The Reification of Evil and The Failure of Theodicy The Devil in Dostoevsky’sThe
Brothers Karamazov

lvan Karamazov was only the last of Dostoevskiraracters to develop brain febeand
it is under the effects of this illness that hevases, in Book XI oThe Brothers Karamazov
with a most unusual, because most banal deviadtition to the somewhat stock™&entury
plot device of brain fever, thréef Dostoevsky's characters suffer from a secondalegical
disorder, epilepsy — or, as Dostoevsky preferrezhtothis disease from which he also suffered,
the “falling sickness” — and one cannot imagineaerisparate trio of characters.

The Idiotbegins as Prince Myshkin returns as a young m&ussia, after his epilepsy —
which included also idiocy and/or insanity — haéosuccessfully treated in his childhood at a
Swiss sanatorium. Dostoevsky wished to portrayiyshkin the “positively good man”, likened
to Christ, but who, like Christ, apparently failghen pitted against a corrupt world. Dostoevsky
described Myshkin’s seizures in words strikinglynmeiscent of his own. He wrote that prior to
the seizure, he experienced an instant of inexilesapture, inner illumination and utmost
bliss. This lasted but a few seconds, and wasvi@t by an inarticulate, almost inhuman shriek
that frightened everyone who heard it, not leastybung wife, Anna Grigorevna, soon after
their marriage. After the seizure, Dostoevsky el prolonged and frightful depression,
bewilderment and desolation that often interferett Wwis ability to work. Remarkably,
Dostoevsky described the rapture as so sweet amddus that “for just those seconds of bliss a
man would give ten years or even the whole ofifes'f

No greater contrast to Myshkin can be found thae@yakov, the repulsive lackey who
may be the illegitimate son of Fyodor Pavlovich &aazov, the father of the Karamazov
brothers. Smerdyakov’s seizures lacked the Bbiighination of Myshkin’s, and contained only
excruciating violence followed by lingering depriessand desolation. What, exactly, is so
repulsive about Smerdyakov? If Smerdyakov’s pdiers left a bit uncertain, as the joke goes,
his maternity is not: his mother was “Stinking Lyega”, the village idiot who was also
something of a holy fodl. Smerdyakov was uncommonly unsocial, and his wvisiple emotion
was the sneer. He is also described as havingragturely old, eunuchoid appearance. But all
of this would make Smerdyakov merely unattractitAs positive repulsiveness stems from
what is at issue in so much of Dostoevsky's wotkesm. While Ivan, the intellectual of the



brothers, is widely regarded as an atheist, Smé&omlyruly was one — perhaps the only one in
the novel. In the chapter “Rebellion”, Ivan discges on his anger towards a God that would
create a world in which children suffer. But theris the proof (among others) that Ivan is not
actually an atheist: why would a true atheist agiinst something he believes does not éxist?
In lvan, as Father Zosima says, the issue is uede#nd this is the source of his suffering.
Smerdyakov, on the other hand, had “the soul etkdy” and embodied pure lovelessness and
ressentimefitwithout a proper target. When Fyodor Pavlovichisrdered, suspicion falls upon
the passion-mad son, Dmitri, who is arrested, taied convicted for the crime. Dostoevsky
beautifully lampoons the justice system — not sehmie Russian one, as the human one — by
showing how all the facts, and all the attorney®(e in a way, the defense attorfayrove
conclusively that Dmitri is the murderer, even tgbWmitri is not, in fact, the murderer. All of
the brothers — above all, lvan — are racked byt fealings for their unconscious complicity in
the crime. Nevertheless, the murderer was SmeodyaWhy, after all, does Smerdyakov Kkill
Fyodor Pavlovich? All of the “usual suspect” mesv that he wanted to steal 3000 rubles from
Fyodor Pavlovich and open a restaurant in Moscowgoause he is Fyodor Pavlovich’s
illegitimate sort’ — can be easily and decisively eliminated. Theé is the motive that
Smerdyakov confesses to Ivan, but Smerdyakov primvee no more interested in this money
than Raskolnikov@rime and Punishmenivas in his stolen money. Freud argiedat God is
an idealized father-figure, projected onto the skaes it were; but he perhaps had this backwards.
Created fathers, the good and the bad ones, ataanémperfect, incomplete replicas that
participatethe Creator — as, indeed, all of creation paritgp the Creatdf. | interpret
Smerdyakov’s murder of Fyodor Pavlovich as theo&an atheist, for whom ordinary, normal
rebelliousness towards God is not a possibilityaugh the word “normal” needs elaboration.
Smerdyakov tries to curry Ivan’s favor by imitatitige latter’s “atheism”, but in fact,
Smerdyakov made the same error that many readees inaaking Ivan for an atheist.

Dostoevsky's first description of Smerdyakov isskocking that it is worth quoting at length

“Balaam’s ass turned out to be the lackey, SmemlyalStill a young man, only
about twenty-four years old, he was terribly unabl@ and taciturn. Not that he was shy
or ashamed of anything — no, on the contrary, ldedmsarrogant nature and seemed to
despise everybody. But precisely at this pointesnot avoid saying at least a few
words about him. He had been raised by Marfa lgmaa and Grigory Vasilievich, but
the boy grew up ‘without any gratitude,” as Griggut it, solitary and with a sidelong



look in his eye. As a child he was very fond ohgiag cats, and burying them with
ceremony. He would put on a sheet, which servedds a vestment, chant, and swing
something over the dead cat as if it were a censeras all done on the sly, with the
great secrecy.... Grigory taught him to read andewend, when he was twelve years
old, began teaching him the Scriptures. But timemheédiately went nowhere. One day, at
only the second or third lesson, the boy suddenhngd.
“What is it?’ asked Grigory, looking at him steyrfrom under his spectacles.
“Nothing, sir. The Lord God created light on thest day, and the sun, moon,
and stars on the fourth day. Where did the ligitesfrom on the first day?’
“Grigory was dumbfounded. The boy looked derighedl his teacher; there was
something positively supercilious in his looR.”
Smerdyakov’s joyless pleasure in finding a “conicidn” in the Scriptures shows that
Ivan is not solely responsible (or, perhaps, resimba at all) for Smerdyakov’s turn to atheism.
Smerdyakov was sullen and morose, haughty, sadiatid malicious, but also displayed at an
early age a dialectical subtlety that he later sdwbwm his conversations with Ivan. Dostoevsky
does not give us the psychodynamic origin of Smekdy’s character trait§ one must simply
accept that Smerdyakov is what h&,iand that he and lvan seem to make a resonanéectom
centering on “atheism”. Ivan is at first attractedhis atheist, but ultimately rejects him. For
Dostoevsky the attraction was symptomatic of mamgiliectuals of his era; lvan’s ultimate
rejection of “Smerdyakov-ism” was more in the nataf Dostoevsky's hope. That Smerdyakov
would “take an interest” in lvan (as Fyodor Pavidvput it) is hardly surprising; that lvan would
reciprocate is much more surprising. lvan sooneotn hate Smerdyakov, yet appears to be

drawn to Smerdyakov almost against his will, deshis hatred:

“Perhaps the process of hatred was intensifiedetgely because at first, when Ivan
Fyodorovich had just come to our town, things hadegdifferently. Then Ivan
Fyodorovich had suddenly taken some special intérédmerdyakov, and found him
even very original. He got him accustomed to tagkivith him, always marveling,
however, at a certain incoherence, or better, @icerestiveness, in his mind, unable to
understand what it was that could so constantlypandistently trouble ‘this
contemplator’.*®

Whereas Ivan, upon first meeting Smerdyakov, dsediphilosophy (again: light on the first
day, before the creation of the sun, moon and)starslvan Fyodorovich was soon convinced
saw that the sun, moon, and stars were not the abail, that while the sun, the moon, and the

stars might be an interesting subject, for Smerdyakwas of completely third-rate importance,

and that he was after something quite differerg.it®ne way or the other, in any event a



boundless vanity began to appear and betray itselfjjured vanity besides. lvan Fyodorovich
did not like it all. Here his loathing begaff.”

After attending university for a while, Ivan gathe reputation as a writer from a subtle,
subversive article he wrote on the Ecclesiastioalts. Ivan, arguing against separation of
church and state, maintained that “the Church otgimiclude the whole State, and not simply to
occupy a corner in it”, which, though “impossiblepaesent, ... ought, in reality, to be set up as
the direct and chief aim of the future developn@rChristian society!” Remarkably, while
“[m]any of the Church party regarded him unquestigly as on their side”, “not only the
secularists but even atheists joined them in tygplause. Finally some sagacious persons
opined that the article was nothing but an impudatitical burlesque.” Thus, in fooling the
priests, lvan became one of several of Dostoevaiyasacters who are convinced that they are
lying when, in fact, they are telling the truthndther is Raskonikov i€rime and Punishment
when detective Porfiry asks Raskolnikov, point Blan the middle of a murder investigation —
and Porfiryknowsthat Raskolnikov was the murderer — whether hieoes in God,

Raskolnikov answers that he does. Raskolnikowkthire is lying cagily; but it is Raskolnikov
who has been caged, for he is telling the truth.to® with Ivan, who, as he fools the priests,
believes that he is rejecting God.

In “Rebellion”, Ivan vividly explains to the religus novice, Alyosha, why he cannot
accept the world created by God. Itis the failofréheodicy: No calculus of a future harmony at
the end of time can justify the suffering of a dhil

“These educated parents subjected the poor fivegldayirl to every possible torture.
They beat her, flogged her, kicked her, not knowuy themselves, until her whole
body was nothing but bruises; finally, they attairlee height of finesse: in the freezing
cold, they locked her all night in the outhouse;eaese she wouldn’t get up and go in the
night (as if a five-year old child sleeping its aduangelic sleep could have learned to ask
by that age) — for that they smeared her face sitttiement and made her eat the
excrement, and it was her mother, her mother whaenh@r! And this mother could
sleep while her poor little child was moaning agiht in that vile place! Can you
understand that a small creature, who cannot cdmeprewhat is being done to her, in a
vile place, in the dark and the cold, beats hemelier strained little chest with her tiny
fist and weeps with her anguished, gentle, meak fea ‘dear God’ to protect her — how
can you understand such nonsense, my friend arttotlyer. ..

The remarkable power of this chapter derives nfitlst place from the fact that we all

know things like this occur — commonly. The saylhgmo homini lupus” is terribly unfair to



the wolves. Ivan’s tirade is peppered with sard@sides, such as the “finesse” of these parents,
and the fact that the Turks who tortured Russiddiess are said to like sweéets.lvan tries to

put himself into the position of J6bas Paul Ricouer put it, “The book of Job occujiteplace

in world literature primarily because it takes r@sgibility for the lamentation which has become
a complaint, and for the complaint elevated tostia¢us of a challengé™ The “challenge”

comes when lvan concludes,

“And therefore | hasten to return my ticket. Amdsimy duty, if only as an honest man,
to return it as far ahead of time as possible. dWis what | am doing. It's not that |
don’t accept God, Alyosha, | just most respectfodigurn him the ticket?

In this context, lvan tells Alyosha, “I just wamat drag on until I'm thirty, and then —
smash the cup on the floor!” Ivan’s anguish id,reat his stated intentions are not: he will no
more live for the pleasure of the moment than Ajlosha. The passage shows Ivan to be not
exactly an atheist, but someone with a complaidtanhallenge to God. For Ivan, however,
there will be no voice from the whirlwind. Ivarfate is to descend into madness brought on by
brain fever’

The murder of Fyodor Pavlovich occurred when Isaddenly decided to depart from his
father’'s house. Before leaving, lvan sees Smemlyakting in the yard. Consciously, lvan
detests Smerdyakov, and intends either to walkhgastvithout speaking, or only insult him if
they do speak. To his own surprise, he finds hiilhssepping and talking to Smerdyakov about
Fyodor Pavlovich. Smerdyakov manipulates the 8danao cast suspicion on Dmitri, while
secretly plotting a ruse: he will feign an epileeizure as an alibi, allowing him to murder
Fyodor Pavlovich. As he plots his ruse, he drdpsstthat Ivan should leave the scene. But
overtly to lvan, Smerdyakov states only feignedason for the safety of Fyodor Pavlovich, and
voices the fear that passionate Dmitri will killdgor Pavlovictf® When Ivan announces that he
will leave for Moscow, Smerdyakov oddly urges himgo to nearby Chermashnya instead — a

village where Fyodor Pavlovich has some propeitgrasts — and lvan complies:

“You see... | am going to Chermashnya,” somehoddsumly escaped from lvan
Fyodorovich; again, as the day before, it flew loyitself, accompanied by a nervous
chuckle. He kept remembering for it long time aftards.

