of choice, but divine grace as well.

The two fundamental charges which Ivan levies against
Christ are shown to dissolve at the point where Zosima return; the
Divine Father to his proper relationship with Jesus and with the
world. Indeed, where the Inquisitor was unable to provide men
with miracle, mystery and authority, the elder demonstrates that
the suffering and dualism that plague men can only be appeased
by the miracle, mystery and authority of God's eternal love and

forgiveness. Having thus illustrated the failure of Ivan's
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argument by example, in tiw second half of his discourse Father
Zosima highlights the errors inherent in the legend by
authoritatively presenting his interpretation of the word of God
(see footnote 70, page 135). The authority of the elder's position
is particularly reinforced by its bearing on the manner in which
'his opponent's’ argument refutes itself. The points which he
makes may be summarized as follows:

1) Man cannot judge his neighbour because he too is just

as guilty, for it is possible that werc he, himself, righteous before

all mankind then his neighbour might not have been driven to sin.

(11, vi, 3, cTp. 348) As such, Zosima entreats men: "BO3bMMN cebs
X cheJlail cebqa xe O7E:TYMKOM 3a BeCb rpex JIoacKkon."”
(IL, vi, 3, cTp. 347) Only then, he continues to explain, will people
be able to avoid despair over the injustices wrought by men. In
particular, the crimes committed against children are the most
painful to accept. People must remember, however, that even if

the offender:

He MOXeT YXe OoTKazaTh cebe BO CMpPagHOM rpexe,
HO BCE€ %e 3HaeT, YTO MPOKJIAT boromMm ero

CMpagHEIfi I'pex M 4TO MOCTYNaeT OH XYARO, rpeima.
(I, vi, 3, cTp. 342)

Believing therefore in divine truth, the transgressor still has the
capacity to seek forgiveness and to atone for his deeds. Whereas
the atheist, who perhaps may not have explicitly harmed a chiid,
has declared that "HeT NpecTYnJieHMs M HeT Yxe rpexa.” (II,
vi, 3, cTp. 342) How, then, can he possibly be forgiven if he does

not even recognize the need? And where is the sufficient barrier
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to his transgressing in the first place? In any case, whatever the
outcome will be, the elder declares authoritatively that justice will
be done. e says: "Bepp ceMY, HeCOMHEHHO Bephb, M60 B CeM
CaMOM M JieXHT Bce “nnsaHMe # Bcd Bepa cBaThiX." (II, vi,
3, cTp. 348)

2) if in the name of humanitarii:ism people base
freedom and happiness on fulfilling men's material desires, they

will find their philosophy turned upon itself for:

BMecTO cBo6oAbl BRasii B pabcTBO, @ BMECTO
CNYXeHUS BpaTONIN6MD M YeJIOBeYeCKOMY eAUHEHUD
BnaJiu, HanNnpoTWB, B OTZEHHHEHHe N YefuHeHMe."

(I, vi, 3, cTp. 340)
Rather, only by freeing himself from slavery to earthly pleasures,
can man, with God's help, achieve spiritnal freedom and thereby
find happiness. (II, vi, 3, cTp. 341)

3) Regarding those who scoff at Christians and attempt to
correct the injustices of the world by reason alone, without Christ,
Zosima explains that, in place of unity and peace, they will
"KOHYaT TeM, YTO 3ajibT MHUP KpPOBbD, M60 KPOBb 30BET
KpOBb, a M3BJIEKIIHU Mey NoOrubHeTr mevom." (I, vi, 3, cTp.
345) These would-be lovers of mankind have become so
corrupted by Satan's pride that they are able to delude
themselves into thinking they are performing great and
wonderful deeds for humanity, while in truth they are only
paving the way for their own damnation. (II, vi, 3, cTp. 347)
According to the elder, hell is none other than the "cTpapgaHue o

TOM, YTO HeJNb3s Yxe 6oJiee no6uTh.” (I, vi, 3, cTp. 349)
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This is not a condition which God unjustly brings on these men.
Rather it is voluntary on their part: by basing their hopes on
reason instead of love, they have gradually destroyed in
themselves any capacity to love. "dryia Tex ag yxe
[O6pOBOJTbHBEIA M HEHAachITUMBLBIA; Te Yxe RO6pPOXOTHHIe
MyveHHk" (I, vi, 3. cTp.351)

As has been demonstrated above, Father Zosima clearly
"meets every challenge of the Grand Inquisitor head-on."” That
he was not present at the tavern when Ivan presented his legend
may be seen to enhance further the credibility of his discourse.
That is, he is able to recount his stories and express the word of
God freely, without the restrictions naturally governing a direct
debate, and yot at the same time, inherently, his position refutes
what critics have agreed to be a highly persuasive argument
against Christ.