“So it's true what they say, that it's always irgsting to talk with an intelligent
man,” Smerdyakov replied firmly, giving Ilvan Fyodwvich a penetrating look®



This complicity, for Smerdyakov, is complicity eten “intelligent” men: here, this
means that Ivan will leave the scene, allowing Slyakov to proceed with his murderous
plan® More enigmatic is Ivan’s odd eagerness to cumg@lyakov’s favor, despite the
manifest disgust he feels for Smerdyakov. Inaittcan be explained, as can certain aspects of
his subsequent madness, as the result of uncossginiti feelings over the also unconscious
murderous impulses Ivan feels towards his fathat-is, Dostoevsky anticipates Freud’s
assertion about the superego that guilt feelingsbeaunconscious. Legally, guilt or innocence
may be a binary choice, but psychologically theeegray zones. In fact, he was not the
murderer but only felt like one, and Alyosha, whdliessed with the same psychological
penetration as his mentor, Father Zosima, undetsttms all. In a passage that indicates one of
the reasons why the narratocalls Alyosha the hero of the novel, lvan readth wisbelief that

Smerdyakov could have committed the crime:

“Then who is the murderer, in your opinion?” heedkomehow with apparent
coldness, and a certain superciliiusote even sounded in tone of his question.

“You know who,” Alyosha said softly, and with emati.

“Who? You mean that fable about the mad epileplimt? About
Smerdyakov?”...

“... You have accused yourself and have confessgducself that you and you
alone are the murderer. But it was not you whie&ihim, you are mistaken: the
murderer was not you, do you hear, it was not yéod has sent me to tell you that.”

Here, and in other passages, Alyosha is showe tadre rational and levelheaded than
his arch-rationalist brother. Alyosha understapeldectly that lvan is consumed by unconscious
guilt, and he knows that there is a difference leetwhating someone and killing someone.

Chapters 6 through 8 of Book XI describe the thmeetings of Ivan with Smerdyakov
(“recovering” from his feigned epileptic seizurg),which the latter confesses to the murder. In

the first and secorfdvisit, Smerdyakov reveals what he believes toisedmplicity with Ivan:

“And that you can sham falling fits, as you boadtezh — did you tell them that?”

“No, | didn’t say that either, sir.”

“Now tell me, why were you for sending me to Chesimaya then?”

“I was afraid you'd leave for Moscow; Chermashnyaloser, after all, sir.”

“Lies! You were asking me to leave yourself; gouysaid, get out of harm’s
way.”

“I said it out of sole friendship for you then, ahéartfelt devotion, anticipating

calamity in the house, sir, feeling pity for you....”



“You should have been more direct, fool!” lvan sedly flared up.®®

In the remainder of this conversation and in #&®sad interview, lvan is manipulated by
Smerdyakov, who convinces him, temporarily, thatiffins the murderer. In shielding himself
from the fact that Smerdyakov is the murderer, ltrars manages to avoid consciousness of
guilt for having “created” SmerdyakdV.

In chapter 8, “The Third and Last Meeting with Schakov”, Smerdyakov openly
confesses to killing Fyodor Pavlovich, but alsdatess Ivan’s complicity — no longer for
traveling to Chermashnya and allowing Smerdyakevajpportunity to do the deed, but for
teaching him the philosophy that relieved him ofrah@esponsibility. After showing Ivan the

packets of hundred ruble notes he stole from lusmj he says:

“Can it possibly be that you didn’t know till now8merdyakov asked once
again.

“No, I didn’t. | kept thinking it was Dmitri. Brdter, brother! Ah!” he suddenly
seized his head in both hands. “Listen: did ydluhkin alone? Without my brother, or
with him?”

“Just only with you, sir; together with you, sindaDmitri Fyodorovich is as
innocent as could be, sir.”

“All right, all right. We’ll get to me later. Whylo | keep on trembling... | can'’t
get a word out.”

“You used to be brave once, sir, you used to sagr¥hing is permitted,” and
now you've got so frightened,” Smerdyakov muttemadyveling. “Would you like some
IemonadSeS? I'll tell them to bring it, sir. It'ew refreshing. Only | must cover that up
first, sir.”

If there were any doubt before, this chapter shitvasIvan, for all of his theoretical
bravery, is still a moral man who has failed td &bd in his own mind. Smerdyakov, on the
other hand, can calmly dissimulate, and worriey abbut refreshing himself with lemonade.
Before ordering the lemonade from Marya Kondratgg\re again hid the money by wrapping it
in a dirty handkerchief, and covering that withak: “The title of the book waBhe Homilies
of Our Father among the Saints, Isaac the Syriban read it mechanically” The text does
not make clear whether Smerdyakov had actually tlieiacdook. The fact that this book has
replaced the French grammar on Smerdyakov'’s tallil aepresent his return to his Russian
peasant roots (and away from Europeanism) andsttalth; but if so, this return is too late to
save him. | find it more likely that he merelylstthe book from Grigory Vassilyevitéh and

his only use for it was to hide stolen money; timusiuch the same that Ivan read only the title,



“mechanically”, he remains blind to what might haaved his life — putatively, in the next
world, if not in this one. After Smerdyakov corges everything to Ivan, Ivan threatens to tell
all to the police, but Smerdyakov is hardly worried knows that no one will believe Ivan, as

indeed they do not. Smerdyakov even willinglymgliishes the money he supposedly killed for:

“I've got no use for it, sir” Smerdyakov said irtrambling voice, waving his
hand. “There was such a former thought, sir, tlcauld begin a life on such money in
Moscow or, even more so abroad, | did have suaieand, sir, and even more because
‘everything is permitted.’ It was true what yowdgnt me, sir, because you told me a lot
about that then: because if there’s no infinite Gbdn there’s no virtue either, and no
need of it at all. It was true. That's how | reasd.*!

Ivan is full of resolve when he rejects Smerdyalafter leaving Smerdyakov, he walks
through a snowstorm, in a febrile state — a signiincipient “brain fever”. Having thrown off
his virtual enslavement to Smerdyakov, at leastfermoment, he feels palpable physical joy,
and for the first time in the novel, helps a fellobwman in a concrete and specific, rather than
abstract and theoretical wa3/expending time and money to help the stranger wheinad
previously knocked dowft. Of course, Ivan’s problems had not miraculoustyp®rated — far

from it, for as he returned home, he became coghiddaa stranger in his room.

“Someone suddenly turned out to be sitting théreyugh God knows how he had got
in.... It was some gentleman, or, rather, a cetigie of Russian gentleman, no longer
young,qui frisait la cinquantaingas the French say, with not too much gray irdaik,
rather long, and still thick hair, and with a peidtoeard. He was wearing a sort of
brown jacket, evidently from the best of tailoraf hlready shabby, made approximately
three years ago and already completely out off@dassuch as no well-to-do man of
society had been seen in for the last two years. short, he gave the appearance of
decency on slender means. The gentleman lookéitbagh he belonged to the category
of former idle landowners that flourished in thmadis of serfdom ... but after ... the
abolition of serfdom, had gradually fallen into oty ..."**

This use of the French phrase was, for Dostoevddyiningly European — and Ivan’s
interlocutor peppers all of his speech with preities from the Frencf Most damning of all,
for Dostoevsky, was the fact that this examplehaifidby, straitened gentility had flourished
before the abolition of serfdom. Idly parasitluistamiable and accommodating creature had, in
the years following the abolition of serfdom, be@asycophant and a sponger, divested of
family and friends upon losing his immoral privieegin short, this was the devil. The devil that
Dostoevsky portrays, like that also portrayed bpffias Mann iDr. Faustus'® is no Archfiend,



no evil genius. He is a pathetic and unprepossgskavil, a faded gentleman with a nose cold,
wearing out-of-date, threadbare clothes. Thisiidagustinian devil, evil by dint of the
emptying out of being, evil by the privation of gbim a subject.

In contrast to Goethe’s Faust, who never doubtsHigéppheles’ ontologicaf reality,
Ivan Karamazov tries to convince himself that tegildhe sees is merely a projection from his

own mind. Thus, Ivan says,

“Not for a single moment do | take you for the rerath,” Ivan cried, somehow even

furiously. “You are a lie, you are my iliness, yate a ghost. Only | don’t know how to

destroy you, and I'll have to suffer through it Bowhile. You are my hallucination.

You are the embodiment of myself, but of just oide ®f me... of my thoughts and

feelings, but only the most loathsome and stupithefn.”®

lvan — and Adrian Leverkiihn, the protagonist of KarDr. Faustu&® — appeals to logic
to help himself out of his strait — as Ivan didoafghen he insisted in “Rebellion” that his mind is
limited to the Euclidean. Ivan, at the same tibwh fears and hopes that the devil is real,

because the appearance of the devil could implgtistence of God as well. As his devil says,

“Spiritualists, for example... | like them so muchImagine, they think they're
serving the faith because devils show their hoorthém from the other world. ‘This’,
they say, ‘is a material proof, so to speak, thatdther world exists.” The other world
and material proofs, la-di-da! And after all, wikiows whether proof of the devil is also
a proof of God?”

As Ivan struggles to convince himself that the tsvonly a figment of his fevered
imagination, Dostoevsky, who is usually sparinglysical details, is subtly ironical in giving
far more description of the devil’s physical apaeme than he has done for any other character.
Most of the dialogue between Ivan and the devid@fom that concerning whether the devil is
ontologically real) concerns prior philosophicarstes held by Ivan, as parodied and ridiculed
by the devil. The devil ridicules Ivan not only feaving pangs of conscience — lvan, who said
that “all is permitted” and wrote “The Grand Ingtas” — but even more foinconsistencyf
claiming (at times) not to believe in God and imtabty, and yet suffering guilt feelings. And
this inconsistency is a problem, precisely becéuese claimed to be completely Euclidedn.

Towards the end of the chapter, Ivan is increagifrgktrated by the devil’s clever banter

and mockery:



“The visitor spoke, obviously carried away by hignoeloquence, raising his voice more

and more, glancing sidelong at his host; but hendidmanage to finish: Ivan suddenly

snatched a glass from the table and flung it abthéor.

“ Ah, mais c’est béte enfirtried the latter, jumping up from the sofa ahdlsng

the spatters of tea off himself. ‘He remembers kdthinkstand! He considers me a

dream and he throws glasses at a dream!”
Luther, at least, had the dull consistency of thngwhis inkstand at something he believed to be
real. But lvan throws things at the devil, as Is® aails against the God in which he sometimes
seems not to believe. The conversation ends wiysha comes to Ivan’s room to tell him that
Smerdyakov has hanged himself. The appearante afavil in lvan’s chamber coincides
temporally with the death of Smerdyakov; and thaldes the same mocking, supercilious
attitude towards Ivan and dialectical subtlety thaterdyakov had. Dostoevsky thus suggests
that Smerdyakov has somehow been transmogrifiedthet figure of the devil. The motivation
for Smerdyakov’s suicide is not stated, but thenei®not really surprising, and seems to
coincide with Ivan’s long-postponed but final areti$ive rejection of him® Although Ivan

could not have known about Smerdyakov’s suicideydwertheless claims to have known:

“It's a good that you've come,’ said Ivan, thouflily, as it were, seeming not to
have heard Alyosha’s exclamation. ‘I knew he haagea himself.’
“From whom?’
“l don’t know from whom. But | knew. Did | know?'es, he told me. He was
just telling me.”™™*
Alyosha is frightened by Ivan’s appearance andrgiatation, and his words could hardly have
been reassuring. But what are we to think of tHish sees that “no glass of tea had moved
from its place on the table, nor was there any mapgsitor sitting on the sofa facing him.”
Thus, Dostoevsky seems to reassure us that thevaevionly part of Ivan’s dream. But the
matter is left unsettled. If the devil was notrthand is not ontologically real, how does Ivan
know that Smerdyakov had killed himself? h@daimsto know this, and while we can dismiss
this claim as a part of his incipient madness.gh&isome basis for this claim. When Ivan says,
“Yes, he told me”, the word “he” is ambiguous: autd mean “the devil” or “Smerdyakov”. The
devil did not literally tell lvan about Smerdyake\suicide, but he did say something similar:
“But hesitation, suspense, conflict between belied disbelief — is sometimes such torture to a
conscientious man, such as you are, that it's betteang oneself at once.” Thus, the devil’s

statement mentions not only suicide, but also ththod that Smerdyakov used to commit



suicide> Furthermore, Alyosha’s arrival at lvan’s houssignaled by Alyosha’s knocking,
which Ivan incorporates into his “dream”: the desalys, “Do you hear? You’d better open, ...
it's your brother Alyosha with the most interestiangd surprising news...!” How does this
information of “news” get incorporated into lvardseam, if the devil is only a dream? Perhaps
Ivan only intuits that Alyosha must have news ifitas come through the dreadful snowstorm to
knock on his door (but how did he know it was Alyasat the door?). Or, perhaps this
represents lvan’s psychological prescience abowr@yakov’s depression, though this would
require more psychological prescience than Ivantiterto been shown to possess. Or this
could represent the power of prophecy in his dreamselse the devil was ontologically real
and present and told him the news. Again, Dostoessems to leave the question of the devil's
ontological reality ambiguous. Indeed, lvan hirhgehot sure; he is bewildered at what has
happened, tries to make sense of it all:

“He is terribly stupid, Alyosha, terribly stupidlvan suddenly laughed and began
pacing the room.