The validity of Zosima's standpoint and the failure of
Ivan's atheistic ideology are also reinforced by examples provided
in the novel itself. Through the suffering which the legitimate
brothers experience as a consequence of the death of their human
father, they are faced with the truth that only the Divine Father
can heal the pain and correct the injustices which have been
committed. With regard to Ivan's argument in particular, the
example of Alyosha and Dmitry clearly illustrate that man is
indeed able to live up to the ‘terrifying gift of free choice'.

Alyosha chooses to deny his desire for the Inquisitor's type of

79 A _Karamazov Companion, p.57.
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miracle aw? instead is transformed in the midst of his despair by
the true miracle of the grace of the Divine Father. In a similar
manner, by Dmitry's sudden choice to accept responsibility for the
parricide and seek forgiveness in suffering, "men enslaved by
passion - the presumed subjects of the kingdom of the Grand
Inquisitor - are shown to have the inner strength to overcome
their passion."8® At the same time, although Ivan does not
convert to Christianity during the time of the novel, he
demonstrates a fundamental belief in virtue by confessing his role
in the murder of his father. Despite the argument which he puts
forth in the legend, he is, as Zosima had seen, ultimately unable to
live with the consequences of the idea that 'everything is
permitted’. Tormented by a guilty conscience and incapable of
calling on the Divine Father for forgiveness, Ivan succumbs to
mental illness.

However, just as Ivan's two brothers are only truly open
to accept God's grace during the most traumatic times of their
lives, it is possible that Ivan, too, may rise from his broken state
to be reborn as a son of the Divine Father. In this respect, the
epigraph of the novel serves as perhaps the most direct answer to
Ivan's argument which centers around the problem of suffering,
for, as Terras explains, "it tells us that suffeﬁng and death are

necessary so that there can be resurrection:"8!

HCTUHHO, UCTHHHO TOBOpPL BaM: eCJiM nime-
HMYHOe 3ZepHO, MajmM B 3eMAD, He YMPET,

80 “Style and Structure in The Brothers Karamazov,” p. 362.
81A Karamazov Compapion, p.58.
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TO OCTaHeTcs OAHO; a ecsiIi YMPET, TO NpHU-
HecéT MHOro nJsonaa.

(EBaHresine ot HoaHHa,

raasa XI, 24)



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Where Grossman had been partially correct in identifying
the uniqueness of Dostoevsky's art to consist in the novelist's
ability to bring contrasting genres, plot elements and ideologies
together into an integral and unified work of art, he had
incorrectly attributed this quality to a unified, monologic
philosophical plan. On the contrary, however, the heterogeneous
material of Dostoevsky's novels can only be held together by the
freedom which the characters are given to act out their unique
lives and to speak in their own voices without the interference of
of a finalizing authorial voice. With the characters free to express
themselves fully at every level on which they participate in the
novel, the problems that they address ideologically, through
dialogue, are naturally mirrored by the actions and interactions
which they themselves also freely determine, and this results in
an overall coherence. Moreover, through the extensive use of
thematic and verbal counterpoint, Dostoevsky, having brought his
characters together from highly varied and sometimes
‘inappropriate’ backgrounds, allows for a fusion of contradictory
genres, plot elements and ideologies. By this innovation, the
author draws the reader actively into the dynamics of the novel
and creates an elaborate, tightly knit web of themes and thematic
variations which, as Mikhail Bakhtin argues, may be likened to a
musical polyphony.

Through a discussion of the various levels on which the

theme of fatherhood is expressed, it has been my intention to
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demonstrate how the heterogeneous material of The Brothers
Karamazov coheres around this theme within the framework of
the polyphonic system described by Bakhtin.

First of all, while there are many levels on which the
theme of fatherhood is expressed in the novel, this theme was
shown to be two-fold in nature. At the highest point of
abstraction, the theme of fatherhood entails the positive and
negative dynamics that surround the quest for God, understood as
a just and loving father. This quest, more specifically, consists in
the attempt of the inherently dualistic characters to resolve the
spiritual conflict between faith and the rejection of Divine
Fatherhood. The practical, physical aspect of the theme of
fatherhood involves interactions that center around the principal
human father figures in the novel, Fyodor Pavlovich and the Elder
Zosima. The relationships, often largely ambivalent, which the
'sons’ establish with these father figures is indicative of their
respective attitudes toward the Divine Father.