“Who is stupid? Who are you talking about, broiéAlyosha asked again,
sorrowfully.

“The devil! He’s taken to visiting me. He’s behare twice, even almost three
times. He taunted me, saying I'm angry that hesgrgle devil and not Satan, with
scorched wings, in thunder and lightning. But$aot Satan, he’s lying. He is an
impostor. He's simply a devil — a rotten littlevile” >°

Ivan’s critique of the devil, as the devil was duio note, is that he is stupid and paltry —

not a grand devil like Satan. The irony is thas itvan, and not the religious novice, Alyosha,

who insists that the devil was really there:

“And you're firmly convinced that someone was isi¢f here?’ Alyosha asked.

“On that sofa in the corner. You'd have chased hiway. You did chase him
away: he disappeared as soon as you arrived. .d.h&# is me, Alyosha, me myself.
All that’s low, all that’s mean and contemptiblente! Yes, | am a ‘romantic’. He
noticed it... though it's a slander. He is terristypid; but he makes use of it. ... He
hoodwinked me, like a boy. By the way, he toldagreat deal that’s true about myself.
| would never have said it to myself”

This is a moment of recognition for lvan — abouself, but also about Smerdyakov —
but Dostoevsky leaves unresolved whether thislasli and what will be lvan’s fate. Alyosha
sits watching over his brother, and after two hpgoes to sleep with these thoughts:



“He began to understand Ivan’s illness. ‘The tantaef a proud decision, a deep
conscience!” God, in whom he disbelieved, andruith were overcoming his heart,
which still did not want to submit. ‘Yes,’ it pagséhrough Alyosha’s head, which was
already lying on the pillow, ‘yes, with Smerdyakdead, no one will believe lvan’s
testimony; but he will go and testify!” Alyosha #ed gently. ‘God will conquer! he
thought. ‘He will either rise into the light ofutth, or... perish in hatred, taking revenge
on himself and on everyone his having served sangtie does not believe in,” Alyosha
added bitterly, and again he prayed for lvah.”
Alyosha is again shown to be a realist: he kndwas mo one will believe Ivan. That
“God will conquer!” is by no means assured, as Ah@recognizes himself, but tllisesseem
to be the issue upon which the fate of Ivan’'s gamists. We leave Ivan after the trial, suffering
from brain fever, his ultimate fate unknown. Hasdf, and that of Alyosha and Dmitri might

have been resolved in the second part of the ribaeDostoevsky did not live to write.

Evil may well be the privation of the good, butshof us can no more accept this
statement than accept the notions of a theodiecyndny ways, the reification of evil is precisely
the failure of theodicy to convince. To accepheitone would be to declare that “God will
conquer!” — and not even Alyosha is sure that He wind how could Alyosha, or anyone else,
be sure? The evidence all seems against it: Wiesdems real, and God seems absent.
Contrary to these appearances is Thomistic redlighe view of God as Being, and hence, the
Real — in fact, reality itself, and in a higher degthan all other being, which only participates
God’s being. But like the apostle Thomas, we s#g ance we believe. Rather than seeing God
as the real, we reify the devil.

What is so unusual, so startling and original atimstoevsky's’ devil is that he is such
a completenon-entity a nothing, a nobody, a dork, dweeb, duichlemiel The diminutive
devils of Dostoevsky and Mann bear a striking rddance to what Hannah Arendt described in

£ The man she saw on trial was an

Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banalitiz\a
utter mediocrity — an efficient, albeit high-levblreaucrat, who ran the workings of the
holocaust as just another job. Like Eichmann (ianit’s view), the devils of Dostoevsky and

Mann are Augustinian: they are evil by virtue o frivation of being and goodness. Contrast



these devils to any number of luridly colorful, m@étamatic movie demons — and while doing
so, consider just how many of them there®re.

Why do we need to enlarge the banalities of end evil geniuses; why do we seem to
need the grand demonic in our lives; and why doeed a devil who is not merely a hollowed
out being — whose evil is the privation of goodiisubject — but rather, the Great Archfi€fid?

These questions simply do not exist for the Marachéor whom the world is the
battleground between two eternal principles, gaatlevil. Many of the most popular movie
demons are, in fact, set into a Manichean wdtldt is, however, but a short leap to conclude
that the definitions of “good” and “evil” are ratharbitrary, and guided merely by self-interest.
| believe this would have been Augustine’s objettio the grand, movie demons as well.
Augustine’s disillusionment with the Manicheans lzest they did not so much explain evil as
explain it away’”® If the world is only a battleground between twecks, in what sense does the
word “good” mean anything more than “good for me&zheodicy, properly speaking, attempts
to resolve the uniquely monotheistic problem of,amia way that is both self-consistent and
universalizing. Any theodicy must answer the gioestf God is all good and all powerful,
what is the origin of evil? An atheist, like a Memean, dispenses with the all good and
powerful God Who allows evil in the world; but atf@ist who seeks a moral stance must
attempt — Dostoevsky added, “and will always failfo distinguish good from evil in the
absence of a belief in God. Thus, for atheistslanichean dualists, theodicies are without
significance, while for monotheists, theodicies @memed to failure — or, let us soften the blow,
they leave us rather unsatisfied.

The original of the species (called as such) walkrig's Theodicy Some may feel that
Leibniz has been treated unfairly, as in Voltai@andide where Dr. Pangloss absurdly explains
to the ever-suffering innocent, Candide, how thithe best of all possible worlds, closely
supervised by a beneficent God. In a non-comigakhmilar vein, Voltaire’s “Poéme sur le
Désastre de Lisbonne” lambasts the notion of tlegddi In the face of the Lisbon earthquake,
or any number of other natural catastrophes, carealey perform the calculus needed to decide
that the ultimate harmony of the universe at thee@rtime outweighs the suffering we see all
around us? When an entire city is leveled, howirming will it be to blame the victims, even
the children, as tainted by original sin? Voltalid not so much refute as deflate Leibniz — but it

was justso easy to do, fair or unfair.



In arguing that evil does not have a nature, isantbing itself, but is onlin things as a
privation of the good’ Augustine certainly wasot denying the existence of metaphysical evil,
nor even less the existence of moral evil in theldve if the word “existence” is properly
understood. But he was defining what evil is, gt it is not, and the word “is” is critical
here. As Thomas Aquinas later witin On Being and Essencihe verb “to be” can serve as a
simple grammatical copulative, or can denote enist&’ To say that a thing is evil is to use the
verb in the first sense, but not necessarily titese. And thus, Thomas argues in Sismma
Theologiaghat “Evil is distant both from simple being andrfr simple ‘not-being,” because it is
neither a habit nor a pure negation, but a priveti6 What, according to this definition of evil,
is moral evil, and what defines a bad man? Anlwhan being, in particular, is one who has
been emptied of his humanity — his nature. But dbgs this formulation fail to satisfyevenif
one believes it is valid and correct?

Our need for grand, lurid demons reflects not sechmany particular flaw in Augustine’s
theory as a limitation of philosoplper seto convince even the most philosophically minded
person. This person may well have been Thomasnagubut even he understood quite well the
limits of philosophy. Aquinas scrupulously distinghed between what could be known by
natural reason, and what could be known only artaele of faith. As Jacques Maritain put it in

his essay on Thomas Aquinas and the problem af evil

“A philosopher like Leibniz adopts the truths con&l in the texts from St. Thomas ...

in a merely philosophical sense, and as a satsfaanswer given by pure philosophy;
this philosopher, then will tell us it is a goodhttp for a mother to bewail the death of her
child, because the machine of the world requiréd arder to be more perfecRachel
plorans filios suos, et noluit consolare. Explain this Leibnizian position to the mother
in question, tell her this thing was necessaryrdeothat every degree of being should be
filled, and she will answer that she cares notwhe for the machine of the world — let
them give her back her child®

Poor Leibniz. But Maritain’s point is that Aqusia “explanation” of evil is a small part
of his theology, which is so vast that one needs/tmd taking this one aspect apart from the rest
— and from other approaches to God, of which pbpby may not be the most important. As
shown by Job, theodicy can never withstand theefofdhe lament, and much less what this

seems to lead to, by irresistible logic: rebellagainst God, or disbelief in the existence of God.
After rejecting the so-called consolation of radigi some of us, like the figure of Rachel in



Jeremiah will refuse to be consoled. For most of us,advan, there will never be a voice
from the whirlwind that will reconcile us with God.

Or will there? My impression, and it is really more than that, is that the opposite is the
case. One might think that the experience of dis@ad natural disasters makes people abandon
their religion, but | believe that for most peoglee opposite is the case: people who suffer
diseases or other disastérs as opposed to people who are outraged by thesgstat a
distance, like Voltaire or lvan Karamazov — are enldtely to gravitate towards, rather than
away from their religion, however this might beidetl. | cannot defend this point with data,
but | believe it to be so. The belief that suffgrialways makes us reject God may be an
example of what both Flannery O’Connor and Walkexcl referred to as “tender-heartedness”,
which in their writing is described as a dishorstahce — and which they bemoan as a prelude to
murder, and as leading to the gas chambers.

Perhaps we should consider what actually is meattidterm “voice from the
whirlwind”. What type of reconciliation did Godtally give to Job? In essence, God’s
peroration from the whirlwind reduces to “I creatbd universe and you did not” — with no
explanation whatsoever of why Job has been masdefter. This is all the more galling for
readers oflob, because we are told in Chapters 1 and 2 thati@lozts harm upon Job as part of
a silly wager with a sataff. The folktale that begins and ends Bwok of Jotsurrounds a long
poem, which only ends with God’s voice, but is nhataken up with Job’s complaint,
alternating with the attempt by Job’s “friends’justify God’s ways. Job simply does not buy
what they're selling. In effect, their theodicy despite the obvious differences, essentially that
of Augustiné® the friends argue that unbeknownst to himseb, as sinned and his suffering is
therefore just. Perhaps the most remarkable asp#oeBook of Jobhowever, is how it ends.
Job repents “in dust and ashes” — ary?’® — after which God praises Job, and rebukes Job’s
friends: “My wrath is kindled against thee, andiagathy two friends, because you have not
spoken the thing that is right before me, as mya#rJob hath® Finally, Job is restored with
twice as many sons, daughters, sheep, camels,amxeshegoats — surely an ironic use of the
folktale by the subtle authors of the philosophpa¢m, as if to say, “This never actually occurs;
and anyway, if it did, would new children reallgplace’ the dead ones?”

Thus, every aspect of the ending of Beok of Jolis irrational — not so much anti-

rational as dispensing with the apparatus of reasiwd’s voice from the whirlwind does not



present Job with a theodicy as much as a reasseitidis presence. Ivan raises the
unanswerable question of why children suffer, amdslcertainly an effective rhetorician. And
yet, at the same time, most of the protagonisBastoevsky’s novels seek to accept suffering in
some way. Ir€rime and Punishmen$onya tells Raskolnikov, “Accept suffering anthiaze
atonement through it — that is what you must do.Brothers KaramazqwAlyosha comments
about Ivan, “It is not money, it's not comfort Ivemseeking. Perhaps it's suffering he is
seeking”’® And when Ivan relates his grim stories of théu of children, he notices that he is
making Alyosha suffer, but Alyosha mutters, “Newand. | want to suffer too...”. And running
through the novel is the theme that Dmitri’s regatien consists primarily in his acceptance of
suffering. As he says in the period of his triahccept my punishment, not because |1 killed
him, but because | meant to kill him, and perhagsally might have killed him.” In contrast to
the acceptance of suffering is “The Grand Inquisithapter, which follows “Rebellion”. In
Ivan’s poem, Jesus Christ returns to earth dutiegSpanish Inquisition, and the Inquisitor
upbraids Him for getting in the way of the plandtwé church to organize human happiness
rationally”® In the works of Dostoevsky, at least, sufferisgécessary for redemption and
regeneration, and life without suffering, in aoatlly organized society, such as the “scientific
socialists” of the 1860s envisioned, was an unttahd horror and nothing more than
enslavement.

Such a view does pose a problem, does it not?eBuff as one wag commenting on
Dostoevsky had it, is not all it's cracked up to Mehat, exactly, is so damn edifying about
disease, crime, and mayhem? Surely we devaotto suffer, and the greatest achievements of
humanity were the result of an endeavor to allevsaiffering. We do navantto suffer; there
are words for people wheantto suffer.

But there is also a large segment of our cultua¢ tiews any suffering as an affront, a
narcissistic wound, and whose god is nothing moae & happy face bearing a self-help guide.
How nice— in the original sense of the word. But suffgriadifying or not, seeks most of us out
at some part of our lives. While there is an atbdly fine line, Dostoevsky does not urge us to
crave suffering, but to accept it. Therein liegacial difference. In an oft-quoted letter of 485
(to Natalya D. Fonvizina), Dostoevsky wrote, “Iinseone proved to me that Christ is outside the
truth and that in reality the truth were outsideCairist, then | should prefer to remain with

Christ rather than with the truth.” This quoteften taken as evidence of Dostoevsky’s anti-



rationalism, but the second clause shows that lseawationalist malgré lui. Nevertheless, the
gist of it is the recognition that rational theodis likely to fail us. In brief, it expresses the
ordinary human need for an indication, which magiude but likely exceeds rational thought,
that God suffers along with us, the need for answeequestions that probably are not quite as
rational as we like to think, and the need forhlgpostasis of God into the suffering and dying

human body.



! Anyone who's anyone in Dostoevsky's novels soamdater develops brain fever. In addition
to Ivan Karamazov, RaskolnikoZ(ime and Punishmenprobably committed his crime under
the duress of brain fever. So too, in the nowtggozhin The Idio), Stavrogin Pemon}, and
three characters ifhe Adolescer(iArkady, his father Versilov, and Sergei Sokolsthe suitor
for Versilov’s sister) had brain fever. Even is pre-Siberian novelhe Insulted and Injured
Natasha falls prey to this illness, as does theiherof his late short story Gentle Creature

But to be fair, Dostoevsky was not the only onege this plot device. The jilted Emma
Bovary promptly responds to her rejection by fajlit with brain fever. Similarly, Catherine
Linton (Emily Bronté Wuthering Heights Pip (Charles Dicken&reat Expectations Lucy
Feverel (George Mereditfihe Ordeal of Richard Feve)jebnd quite a few of Sherlock Holmes’
antagonists suffer from this distinctly8entury malady. For further discussion of thi;po
see “Partners and Strangers: The Mind-Body Relsliipnin History, by Lilian R. Furst,
http://www.karger.info/gazette/69/furst/art_1.htm

2 In addition to the impossibly good Prince MyshKiine Idio), and the loathsome Smerdyakov
(The Brothers Karamaz@wdiscussed in this essay, the ecstatic, yetisiicilKirilov (Demon$,
was also an epileptic.

% Dostoevsky, as a deeply religious Christian, prezhly did not believe that Christ would fail
at the end of time, but only that he did not bratgut the end of sin during his lifetime and that,
as Christian doctrine teaches, Christ truly diedawas resurrected. Myshkin, however, was
only Christ-like, not Christ Himself, and he fallecause his goodness is incompatible with the
corrupt world in which he lives. Indeed, in mangys, The Idiotis all about failure, and through
Myshkin, Dostoevsky was able to explore the anggetind fears that God would not triumph,
and would fail in the end.

* From Nikolai Strakhovirom the Memoirsin The Dostoevsky Archiyp. 152. Dostoevsky
also gave Myshkin one other important part of ms dife: Myshkin describes having witnessed
an execution while in France, of “a fine intelligdearless man; LeGros was his name.”
Myshkin relates what LeGros must have thought wiebelieved that he would surely die in
the next moment. A man sentenced to jail or aispld battle can still have hope, but a man
sentenced to death experiences “the most dreadfuish in the world”:

“You may place a soldier before a cannon’s moutbaitile, and fire upon him — and he
will still hope.... Our Lord Christ spoke of thisguish and dread. No! no! no! No man
should be treated so, no man, no man!”

Dostoevsky, of course, knew whereof he spoke: lkdebean tried, convicted, and
sentenced to death for his role in the radicaltigali activities of the Petrachevsky circle. He
stood before the scaffold, believing that he waudkely die in the next few moments, when the
Tsar issued a last minute reduction of the sentenfraur years of penal servitude followed by
the same term of exile and military servitude.

His main interest in this circle appeared to beabelition of slavery — that, and the
literary talk (Petrachevsky operated a lendinggligy. It is difficult to understand exactly what



the Tsar (Nicholas 1) found so threatening in tbevéies of this circle, but the regime was one
of the more repressive ones in Russian historpoltoevsky had been harshly punished for
seemingly rather benign political activities, hecagjot away with something: his activities in the
far more radical Speshnev Circle remained unknomti after his death.

> |n fact, the paternity is never proven, thougk aonders how it could have been. The claim
is based on Fyodor Pavlovich’s drunken and braggamjession of the crime. “Bragging” is not
le mot just however, since the rather repellant topic undsus$sion was whether Lizaveta
could, in any sense, be considered a woman —ghséxually desirable. The “gentlemen” with
whom Fyodor Pavlovich had been drinking decide sha&tis not, but Fyodor Pavlovich strongly
differs with them. Here, he is merely acting thdfdon in order to debase himself — his
dynamic in a nutshell — but when Lizaveta is dised to be pregnant, suspicion naturally falls
on him. He seems to confirm these suspicions vidmeaveta dies during childbirth, and he
allows the child to be brought to his house to &ed for. Dostoevsky, however, has the
narrator — who has substantial but not completeaaity — carefully and cleverly debate the
guestion of Smerdyakov’s paternity in such a wa this not possible to decide the question
with any certainty. For example, allowing Smerdyako be raised in his house points to
Fyodor Pavlovich’s guilt, but the latter never teehim like a son, even an illegitimate one. But
how does one interpret such lack of paternal beasince he had already been shown to be
impossibly careless and heedless about his ledgictaldren, literally forgetting about them for
months or years at a time? He could easily havemed Smerdyakov into the household with a
similar lack of attention or forethought. Dostoeyseems to want this point to remain
ambiguous.

® And, notably, Ivan states explicitly that he does deny the existence of God, only that he
“returns him the ticket”.

’ DostoevskyThe Brothers Karamazov (BKBook 3, chapter 6. This citation is from the
Constance Garnett translation, but all subsequezg are from the translation by Richard Pevear
and Larissa Volokhonsky, Vintage Classics, 1991yhich the statement appears as an epithet
from Fyodor Pavlovich, “...your lackey soul” (p. 125n saying that Smerdyakov has the soul
of a lackey, | do not think that Dostoevsky intethde say that Smerdyakov was “only” a
peasant or of the lower classes: he was a lackkig ilack of spiritual aliveness and hence,
freedom.

8 | use this term in the sense in which it used axMcheler, not Nietzsche. SRessentiment
edited by Lewis A. Coser, translated by William Moéldheim, 1972, Schocken Press, N.Y.

® The defense attorney, Ippolit Kirillovich, is fam®for his eloquence and use of modern
“psychology”. He is also incompetent, and cardasan incompetent defense. Dostoevsky has
been called “anti-psychological’ — an odd termdarauthor so widely adored for his brilliant
and penetrating psychological character studias. ti® term “anti-psychological” needs to be
understood properly. Dostoevsky was anti-psychiod@nly in the sense that he relentlessly
punctured simplistic and rationalistic — that isgientific” — psychology, of the type used by
Kirillovich. His most anti-psychological characteas the Underground Man, whose essence is



that one cannot contain him in a deterministic bBxery time we seem to pin the Underground
Man down, every time we seem to know what he valhext, he sticks out his tongue and defies
us by using his free will. The “irrational” behaviof the underground man is the assertion of
free will against deterministic psychology.

10 Being illegitimate is surely no advantage, blegjitimacy alone is hardly a motive for murder.
And in what way is Smerdyakov treated any worse tha legitimate sons? On the contrary,
the legitimate sons are ignored and abandoneddiyftther, and in the case of Dmitri, treated
shabbily or worse. In any event, there is nothimtie text to suggest that Smerdyakov hates
Fyodor Pavlovich for siring him out of wedlock, atiiks is not the motive that Smerdyakov
himself gives for murdering Fyodor Pavlovich. Thattive, though it is also not credible, is that
he wanted the money to establish himself as a @toprof a restaurant in Moscow, or better, in
Europe. One could argue, of course, that the aneimvwhich Smerdyakov is treated worse
than the other sons is that, as an illegitimate Berwould not receive a full inheritance or any at
all, and this is why he kills Fyodor Pavlovich aagtes 3000 rubles. Towards the end of the
novel, however, he abandons the money with noiabtaiciance, and Dostoevsky makes it
plain that he does not really care about the money.

1 In The Future of an lllusion

2 That is, individual fathers, in our world and ime, have an aspect or part of God; and more
generally, all individual things have an aspeqgbart of God. This point is, at the very least,
another whole essay, but the idea in one of itmfitations can be stated as follows. All
individual things that exist in time are also pafraa species, and the species of a thing can be
considered as both an objective and subjectivéyentihe universal exists in the Divine Mind as
an idea, and outside of time. Within time, thevensal comes to exist in individuafspotentiq
but notin actua That is, in each of the individuals of the saspecies there is a similar nature.
The nature, or essence of a thing — a dog, an adbhe color red, symphonies, things that go
bump in the night — can thus be realized in anfinde number of individuals, and therefore can
be described as “potentially universal’. Of keymrntance is that the universalizing of the
individuals in a species has both an “objectived &ubjective” aspect. A species exists in time
objectively, by virtue of its participation of asgect of the Divine Idea: thus, “dogs”
“aardvarks” and “the color red” participate, ileave some aspect or part of the divine idea. In
addition, species also exist subjectively (not seadly identical to the objective species)
because the human mind, by a subsequent reflentidgeneralizing act, can consider the
concept, or idea, as representative of a plurafiipdividuals. The fact that in the physical
world, i.e., in time, individual beings of the saspecies have similar natures makes science,
most broadly defined, possible.

This formulation is Thomistic, of course, and iatstl, in part, in Q.47, A.1 of tfBumma
Theologiaeas follows:

Hence we must say that the distinction and mulétofithings come from the intention of
the first agent, who is God. For He brought thimge being in order that His goodness
might be communicated to creatures, and be repexsény them; and because His
goodness could not be adequately represented bgreatire alone, He produced many



and diverse creatures, that what was wanting tdrotiee representation of the divine
goodness might be supplied by anothieor goodness, which in God is simple and
uniform, in creatures is manifold and divided amdde the whole universe together
participates the divine goodness more perfectlg,rapresents it better than any single
creature whatever.

These ideas might or might not coincide with anmyghibostoevsky might have written on
the topic — which, of course, he would not havecsihe was not a theorist or a systematic
theologian. However important the exact formulatd the notion oparticipationmay be to
systematic theology, this is not so important fa present purpose. Suffice it to say that | am
interpreting Smerdyakov’s murder of Fyodor Pavlbvis what is left to an angry atheist who
cannot experience and (eventually) overcome hised&skill God.