At the same time, the meeting that takes place in the
holy elder's cell near the beginning of The Brothers Karamazov
and the conflicts that are revealed there between Fyodor
Pavlovich and his three legitimate sons - elements which are part
of the novel's plot — both provoke in the brothers the dialogic
interactions which partially motivate their respective paths
toward discovering and accepting Divine Fatherhood and, as well,
foreshadow the ideological 'debate’ over faith and the rejection of
God that occurs between Zosima and Ivan. Moreover, in the sense

that the problems raised ideologically in the ‘debate’ - the same
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problems addressed by each of the three brothers in his personal
quest for fatherhood - are also treated in the plot where a
practical solution is provided, one might say that the plot interacts
dialogically with the ideological realm of the novel as an
independent interlocutor.  Clearly, the novel can most easily be
divided according to plot, the dialogic paths of the three legitimate
brothers, and the ideological 'debate’. As such, in attempting to
demonstrate the unifying nature of the theme of fatherhood, I
have discussed this theme as it is represented on these three
levels.

In chapter two of this thesis, the dynamics surrounding
the two-fold theme of fatherhood were shown to be exhibited by
both the causal and structural components of piot. Thiough the
discussion of ‘causal plot' (understood as the causal movement of
events in the time and space of the novel), the ambivalent
attitude which each brother exhibits toward his biological father
was seen to parallel his ambivalence toward the Divine Father.
Interestingly, from the suffering that results from the death of the
human father figures in the novel, the legitimate brothers are
each given the capacity to accept the love and forgiveness of God.
Dmitry and Alyosha actually commit passionately to Christianity.
Although Ivan does not reach this stage, through a recognition of
his role in the parricide, he is made aware of the utter failure of
his rebellion against God, and thus indirectly moves closer toward

faith.82

82 One might note that even Smerdyakov - the illegitimate son of Fyodor
Paviovich - exhibits a possible desire to receive the forgiveness of God:



At the same time, the 'causal plot' was shown to respond
to the criticisms which Ivan raises against God i the ideological
level. First, Ivan's argument based on the injusticc of innecent
suffering is refuted by the subplot surrounding the suffering and
death of the child Hyusha. Second, Dmitry's experience of the
redeeming nature of mutual responsibility which allows him,
through divine grace, to accept the forgiveness of God
demonstrates the fallacy of Ivan's assertion that men are too
weak to choose God over their passions. Finally, where Ivan had
privileged human justice over the judgement of God, Dmitry's
false conviction illustrates the inadequacy of man's justice system.

Through the discussion of ‘structural plot', the elements
that form the two-fold theme of fatherhood were shown to be
foregrounded by the creative ordering of events and by the
technique of point and counterpoint. Also, it was argued that the
structure of the novel, and, in particular, the chronicler's use of
the enigmatic, serves to provoke the reader's active involvement
in the same search for fatherhood in which the characters partake.
The manner in which these techniques enhance the theme of

fatherhood and produce a polyphonic structure was illustrated

when Ivan visits the lackey for the last time, he notices a book in
Smerdyakov's room entitled "CBATOTO OTlla Hamero Wcaaka (WMpuHa
cnono” (IV, xi, 8, cTp. 676); this book predominantly expresses the idea that
forgiveness is to be found in suffering and tears. However, in that
Smerdyakov is shown to look increasingly unwell, he shares a further trait
with Ivan, one that suggests that the lackey, too, is not above evil and
restitution. At the same time, Smerdyakov displays an indifference to the
book when he uses it inappropriately to hide the stolen mohey from Maria
Kondratievna. His possession of the book in the first place combined with
his disregard for it symbolically points to his ambivalence toward Orthodox

Christianity - an attitude which is also shared, to various degrees, by the
other Karamazov brothers.
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through a detailed analysis of Book One, "Uctopus ORHOH
Cemeiixu." Here, drawing on David Danow's extensive study of
'subtexts' in The Brothers Karamazov, I demonstrated how, by the
contrapuntal arrangement of ‘'subtext’ and 'main text', the author
was able both to foreground the traits of each legitimate brother
which most explain his individual quest for fatherhood and also to
foreshadow what will gradually develop into a pronounced link
between the brothers' relationships to human fathers and their
attitudes toward God. As well, the first seeds of the elements
which were later seen to form the heart of the theme of
fatherhood - Dmitry's possible involvement in the 'fateful’ death
of Fyodor Pavlovich, the role of Father Zosima, Ivan's rejection of
God and hatred toward his father, and Alyosha's piety — were seen
to be sown in the first Book.