13 In describing the status of lepers and lazar hwirs&urope of the High Middle Ages, Michel
Foucault notes:

“If the leper was removed from the world, and frdmea community of the Church visible,
his existence was yet a constant manifestationaaf, Gince it was a sign both of His
anger and His grace: ‘My friend,” says the ritubtiee Church of Vienne, “it pleaseth the
Lord that thou should be infected with this malaatyd thou hast great grace at the hands
of Our Lord that He desireth to punish thee forithiguities in this world.” Madness

and Civilization p6)

Applied toThe Brothers Karamazowmutatis mutandisone can say that Dmitri, lvan, and even
Alyosha struggled with the worldly signs of theapsiration from God, even railed angrily at
God, but not so for Smerdyakov. His mockery oigieh began in his boyhood, and never
ceased; he was excluded from the City of God nbt loyi circumstances, but also by his own
volition. lvan, perhaps, wanted to kill God theh& “in his heart”, but could not; but
Smerdyakov — spiritually desolate, genuinely ndiglveng in God — in his muddleheaded
resentment, killed the only father he knew.

1 The elided part of this passage includes Grigorg&tigation and Smerdyakov’s response to it:

“He doesn't like us, the monster,” Grigory usedé&y to Marfa Ignatievna, ‘and he
doesn't like anyone. You think you're a human lg@irhe said, addressing Smerdyakov
directly. ‘You're not a human being. You were bégotof the bathhouse slime, that's
who you are...’ Smerdyakov, it turned out, coulgergforgive him those words.BK,

p. 124)

Thus, the narrator, who should not simply be idettias Dostoevsky, but rather is another
character in the novel, concludes that Smerdyak@gsntment arose as a direct result of
awareness of his low birth. Again, while illegiticy and other aspects of his social status
played a role in his resentments, they cannothellwhole tale. If they did, how could we
explain the lack of resentment in a character 8keerdyakov’s mother, Lizaveta?



15BK, Book 3, chapter 6, p. 124.

18 The detail of how Smerdyakov would hang and buaitg & the plural is used, so apparently
this happened repeatedly — with great ceremongtriscplarly vivid and striking. Of course this
shows a stunning lack of empathy in the young chitthe thinks of the monster in the movie
Halloween who is first shown as a young boy on Halloweeeamng a clown’s costume, and
holding a large bloody knife with which he has jbsitally murdered his entire family. Aside
from this point, this detail of hanging the catp&plexing until one remembers that
Smerdyakov also killed himself by hanging. Thediag of cats is brutal, but the great
ceremony of their burial is aggrandizing; so heiih himself: brutal and self-aggrandizing, the
latter trait being a part of what the narrators&ik “boundless vanity”. As a murderer of both
Self and Other, Dostoevsky links his atheism toramete disregard for living creatures and life
itself.

The fact that his torture and killing of cats wasgjed up in ceremonial dress is perhaps
another manifestation of Dostoevsky’s (somewhatb& idea that the organized Catholic
Church is full of atheists. This dubious ideaxpressed, for example, in a long diatribe from
Prince Myshkin irnThe Idiotabout the Catholic church, and of course, als@lre Grand
Inquisitor”. To Dostoevsky, the Catholic Churchdivanounced its spiritual mission and
concerned itself exclusively with worldly power andalth. Thus, Smerdyakov might have
dressed the part of a priest, but in this cas¢hetodo not make the man.

7 One is tempted to interpret a passage such amtheited above psychodynamically, and
indeed, there is something to that. How does sombecome like Smerdyakov? Fyodor
Pavlovich refers to him as Balaam’s Ass becauds ke taciturn that it seems to take an act of
God to give him the gift of speech; but what chddd traumas could have made him so
taciturn? Such speculations, however valuable thigit be for a person in the flesh with
whom one can converse, are fairly futile in litgranalysis. They inevitably beg the question, in
works of fiction, why two characters, similarly &ted, have different traits. Why, for example,
is Alyosha so sweet and gentle and Ivan so priekign they had the same parents (they are
half-brothers to Dmitri, and possibly also to Snyakbv) and were reared together? In fact,
Dostoevsky brings this point out himself. Dmisithe son of Fyodor Pavlovich’s first wife,
Adelaida Ivanovna, while lvan and Alyosha are tltepand younger sons born to Fyodor
Pavlovich’s second wife, Sofya Ivanovna — an unlgappintly innocent, who is also something
of a “holy fool” before whom even the sensualisb&gr Paviovich would occasionally restrain
himself. Fyodor Pavlovich refers to her as “Thei&ter”. In Book Ill, Chapter 8 (“Over the
Cognac”), he is sitting with lvan and Alyosha aft@ving had too much brandy; depression sets
in, until Fyodor Pavlovich is revived by touchingan his favorite topic, how to “take” a
woman. Among the women he describes “taking” &rtmother. The scene climaxes when
Fyodor Pavlovich describes how he had tried to 8knthat mysticism out of her” by insulting
and spitting on an icon and suffering no immedilheffect (similar in a way to Smerdyakov’s
discovery of the “contradiction” in Scripture). Heaction had been to suffer one of her “fits”:
“she hid her face ..., [and] began trembling all caed fell on the floor.” At that moment, he
notices that Alyosha is suffering a similar event:



“The drunken old man went on spluttering and natigething until the moment when
something very strange suddenly happened to Alyestemely, the very same thing he
had just told about the ‘shrieker’ repeated itggth him. He suddenly jumped up from
the table, just as his mother was said to have,ddagped his hands, then covered his
face with them, fell back in his chair as if he'glem cut down, and suddenly began
shaking all over in an hysterical attack of sudded silent tears. The remarkable
resemblance to his mother especially struck therad.

“Ivan! Ivan! Quick, bring him water! It's likdner, it's just like her, his mother
did the same thing. Spray him some water from yoouth, that's what | used to do
with her. It's on account of his mother, his mathe he muttered to Ivan.

“But my mother, | think, was also his mother, idwit you agree?’ lvan
suddenly burst out with irrepressible angry conteniphe flashing of his eyes startled
the old man. But here something very strange hegahef only for a moment. The
notion that Alyosha’s mother was also Ivan’s motsegmed to have gone clean out of
the old man’s mind...

“What do you mean, your mother?’ he muttered, unaderstanding. ‘What are
you talking about...? Whose mother... was she...? amrd Of course she was yours
too! Damn!”

Aside from the fact that Fyodor Pavlovich nevemnviioe Father of the Year award,
Dostoevsky's aim in this passage appears two-fokt; to arouse sympathy for the lonely lvan,
and second, to demonstrate that parentage, evenmeanwith upbringing, do not determine the
personality. As with his Underground Man, Dostdgms inveighing against deterministic

psychology.

18 |n saying this, | am aware that this makes Smemlyaeem to be the embodiment of “radical
evil”. Kant, in introducing the term, boldly admihot knowing its origin (which is another way
of saying that it is “radical”), but seems confitémat evil doesiot arise as the result of original
sin. In fact, he appears to have introduced tire {1 Religion Within the Limits of Reason
Along precisely because he did not want to lay themofall evil, even that suffered by
children throughout the world, at the door of Adarahd Eve’s first sin. One could even extend
the argument about Smerdyakov further by positiag he is fatherless — both in heaven and on
earth. As discussed above, although Dostoevskygptamors that Fyodor Pavlovich
Karamazov was Smerdyakov’s father, he also brilliacludes approximately an equal number
of clues suggesting that Fyodor Pavlovichasthe father. In other words, like the ontological
reality of the devil, he seems quite intent upavieg the matter undecided — indeed,
undecidable. But if Fyodor Pavlovich is not thth&, who is? Dostoevsky leaves open the
suggestion that Smerdyakov represents a radiaal ébevil, in the Kantian sense that he is an
evil of unknown origin, i.e., “fatherless”. Neweeless, for reasons | hope | have made clear
throughout the essay, | do not think Smerdyakovesgnts radical evil. For one thing, the
notion of radical evil seems to strike at the he&d monotheistic doctrine of the all good and all
powerful God, and this seems contrary to everytleisg one reads in Dostoevsky. Smerdyakov
seems, rather, a character whose evil is Augustinia., who is severely deficient in that
goodness properly belonging to human nature.



19BK, Book 5, chapter 6, p. 266. “The Contemplatord ieference to a painting
“Contemplation” by Kramskoy. Dostoevsky wrotesoich a “contemplator”:

“... perhaps suddenly, having stored up his impressaver many years, he will drop
everything and wander off to Jerusalem to savedis, or perhaps he will suddenly burn
down his native village, or perhaps do both. Tregeeplenty of contemplators among the
people. Most likely Smerdyakov was such a contatop| and most likely he, too, was
greedily storing up his impressions, almost withknwing why himself.” BK, Book 3,
chapter 6, p. 127)

20 BK, Book 5, chapter 6, p. 266. To come back to tistmliscussed in endnote 17, in stressing
Smerdyakov’s “wounded vanity”, Dostoevsky assdrét Smerdyakov is very much a fallen
creature, guilty of the sin of pride, and not thebediment of “radical evil”.

1 The problem, as Ivan amply demonstrates latefltie Grand Inquisitor”, is that when the
world becomes a church, the church also becomesdhd, and in its worldliness, fails in its
spiritual mission. This is, in fact, the basiddafstoevsky’s frequent diatribes against the
Catholic Church, not only in “The Grand Inquisitpbut also irThe Idiot where Myshkin rails
against what he perceives as the excessive wadliof the Catholic Church. The priests in
The Brothers Karamazapparently believe that Ivan is arguing for absoinlargement of
ecclesiastical power in the world, but Ivan is anguthe opposite case: that, in making the
church the world, and the world the church, he @aliminate the church altogether. This is the
subversiveness and caginess of his article. Atyissha, however, who sees where Ivan has
himself been caged. After hearing Ivan’s poemexaaims, “But... that's absurd! ... Your
poem is in praise of Jesus, not in blame of Himyasmeant it to be.” And so it is: Ivan fails
to realize that whatever the tactical failingstué tuman beings in the church (like his Grand
Inquisitor) might be, the ultimate mission of theucch still comes from the life of Jesus, and is
not really effaced by those failings.

?2BK, Book 5, chapter 4, p. 242.

23 Dostoevsky’s patriotism at times verged on jisgoj especially when merged, as in the case
of Russia’s war against the Turks, with religiouarggelism. He strongly supported the Russian
soldiers who fought against the Turks in the Crim@éar, but mentions only the cruelty of the
Turks towards the Russians, largely ignoring thesgmlity that the cruelty might have been
bidirectional.

24 But perhaps he is more like Jeremiah: Ivan inveiaainst the evil permitted in the world by
God, but he is not harmed bodily himself, as Job.wa

25 paul RicoeurEvil: A Challenge to Philosophy and Theolp@ontinuum Books, 2004, p. 43.
26 BK, Book 5, chapter 4, p. 245. The “ticket” is alusibn to Schiller's poem, “Resignation”,

which concludes with the remark that we shouldpasts up in life, in the name of “virtue”, what
we are hoping to receive in eternity, because tedlis hypocrisy. The poem concerns a man



who dies and appears before a judge in the Heredfte informs the judge that he had
renounced earthly pleasure in order to receivetispensation in the Hereafter, and now wants
to claim his reward. To his distress, the judderims him that he has been laboring under an
illusion: all people must choose between hope ajayeent, and whoever chooses one
renounces the other. His pleasure, such as itagasjsted of the hope he derived, during life,
from his own self-denial. Ivan, in mouthing therd®s of Schiller, thus resembles the younger
Dostoevsky, who also read — and adored — Schilléne older Dostoevsky, however, could
hardly have endorsed such as philosophy, “taintgtli Europeanism as it was. He referred
rather disdainfully to “Schillerism” when peopleagded Schiller's approach to life — despite the
fact that the young Dostoevsky was one such perBoobably for that reason, after he
repudiated Schiller, he was especially harsh tall8cland “Schillerism” in his later life.

2" For the purposes of this essay, | hin@isedon Ivan’s relationship with Smerdyakov,
especially the transmutation of Smerdyakov intoDeeil that appears to Ivan in his madness, in
chapters 6-9 of Book XI. There are many othemstsao this descent, not least his relationship
with the maddening Katerina Ivanovna, and miscgeriaf justice in Dmitri’s trial.

28 Dmitri and his father are at odds both over mamey as a result of their sexual rivalry for
Grushenka. Dmitri believes that his father hasatde:him out of a part of inheritance. Indeed,
it is not clear whether this is true or not, bwe thoney is part of a motif of the ever-mutating
3000 rubles — also the amount that ties Dmitri laisdfiancé”, Katerina Ivanovna, together.

The money also becomes instrumental in Dmitrigltalthough Dmitri seems to have spent this
amount in revelry with Grushenka, in fact he resdrapproximately half of this amount in an
amulet he wears on his chest. But tracing the mon&he Brothers Karamazas as difficult

as tracing the pea in an expertly played shell game

29 BK, Book 5, chapter 7, p. 279. Constance Garnetskates the word as “clever”.

30 But then, why does he say that Ivan should trew€lhermashnya rather than Moscow, when
the latter is further away? Aside from allowing &dyakov to pretend to worry about Fyodor
Pavlovich and cast suspicion on Dmitri, Chermashmgsan almost talismanic appeal to
Smerdyakov, as a symbol of the complicity betweemshklf and Ivan.

31 1n addition to Ivan’s possible, if unconscioustricity in the crime, Dostoevsky seems to
use lvan’s unwilling attraction to the repulsive &ayakov as an example of the attractiveness,
for many intellectuals, of the repulsive doctrifeatheism. The seeming attractiveness of
atheism and nihilism were, for Dostoevsky, the Rnabof the Age.

%21t should be recalled that it is the narratortef hovel, and not necessarily Dostoevsky
himself, who calls Alyosha the hero of the nowglany critics have argued that Dostoevsky’'s
planned, but unwritten, second parfltfe Brothers Karamazawight have demonstrated
Alyosha’s heroism more explicitly, but that thesdiitle basis for seeing Alyosha as heroic in
the first (and only written) part of the novelbdlieve, however, that here, as in his narratology,
Dostoevsky was even further ahead of his time thast people realize. We have no difficulty
in accepting certain characters of"2fentury novels, portrayed as ordinary people easds —



most notably Leopold Bloom idlyssesand yet we have difficulty in accepting that Doestsky
could have been so democratic as to make Alyositla,his odd (Dostoevsky’s word) blend of
simplicity and profundity, the hero of his novélyosha is odd in some ways, but humble and
even ordinary in other ways — certainly, he is nreagwarrior hero, and his deeds are usually on
a small and local scale. But itis Alyosha’s gpal prescience (as demonstrated in this passage),
and not great deeds, that makes him heroic.

That having been said, we can put the second, ttewmovel ofThe Brothers
Karamazowlongside the end of MozarfRequiemas things we wish had been written.

% pevear and Volokhonsky translate the word asghsgl, while Garnett renders it as
“supercilious”, which is retained here. “Supemmils” is the word used repeatedly by
Dostoevsky to describe Smerdyakov; here, and ifdpigarent coldness”, Ivan is taking on
Smerdyakov’s traits.

34 BK, Book 11, chapter 5, pp. 601-2.

% The second interview (Chapter 7) continues thitepaof the first, reinforcing Ivan’s state of
denial. Smerdyakov insinuates that Ivan, like Dipatiso desired his father’s death in order to
get his hands on his inheritance. Once again, lbemns to blame himself for complicity in the
murder. After his visit to Smerdyakov, howevemdwisits Katerina Ivanovna, Dmitri's
erstwhile fiancé with whom Ivan is actually in lovEhe shows Ivan a letter that appears to
incriminate Dmitri — another set of “facts” thabpe what is, in fact, false. For Ivan, this letter
has the effect of a balm that, in the service sfda@nial, allows him to assuage his unconscious
guilt and reassure himself that he bears no regpbtysfor his father’'s murder.

% BK, Book 11, chapter 6, p. 607.

37 As stated earlier, Smerdyakov’s atheism long ptedehe appearance of Ivan on the scene.
Atheism, Dostoevsky implies, was “in the air” attiiag not only the genuine atheists like
Smerdyakov, but also the would-be atheists like IvBlevertheless, lvan appears to feel guilty
for having “created” a monster in Smerdyakov: Sryakadv states explicitly that lvan’s saying
that “All is permitted” allowed him to commit a maius crime. lvan suffers feelings of guilt
because he also believes, albeit unconsciouslyt S8mardyakov says: that he allowed or
enabled Smerdyakov to become a murderer. Ivanlisfgelings for having “collaborated” with
Smerdyakov in the murder of Fyodor Pavlovich, hogvgeonstitute an excellent demonstration
of the power of magical thinking, about which Freugbte at length. For Ivan to believe that he
“created” Smerdyakov or “made him a criminal” woldlel a gross exaggeration of his own
powers. As discussed below, Ivan dittouragehis strain of thought (which Smerdyakov
summarizes by the slogan, “All is permitted”). Agha recognizes, however, that while lvan
was wrong to say, “All is permitted”, he also ouwatss his complicity in the crime when he
believes himself actually to be a murderer.

3 BK, Book 11, chapter 8, pp. 624-5.

39 BK, Book 11, chapter 8, p. 625.



0 Grigory and Marfa had had one child, but the chitts born with six fingers — a fairly

common occurrence, really. Grigory, however, wasified and called the child a “dragon”.
After the infant died of thrush after only a foght, Grigory became devotedly religious. “He
was fond of the Book of Job, and had somehow glak dioa copy of the sayings and sermons of
‘the God fearing Father Isaac the Syrian’, whichrdead persistently for years together,
understanding very little of it, but perhaps prizend loving it the more for that.” Isaac the
Syrian was a seventh century monk who wrote oretis¢atic experiences possible through
prayer. Thus, Dostoevsky suggests that the ddigpores feeling of the Russian people is
independent of intellect: Grigory derives solaamfrhis readings despite not understanding
much. It is possible that after committing hisyegi, Smerdyakov is wracked by guilt feelings,
and is therefore turning to religion — but if daistis the only evidence we see of a turn to
religion, and it is certainly a case of “too liftkeo late”. It has been suggested (e.qg., by Josep
Frank in his superb biography of Dostoevsky, cf. 8pDostoevsky: The Mantle of the Prophet
Princeton University Press, 2002) that immediabelfore his suicide, Smerdyakov was re-
considering his ill-starred venture into atheisng ¢his is shown by his reading Isaac the Syrian.
As stated above, however, it is not clear thatdteadly did read this book, and as the quote
shows (and see also the elided part of the quitengn endnote 41), his stated position remains
that of an atheist.

“1 BK, Book 11, chapter 8, p. 632. The passage corgtinith a confirmation that Smerdyakov
will die as an atheist:

“Did you figure it out for yourself?” lvan grinnectookedly.

“With your guidance, sir.”

“So now | suppose, you believe in God, since yaugaving back the money?”
“No, sir, | haven’t come to believe, sir”, whispdr&merdyakov.”

2 This is in marked contrast to the concern fordreih he expressed in the chapter, “Rebellion”,
where, as a theoretician, he expounds on the hana @ children — fair enough, but Alyosha is
the character who is shown actually helping chitdrethe novel. Dostoevsky stated tfiae
Brothers Karamazois a novel “about children”, and this is showntbit Ilvan’s theoretical
concern for children in “Rebellion” and elsewheard in Alyosha’s involvement with
schoolboys, especially llyusha, the son of weakediCaptain Snegiryov.

3 |van’s resolve is only temporary, however. Afpending time and money to help this man
in the snow, he wavers in his resolution to gogbkce, postponing it to the next day.

4 BK, Book 11, chapter 9, p. 635.

%> In this respect, he resembles the murdered Fy@awalovich. If the devil is Smerdyakov
transmogrified, as argued below, he is not only.tiie is also other aspects of Ivan that lvan
hates in himself — notably some traits of his fatfgodor Pavlovich. In a broader sense, he also
represents other threads of the gentility of e2él} century Russia.



¢ An interesting comparison can be made betweemoBwsky’s devil and that of Thomas
Mann in his late masterpied@pctor Faustus: The Life of the German Composeriaid
Leverkihn, As Told to a FriendMann considered himself to be a writer of religly oriented
novels, increasingly so towards the end of his liféis claim has sometimes been dismissed or
belittled, but | believe it to be correct. DisedseMann served two complementary and only
apparently disparate functions. On one hand,emtivellas especially (e.g.pnio Kréger
Death in VenicgTristan), disease is the outward or bodily manifestatibaroinclination
towards both art and sin — practically one item i@ proper bourgeois and guilty artist, Tonio
Kroger. Similarly, the successive generationdefBuddenbrooks family represent equally a
decline of vitality, a loss or loosening of mortaiures, and a veering towards art. On the other
hand, disease is also a symbol of an inner spliisickness, a sickness unto death resulting from
the separation of the human species from God. [&ttex is most evident iDr. Faustus

Mann was a student of Dostoevsky and, as T.St Elight have said, he proved it not by
borrowing, but by stealing from Dostoevsky. Theibeho visits Adrian Leverkihn bears a
more than passing resemblance to the slightly sgedifeman with a nose cold and a threadbare
suit, who tries, in vain, to prove the reality @ bxistence to lvan Karamazov — which is not to
say that Mann didn’t make the character his owhe d@evil that visits Leverkihn does so after
Leverkihn visits a brothel in a way that resemhbl@®ssibly apocryphal story about Nietzsche.
Mann (and Freud) appeared to accept the idea tle&tddhe’s late madness was syphilitic.
Whether true of Nietzsche or not, Leverkihn celyaiad syphilis, and signs of the primary
chancre, secondary luetic (syphilitic) meningiéisd tertiary neurosyphilis are abundant
throughout the book. The acquisition of syphiesves to liberate Leverkihn into an appointed
period of 24 years of unparalleled creativity amposer. Mann’s novel owes more to the
Faust chapbooks than to Goethe. He also maké=aitthat syphilis, and for that matter, the
devil, only serve to actuate what Leverkihn wegotentio In particular, Leverkiihn’'s
creativity comes at the price of relinquishing lpaad nearly everyone he approaches with
intimacy suffers in the end, most movingly his ditgieve year old nephew, Nepomuk, whom
everyone calls Echo. Mann interweaves the perdoagedy of Leverkihn not only with the
crisis of 2" century art, but also with the historical tragediyzermany’s Third Reich. About
the musical crisis, Mann asks the question, whatnwthere to do in tonal music, after
Beethoven, who seems to have carried tonalitystpiitnacle? Mann obviously had heard of
Schubert, Schumann, Brahms, Chopin, and abov@/aljiner, but the sense of creative impasse
is subjective, and can be summarized by sayingéhadntinue to write tonal music would be
either to write parody, or to descend into kitséh this respect, Leverkiihn is presented as an
amalgam of 28 century composers, not all German, including Matelius, Schénberg, and
Stravinsky. In the novel, all of this is relatedus by his friend, Serenus Zeitblom, who, as his
name implies, is a “flower of the time”: urbaneyiized, humane, but of limited depth. Adrian
and Serenus also represent, among other thinggsRant and Catholic Germany, respectively,
and were childhood friends in the town of Kaisechasn on Saale. Serenus claims for himself
the exclusive right to use the familiar “du” wittet standoffish Adrian, who does not
reciprocate. It is clear from even a cursory negdhat this narrator — despite the traits he share
with the novel’s author — is unreliable. Never#sd, Zeitblom writes while in protest against
and exile from the Third Reich. Like Settembriantra Naphtha of Mann’s earlier novéhe
Magic Mountain Zeitblom is stodgy and a bit laughable, but i ¢md, more of an exemplar
than the destructive and self-destructive Adrian.