Where through the analysis of Book One the focus was
essentially on the three brothers, the discussion of plot was
concluded with a general examination of the books and parts of
the novel with respect to the contrapuntal arrangement of the
brothers and the themes they embody within the broad
framework of the theme of fatherhood. By the end of the Part
One, all three brothers and their themes were introduced directly.
As well, the parricide, which is the climax of the physical
dimension of the theme of fatherhood, and the ideological 'debate,
which is the high-point of the ideological dimension of the
fatherhood theme, were foreshadowed. Part Two, centering
principally around Ivan and Alyosha, was seen to deal on a higher

plane with the theme of fatherhood: namely, with the



foreshadowed ideological 'debate' between Ivan and Zosima. In
Part Three, the aciion centers predominantly around the more
physical aspect this theme with the deaths of the two human
father figures, Elder Zosima and Fyodor Pavlovich. Finally, Part
Four was shown to resolve both dimensions of the theme of
fatherhood and at the same time to reveal the explicit link
between the higher and lower planes as consisting in Ivan's
intellectual responsibility in the murder of his biological father.
Where this link was seen to illustrate the defeat of Ivan's
argument against God, as well as the inadequacy of human
judgement, the Epilogue was shown to present Zosima's position in
favour of Christianity as victorious.

In chapter three of this thesis, the inner motivations of
the three legitimate Karamazov brothers, which illuminate their
respective paths with regard to the quest for fatherhood, and
which therefore underlie the actions and interactions discussed in
the previous chapter, were given more detailed consideration
through an analysis of discourse and character mirroring. At the
same time, the link that in chapter two was shown to exist
between the brothers' relationships to human father figures and
their attitudes toward God was shown to be magnified by the
dialogic interactions with take place and by verbal and situational
echoing. One can summarize here the basic path that each brother
takes and refer to the characters who mirror and provoke that
path.

1) The path that Dmitry takes from parricidal intent to

faith in God was seen to be both provoked and foregrounded by

160



his link with characters at various levels of commitment to God.
At the beginning of Dmitry's path, his actions and words are
mirrored by Fyodor Paviovich, whom he had wanted to murder.
Dmitry's second character mirror is Grushenka, the woman who
was originally the cause of his parricidal tendencies. When,
encouraged by Grushenka to seek the forgiveness of God, Dmitry
undergoes a mysiical conversion experience, the path that he has
taken toward faith was seen to be mirrored by Zosima, the other
father figure who represents the Divine Father in whom Dmitry
had come to believe.

2) Ivan's path from intellectual rebellion against God to
the failure of his word and his decline into mental illness was seen
to begin with the inherent contradictions found in his word of
rebellion — inconsistencies which stem from the inner conflict
between Ivan's heart, which secretly longed for the love and
forgiveness of a father-God, and his mind, which was unable to
submit to this irrational desire. The ultimate undermining of his
word is effected by characters who echo his words in a variety of
tones ranging from naiveté, buffoonery, impishness and, finally,
outright diabolism.  While such character mirrors as Fyodor
Paviovich, Miusov, Kolya, and Rakitin were seen to weaken the
persuasive force of Ivan's word, his principal character mirrors,
Smerdyakov and the devil, were seen to reveal the failure of his
word to Ivan himself, and thus to enhance his mental illness. At
the same time, Smerdyakov and the devil were seen to

foreground vividly the link between Ivan's part in the murder of

161



162
his biological father and his intellectual rejection of the Divine
Father.

3) Alyosha's path from uninformed belief in the Divine
Father through a brief bhut traumatic period of doubt to a firm
conviction of God as a loving, just father was shown to be
explained and justified by the reflections in his life of three pious
figures: a typical saint, Zosima and Jesus. His early childhood life
was seen 10 resemble that of a typical saint, and therefore to
suggest the possibility of his having been chosen by God for a
special purpose. During the early part of the novel, Alyosha, now
a young man, was seen to mirror the words and ideas of Elder
Zosima, his mentor and spiritual father. After undergoing a period
of doubt, sparked by the death of Zosima and the scandal
surrounding the decay of the elder's body, Alyosha's faith in God
is renewed. It is at this point that, having emerged as a strong
believer determined to bring God's message to the world, Alyosha
comes to resemble Christ.