Leverkihn’s problem is also presented as onestadcing humor and mockery of
everything, starting with his pious father’s naateempts to “speculate the elements” and study
nature. He enrolls in the Halle School of Theoldgyt only as a prideful attempt at self-
mastery, i.e., without an acknowledgement of hexdifer God’s grace. When he is visited by
the devil, the devil is identified first by the 8Hie brings into the room — which is also a
manifestation of Leverkuhn’s fever. Leverkihn d#ss him thus:

A man: rather spindling, not nearly so tall as Sshmaller even than I. A sports cap over
one ear, on the other side, reddish hair standinigaum the temple; reddish lashes and
pink eyes, a cheesy face, a drooping nose withtiwryOver diagonal-striped tricot shirt
a chequer jacket; sleeves too short, with sausagers coming too far out; breeches
indecently tight, worn-down yellow shoes. An uglystomer, a bully, atrizzi a rough.
And with an actor’s voice and eloquence. (ThomasmBoctor Faustustranslated by
H.T. Lowe-Porter, Vintage Books, 1971, p. 223)

This devil is not a Byronic evil genius or Miltontsagically doomed warrior; he is a
depressingly vulgar and ordinary type: merely apiliving a meager, seedy existence by
parasitizing the labor of a prostitute. Like Dastsky’'s devil inThe Brothers Karamazote is
also described in precise and palpable detailjsatitus a more highly embodied character than
any of the others in the novel. Aside from theaict Leverkihn and the devil, like Ivan and his
devil, mainly discuss whether the devil is ontotzdiy real or only a product of Leverkihn’s
fevered brain. The cosmopolitan Zeitblom, of ceurs convinced that Leverkihn is
hallucinating about the devil, as most of Mann'aders would be. But Mann leaves the matter
unsettled. Indeed, Mann undercuts many of Zeitld@tatements and perceptions on this and
other questions. This issue aside, however, Maummtént on showing how the devil, whether
ontologically independent or not, is still very nuwith us. Here is what his narrator, the
Catholic Zeitblom, tells us about Kaisersascherisaale, and its Protestant majority among
whom he was reared:

“But something still hung on the air from the spial constitution of the men of the last
decade of the fifteenth century: a morbid excitetmametaphysical epidemic latent
since the last years of the Middle Ages. This wasactical, modern town. — Yet no, it
was not modern, it was old, and age is past agpiesss, a past merely overlaid with
presentness. Rash it may be to say so, but hereauid imagine strange things: as for
instance a movement for a children’s crusade nbgkak out; a St. Vitus dance; some
wandering lunatic with communistic visions, preacha bonfire of the vanities; miracles
of the Cross, fantastic and mystical — things tlikese, one felt, might easily come to
pass.” (Ibid., p. 36)

Or, one might add, the appearance of Satan in aistmBut this is not exactly the point
Zeitblom makes: rather, he makes the more topigial p- timely for the time and place in which
Zeitblom is writing, in protest against and exilerh Germany of the Third Reich, at the time
when the Third Reich was in collapse — that demeniptions, more broadly understood, are
still with us. He writes:



“[Our times] enthusiastically re-enact symbolic de®ef sinister significance, deeds that
strike in the face of the spirit of the modern ageh, for instance, as the burning of the
books and other things of which | prefer not toadpé(lbid., p. 37)

Whether intentionally or not, Zeitblom’s referertoebook burnings recalls Heinrich
Heine’s eerily prescient line from his pl&ymansor(1821): “They that start by burning books
will end by burning men.” (“Dort, wo Man Blcherneeennt, verbrennt Man am Ende auch
Menschen.”) With the whole of the ®@entury available for our perspective, we mustiter
Zeitblom’s view to have been almost sanguine.

7 One is tempted to say “physically”, because Ikeactsto this devil as if he were a physical
being (as when he throws, or imagines he throves @lass at him), but the correct word is
“ontologically”, meaning that the issue for lvanwkether the devil has his own being,
independent of lvan’s own mind. Joseph Frank tisedvord “ontological” in this context, in
his biography of Dostoevsky, in the recognitiont thapirit, as well as a material being, can be
ontologically independent, but if the devil werenly’ Ivan’s dream, the devil would have no
ontologically independent status. As | argue,lidve that Dostoevsky leaves ambiguous
whether the devil is or is not ontologically indegent of lvan.

8 BK, Book 11, chapter 9, p. 637.

9 Similarly, Adrian spends much time arguing witke thevil about whether the devil is
ontologically real or merely the product of Adriardwn, fever imagination:

“I: “Do I trap you, blockhead? Do you betray yoelfsand name to me yourself the place
in my brain, the fever hearth, that makes me imagou, and without which you were
not! Betrayest to me that in excited state | selegear you, yet you are but a bauling
before my eyes!

“He: “The Great God Logick!” Mann, Op. cit., p.234

As lvan Karamazov is taunted by his own devil, Adis taunts him with the fact that he appeals
to “the Great God Logick” to help him out of hisasts.

>0 BK, Book 11, chapter 9, pp. 636-7.

L While Ivan is divided, unto madness, by a seefyimgesolvable contradiction between the
faith in God and belief in immortality that giveseé to moral conscience on the one hand, and the
“Euclidean” rationalism that gives rise to his riilba against God on the other, we should note
that this issue does not have the status of a radiction” for all rationalists. Thomas Aquinas
stated repeatedly and in numerous ways that falir@ason cannot contradict one another. For
Aquinas, human reason is limited, however; theeesame matters which are not accessible to
“natural reason”, i.e., human reason unaided bglation.

%2 BK, Book 11, chapter 9, p. 649.



>3 No one in the novel cares to attribute a caus&iioerdyakov’s suicide. The characters seem
to take for granted that such a miserable persandiake his own life. One might relate his
suicide to the fact that Ivan is about to air Smakbv’s confession of the murder, but this seems
unlikely, since Smerdyakov realizes (and he is prow be correct) that no one will believe
Ivan’s story. But why is he so sure about thigl anconcerned about alternate outcomes?
Perhaps he is sure because he already knows thall be dead when Ivan goes to the police —
in other words, that when he talks to Ivan in Bé@kchapter 8, he has already decided to
commit suicide. In any event, a much more conwigenotive for his suicide is his decisive
rejection by Ivan in this chapter, which culminamerdyakov’s growing disillusionment with
Ivan, who seems not to be a brazen atheist afteha@n seems to be the only person in the
novel that Smerdyakov cares for or about. Dostoelad previously shown Smerdyakov in a
“romantic” setting in the chapter “Smerdyakov wélGuitar”, but this is surely one of the eeriest
love scenes in all of literature, whose point caly ®e to show that Smerdyakov is virtually
asexual. The termignificant othey despite the variety of uses — or abuses — tolwihitas been
put, was first coined in 1953 by Harry Stack SaiivinThe Interpersonal Theory of Psychiatry
(published posthumously). He defined the term psraon — an “other” — upon whom one’s
well-being depends. It is no exaggeration to kay one’s very life itself may depend on the
presence of a significant other. There is only paeson who comes close to filling this role for
Smerdyakov, and that is Ivan, with whom Smerdyakoms up a common ground based on
ressentimenand on the rejection of religion. Through muchha novel, lvan seems unable to
break away from Smerdyakov despite detesting Huan, who, despite his rough edges, really
is not such a bad fellow, may have had some sdrfSmerdyakov’s dependence upon him, and
again, unconscious (anticipatory) guilt feelingsyrba part of what prevented lvan from
breaking with Smerdyakov. When the break finathgsl occur, Smerdyakov suffers a
precipitate loss of self, and this may have lelisosuicide.

>4 BK, Book 11, chapter 10.

> The “conscientious man” of this statement is niikedy to be lvan than Smerdyakov, but the
implication seems to be that Ivan, driven here &alness, could follow Smerdyakov’s path to
despair.

>0 |bid., p. 652. Why does Ivan say that the des# “been here twice, almost three times”?
(And what could he mean by the word “almost”? E&ithe was there or he was not.) Does Ivan
mean that he has had similar visitations beforenatiough these are not described in the novel?
Or is he perhaps confusing the devil’s visits vith own visits to Smerdyakov?

" Ibid., p. 652.
%8 |bid., p. 655.
% This is the term used by Etienne GilsoMhomistic Realism and the Critique of Knowledge
(translated by Mark A Wauck, Ignatius Press, 19B6Jhe Christian Philosophy of St. Thomas

Aquinas(translated by L. K. Shook, University of Notrerba Press, 1994) and several other of
his works on St. Thomas Aquinas.



% And so, too, Mann’s devil, who is as startlingpdft quite as original as Dostoevsky’s devil.

®1 | am indebted to Jean Bethke Elshtaikigjustine and the Limits of Politi¢gniversity of
Notre Dame Press, 1995) for these comments on AestiEichmann.

According to Arendt (Hannah Arendiichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality
of Evil, Penguin Books, 1994), Eichmann was a non-entity was incapable of a single
original thought, and who spoke entirely in “stqatirases and self-invented clichés”, all the
Amtssprachef the soulless bureaucrat, merely mouthing theenaf Kant without having
understood much, if anything, of Kant. She detied he was an evil genius, a psychopath, or
even particularly anti-Semitic. To her, the shogkaspect of Eichmann was that when he
claimed only to be doing his job and following arslehis was precisely what he was doing.
After all, for the holocaust to occur, someone ttadgchedule the trains to bring the canisters of
poison gas to the prisons, and so forth for alldh&lgery of carrying out the holocaust. His
evil, then, was also an Augustinian evil: it cotesisof the fact that he could be so dull, so
lifeless, so emptied of being that he could viewate did as only a job.

| cannot accept certain aspects of her thesisvidBd@esarini Becoming Eichmann:
Rethinking the Life, Crimes and Trial of a “Desk tderer”, Da Capo Press, 2006) notes that
Arendt did not actually witness the defense portb&ichmann’s trial, where she would have
seen a less colorless Eichmann; that Eichmannindesed, an anti-Semite before, during, and
after the trial; and that Arendt’s views were celbby her disdain for th@stjudenwho ran the
case for the prosecution. Bpaice these justifiably criticisms: let us agree thaeddt's
hypothesis has something to it, whatever the flaag be in the particulars; and that an
enormous amount of harm can be done simply by failing tagdod (let alone the drudge work
involved in any task, even the most evil ones)tHeyloss of one’s humanity.

®2 |t is not only the movies that aggrandize theildeRandamonium, the castle built by
Lucifer’'s demons irParadise Lostmight have been ever-shrinking, but it is saidugpass all
human dwellings. Milton describes the buildingr@indeemonium in Book | ¢faradise Lost

Meanwhile the winged Heralds, by command

Of sovereign power, with awful ceremony

And trumpet’s sound, throughout the host proclaim
A solemn council forthwith to be held

At Pandemonium, the high capital

Of Satan and his peers. Their summons called
From every band and squared regiment

By place or choice the worthiest: they anon

With hundreds and with thousands trooping came
Attended. All access was thronged; the gates

And porches wide, but chief the spacious hall (Bhdikes 752-762)

The hall was far greater than all human palaceisit buas small, and the demons had to shrink in
order to fit into it:



Behold a wonder! They but now who seemed

In bigness to surpass Earth's giant sons,

Now less than smallest dwarfs, in narrow room

Throng numberless — like that pygmean race (Bobkds 777-708)

The trope shows the grandiose demons being shimnk tb size — a physical analogue of their
loss of being. And yet, Pandeemonium aside, Lutiéet all the best lines, and was a far more
engaging and profound character than Adam or Heealone God himself. Lucifer is a great
warrior hero, in the tradition of Aeneas. He musgjanize the unruly lieutenants of
Pandaeemonium and lead them to a war they cannotAsrsuch, Lucifer is proud (of course)
and ambitious, but this pride is portrayed ratlyangathetically. So sympathetic was Milton’s
portrayal of his devil that Blake considered himhve been “of the Devil's party”. His striving
against an overwhelming opponent, in spite of aataf defeat, makes him appear as the
precursor to Byronic heroes. More to the poirthis essay, to the extent that Milton is “of the
Devil’s party”, he is also a cryptomanichean.

Similarly, Goethe’s Mephistopheles might have biéenspirit of negation, but like the
unnumbered movie devils, he could perform some tiitks.
%3 In “Rebellion”, after recounting some of the imhanity of the human species, Ilvan
Karamazov says “I think if the devil doesn’t existit man has created him, he has created him
in his own image and likeness.” Alyosha’s memagakkponse was “Just as he did God, then?”
Later in the novel (Book Xl, chapter 9), the dewibcks Ivan with the possibility that if the deuvil
exists, so might God. If lvan is correct, themnhas created a wonderfully colorful and
dramatic devil, in an act of self-aggrandizing ¥gni

% Consider only the most popular of these moviesStar Warsseries, in which the wars of the
title are between two sides that use “The Forcedfiposite goals. “The Force” is neutral: it can
be used for good, as the Jedi Knights do, busa Bbs a dark side, which is used by the evil
Sith, who attempt to take over the galaxy. Theé gisuch a battle, of course, is that it is
somewhat arbitrary — a matter of mere egoism —Hhvhide is considered “good” and which
“evil”. As stated, this might well have been Augosg’s objection too. Thus, to the Manichean
dualist, there is hardly anything surprising abibwet devils of the “Exorcist” movies or the “Dark
Side” of the Star Wars movies — but this oughtuxpsese the majority of American moviegoers
who consider themselves monotheists.

® The same charge, of course, has been leveledatstine. But as discussed below, | consider
this charge to be an error.

® The Lisbon earthquake struck on All Saints’ Daypymber 1) 1755, and was probably a nine
on the Richter scale; it was followed by an enorsmdsunami. It leveled Lisbon, and shook not
only Iberia but Northern Africa as well. Theodod@no commented that the Lisbon earthquake
“sufficed to cure Voltaire of Leibniz’$heodicy’ For himself, Adorno might have chosen the
20" century’s exemplar of evil, the holocaust from evhhe had escaped.