Even though there is every indication that Dmitry and
Alyosha will continue to follow God, the respective paths that they
follow are ultimately unfinalized. Just as they had been free to
discover the love and forgiveness that is to be found in accepting
the fatherhood of God, so too do they remain free to choose to
reject the good they have experienced. This also means that Ivan,
who leaves the novel without having resolved his tormenting
spiritual dilemma, still possesses the freedom to choose to accept
the God whom he had previously rejected. Since the framework

of The Brothers Karamazov is a polyphonic structure where the



characters were given the freedom to act and speak without the
interference of a finalizing authorial voice, then, as characters who
leave the novel with their future still to come, there can indeed be
no definitive word regarding the outcome of their individual
paths.

Nevertheless, legitimately within the bounds of
polyphony there can be a definitive solution to the ideological
conflict between faith and the intellectual rejection of Divine
Fatherhood. That is, although one might argue that Zosima's
discourse in Book Six is predominantly monologic, the answer that
he provides here to Ivan's argument against God, which was
presented in Book Five, is the same solution that Dmitry, Alyosha
and Ivan freely affirm through the outcome of their actions and
through the dialogic interactions which shape their paths toward a
belief in God.

Having shown in chapters two and three how the
dichotomy between faith and unbelief was both expressed and
resolved at the level of plot and at the level of dialogue (with
respect to the paths of the three brothers), and therefore having
illustrated the centrality of the spiritual quest for God — the higher
plane of the theme of fatherhood — in chapter four, the discussion
of the theme of fatherhood was concluded with an analysis of the
great 'debate' between Ivan and Zosima.

Through deconstructing Ivan's argument, it was
demonstrated that the fallacies hidden in the legend were
emphasized by Zosima in a manner which reinforces the authority

of the latter's position. First, the omission of God as a loving, just
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father was revealed to ground Ivan's position in error. The subtle
manner in which Ivan has disguised these errors was seen,
however, to enhance the persuasive force of his argument. The
various forms in which the Divine Father has been omitted and
the errors that resulted may be summarized briefly:

1) denying God the role of divine grace, Ivan concludes
falsely that salvation is paid for by the suffering of innocent
children;

2) denying God his relationship with Jesus, Ivan, through the
Inquisitor, concludes that the death of Christ was not sufficient to
make up for the tears of children, and that in fact Jesus was most
responsible for human suffering; and

3) denying the relationship between man, the world and God
(an extension of his exclusion of divine grace), Ivan, again through
the voice of the Inquisitor, concludes that the burden of free
choice, which was placed on man by Jesus' rejection of the
temptations, is both the root of man's suffering and also results in
the unjust damnation of the weak majority. His Inquisitor
proposes to restore happiness to mankind with the forces of
miracle, mystery and authority by taking up what the devil had
offered Christ in the temptations.

In having his inquisitor state that, in order for men to be
happy, he had to deceive the people into thinking they would
achieve salvation in Christ, Ivan not only admits his Inquisitor's
system to be a failure but also indirectly sides with Christ.
Moreover, by restoring God to his proper place as a just and loving

father, Zosima was shown in the second part of this chapter to



illustrate, by personal examples in his own life and by words
which echo Scripture, the manner in which only God is truly able
to provide men with the miracle, mystery and authority which
will bring them eternal happiness. At the same time, the
credibility of Zosima's position was seen to be enhanced by his
ability to refute Ivan's position at every point without having
heard Ivan's actual argument; i.e., while not being bound by the
constraints of a direct debate to answer lvan's criticisms.
Finally, the unity that exists between the various levels
on which the theme of fatherhood is expressed was reinforced at
the end of this chapter by a brief reminder of how the points
raised during the ‘debate’ between Ivan and Zosima were also
illustrated through the events of the novel and through the
respective paths of the three legitimate brothers. The truth that
the brothers discover through their interactions with each other
and with the other characters in the novel, and through the
polyphonic interplay of diverse voices and ideologies was shown
to be the same truth presented by Father Zosima. That is, Dmitry,
Alyosha and lvan all discover that the fatherhood which they
seek throughout the novel can only be found most completely in
God, not in the satisfaction of the material and physical desires
provided by Satan, or, as Fyodor Paviovich had described him,

"otey Jxu". (I, ii, 2, cTp. 48)
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Suggestions for Further Research

Although it has been my intention to demonstrate within
the framework of the polyphonic novel how The Brothers
Karamazov can be seen to be unified under the theme of
fatherhood, there is still much that remains to be examined
concerning the nature of polyphony in this complex novel. For
example, the relation between time and narrative incident and the
polyphonic relationships that exist between the books and parts of
the novel have been treated only in an introductory manner in
this study. Each of these topics could be the subject of another

extensive study.
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