®" In one famous formulation of this idea, Augustimete:



“And it was made clear to me that all things aredyeven if they are corrupted. They
could not be corrupted if they were supremely gdnd;unless they were good they
could not be corrupted. If they were supremelydydibey would be incorruptible; if they
were not good at all, there would be nothing imthie be corrupted.... Therefore,
whatsoever is, is good. Evil, then, the origimdiich | had been seeking, has no
substance at all..."GonfessionsBook 7, Chapter 12)

Perhaps no passage from Augustine has been moegywjigoted — or more frequently
misunderstood. What Augustine emphatically waisaying is that the world is rosy and has no
problems. He also was not saying that evil idlasion or only in our minds.

®8 Here, Aquinas is citing Aristotlelletaphysicscap. 7 (1017a22-35).

% To Aquinas, it is no exaggeration to say thatvé “to be” is an active verlgssemeango
have existencer being which is to ben actuo(in act, actual), and not oniy potentio
(potential, having the possibility of being). Hefihedens(entity) as that which is a thing and
has a substance, or essence; and essenwbatshe thing isor (more literally) “what something
was [meant] to be”, “quod quid erat esse”, which Igeral translation of Aristotle’s

TO Tl NV €1val.

To Aquinas, existence necessarily precedes essiem@ething to be something, it must
first exist. This line of thought led Aquinas toeoof his most startling conclusions, in his
treatise on God: “God is not only His own essencdyut also His own existence.” In other
words, “essence and existence are the same in Go®.T. I.I, Q12, Thomas argues that we
cannot know God directly, since we can know sometlof the essence of things, but not their
existence. Since God’s essence is also His exmstérfollows (from this and other
considerations as well) that we cannot know Godatlly. We know about God by analogy,
from things in the world — and therefore, we alsow about things negatively. (Analogy is one
of the two ways in which we can know God. The otkehat the world is the trace of God, as
the footprints in the sand are the trace of somedmewalked there: God leaves His trace as the
cause — efficient, formal and final — of the woyldWhereas God is simple and perfect, perfectly
good, infinite, immutable, we know of God from ttings we can observe in the world using
our senses, and these things are complex and iegparhperfectly good, finite and mutable.
The idea of God’s simplicity is critical for Aquisa The universal attributes of all being, called
transcendentals, include goodness, truth, beautyiaily. Whereas these attributes appear as
separate aspects of being for us, they are sedynlasted in God’s simplicity (see S.T. LI, Q3)

0 SeeSumma Theologia€48, a.2, Rep. Obj. 1, and Q48, a.3, in whichriia® Aquinas also
added, with enviable clarity, “...not every absentgawd is evil. For absence of good can be
taken in a privative and in a negative sense. Atsef good, taken negatively, is not evil;
otherwise, it would follow that what does not exssevil, and also that everything would be evil,
through not having the good belonging to sometkisg; for instance, a man would be evil who
had not the swiftness of the roe, or the strengthlmn. But the absence of good, taken in a
privative sense, is an evil; as, for instance pitineation of sight is called blindness.”



"l FromSaint Thomas and the Problem of BxlJacques Maritain (The Aquinas Lecture,
1942). The exact quote froderemiah31:15 is “.. Rachel plorantis filios suos, et nolentis
consolari super eis,...".

2 This statement may be truer of suffering that ltsdtom natural disasters and diseases, than
of suffering that results from moral evil.

"3 In Walker Percy'sThe Thanatos SyndroniRicador Press, 1987), it is given to the madsprie
Father Simon Rinaldo Smith, to elaborate this pdetrcy thereby implies that this madman is
saner than the sane. Percy, who was trained lagsician, has the priest say to the protagonist,
the troubled psychiatrist, Dr. Thomas More:

“You are a member of the first generation of dogtiarthe history of medicine to
turn their backs on the oath of Hippocrates andilions of useless people, unborn
children, born malformed children for the good adnkind — and to do so without a
single murmur from one of you.... Do you know whagbing to happen to you?”...

“What is going to happen to me to me, Father?” ...

“Oh,” he says absently, appearing to be thinkingarhething else, “you’re going
to end up killing Jews.”

Slightly later, the conversation continues:

“Do you know where tenderness always leads?”
“No, where?” | ask,...

“To the gas chamber.”

“l see.”

“Tenderness is the first disguise of the murdérer.

Like the well-intentioned radicals of Dostoevskg@vels, the physicians who bypass the
seemingly antiquated dicta of the Hippocratic d&bh Percy, this certainly included the
prohibition against abortions, as well as “peden#isz&a” and “gereuthanasia”, which are allowed
in the not-distant future in which the novel takésce), do so “for the good of mankind” — as
part of a utopian dream. Percy thus warns agdm&tluing human life under the guise of
tenderness and altruism.

Later in the novel, Father Smith tells of the tichging his teen years that he spent in
Weimar Germany, a time in which Hitler and the Sazere coming to power. The priest
recounts discussions he heard there about a baitle@rThe Release of the Destruction of Life
Devoid of Value”. This book, of which the title adternatively translated as “Life Unworthy of
Life”, is an actual book by Karl Binding and Alfrédbche, doctors of jurisprudence and
medicine, respectively, that was published in Geyria 1922. | mention this point because if
one is reading about it for the first time in Pésayovel, it sounds fictitious. About this awful
book with a pseudointellectual title, Father Snaittmments:



“I couldn’t follow the heated argument very welltbt seemed to be between those who
believed in the elimination of people who were ass) useless to anyone, to themselves,
the state, and those who believed in euthanasyafonthose who suffered from hopeless
diseases or defects like mongolism, severe epilepgyephalitis, progressive

neurological diseases, mental defectives, artddossis, hopeless schizophrenics, and so
on. Dr. Jager took the more humane side. Dr. @ran maintained that ‘reverence for
nation’ preceded ‘reverence for life.”

These so-called humanists, of course, debatedtbalgnedical definition of “useless”, without
ever questioning whether it was moral to deing human as “useless” — in other words,
whether one ought ever to judge people by purelyanian standards — and then kill the
“useless” ones in the name of humanity. Amongpieaple that the “humane” Drs. Binding and
Hoche would have put to death is Dostoevsky, a widnsevere epilepsy. Percy’s list of
“hopeless diseases or defects”, of course, is gdwpodge intended to make us re-think just
what we consider “hopeless”.

In interviews and essays, Percy never overtly askeaged his debt to Flannery
O’Connor, but he made many wry nods to O’Conndrignovels. In this instance, the nod is to
O’Connor’s introduction t&\ Memoir for Mary Annwritten by the Sisters of Our Lady of
Perpetual Help Cancer Home. The book, no longpriitt, concerns a three year old girl with a
disfiguring facial tumor. Part of the girl’'s fadacluding one eye, had been removed during
surgery. She received a prognosis of only a fewth®to live, but after being placed under the
care of the Sisters, she confounded the expetigibyg another nine years. In the world of
Percy’s novel, such a girl would have been subgettigpedeuthanasia, as she had only an
“unproductive” future and much suffering in frorftreer. O’Connor acknowledged the
weakness of the Sisters’ writing, but the book miagiethink a great deal about the little girl
who, taught by the Sisters, learned to do more tharely endure her condition. The Sisters who
cared for the dying girl will remind us of Fathentth who ran a hospice for the dying. When
the girl died,

“Bishop Hyland preached Mary Ann’s funeral sermdie said that the world
would ask why Mary Ann should die. He was thinkingloubtedly of those who had
known her and knew that she loved life, knew tretdrip on a hamburger had once
been so strong that she had fallen through the bialchair without dropping it... The
Bishop was speaking to her family and friends. cHeld not have been thinking of that
world, much farther removed yet everywhere, whidula not ask why Mary Ann
should die, but why she should be born in the fitate.”

“One of the tendencies of our age is to use thiesng of children to discredit
the goodness of God, and once you have discrekiigegbodness, you are done with him.

. lvan Karamazov cannot believe, as long as oild ishin torment; Camus’ hero
cannot accept the divinity of Christ, because efrttassacre of innocents. In this popular
pity, we mark our gain in sensibility and our laswision. If other ages felt less, they
saw more, even though they saw with the blind, petigal, unsentimental eye of
acceptance, which is to say of faith. In the absef this faith now, we govern by
tenderness. It is a tenderness which, long sinteftfrom the person of Christ, is
wrapped in theory. When tenderness is detached the source of tenderness, its



logical outcome is terror. It ends in forced-labamps and in the fumes of the gas
chamber.” (Flannery O’Connavjystery and Manneyd-arrar, Straus and Giroux, 1970,
pp. 226-7).

4 And not even Satan, but one of many “satans”. Wil originally meant “watcher”, and
stems from the polytheistic folk legend that frartte=Book of Job

> Augustine argues that suffering is just retribatior Original Sin. This follows quite logically
from his other arguments, about how God cannohbéedurce of evil in the world, and how
human beings willfully disobeyed God in Eden. Mwéhis argument also concerns the
vitiation of human nature by sin: we are tainteddrjginal Sin not only by “inheritance” but
also by the practice of our lives. Contrast tresspective from that of the Eastern orthodox
churches as it is represented in Dostoevsky’s soviel “Rebellion”, Ivan sticks to children
because adults have “eaten the apple, and edlf'it bt other words, children are not sinful, and
have not sinned “in Adam”: original sin never estdre picture, and in general is much less
prominent in orthodox theology than in that of @&tholic and other Western churches. As for
Job and his friends, they do not refer to OrigiBial either (and Job is an “Easterner” anyway),
but do acknowledge that the sins of another pectaorredound to oneself, as, for example, when
Job makes sacrifices to cover sins that his soghtrhave committed unbeknownst to him.

’® Similarly, Father Zosima preaches that we arsgoasible to all for all”’BK, Book 6, chapter

3; translated as “guilty before all and for ally Bevear and Volokhosnky, p. 303). Perhaps Job
repents in dust and ashes because he considerdfhimspite of everything, to be guilty before
all. But in saying this, he would not be makingimpleminded equation between guilt and
suffering, as Job’s friends do.

" That Job would be praised by God seems to make smase only in the context of the
folktale, in which Job remained faithful to God diés his suffering — but not once Chapter 3
begins, in which Job launches his complaint agdbuwst. As for God’s rebuke of Job’s friends,
it has been proposed that in some versions ofdlké&afe, the friends, like Job’s wife, tell Job to
curse God and die. If that were the case, therisGweising Job and rebuking the friends is
merely a straightforward praising of the faithfaldarebuking of the faithless. But the
sophisticated poets of the long middle of Beok of Jolmay well have been using this remnant
of the folktale to argue that Job’s complaint istified, while the theodicy of the friends is
presumptuous, because it claims to know the wiGod.

8 To which the cynical and shallow Rakitin respefi@h, you aristocrats!” Rakitin is another
character who knows everything about everyone séitidnanages to get everything wrong.

9 S0 even Dostoevsky had “feet of clay”. To Dostégyshe Catholic Church was little better
than the atheists, if indeed they were any diffefemm the atheists. His portrayals of Catholics
(and the Catholic church), Lutherans and, espgciddiws, are terribly disturbing and wrong. To
any admirer of Dostoevsky, reading some of hisrdisgful diatribes iiary of a Writer is

painful indeed. | have often wondered, along Middvid McDuff (see http://
halldor2.blogspot.com/2004/06/dershowitz-dostoygvaid-devil.html), how a writer of



Dostoevsky's dazzling brilliance could harbor speimitive anti-Semitic fantasies. Suffice it
for the present essay to make these three reméitst, his anti-Semitism seems to be only one
of his many hatreds, which also includes (in additio Catholics and Lutherans), the Germans,
Poles, and French, among others. He was perhapstainle man to whom such strong
opinions came readily. Second, on Dostoevsky's@&mitism, which seems especially virulent
among these hatreds, | share McDuff’s sad viewhbeg, the great author is “in depressing
conformity to the rule” in literature that alsoedtthes “from Chaucer and Shakespeare and
Marlowe through Smollett, Voltaire, Dickens and Tkaray to Eliot and Pound”. And finally,
while | have just called Dostoevsky’s anti-Semdiatribes “primitive”, as indeed they are, they
are also modern and continue through Nazi Germas/demonstrated in the citation given
above fromDr. Faustus— and into the present time.



