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Ivan Karamazov as a Philosophical Type — But Which One and in What Ways?
A Narratological Reading of a Philosophical Novel

Kare Johan Mjor

The title of this article reads as a response to a classical text in the reception history of
Dostoevsky, and more specifically in the tradition of approaching him as a philosopher:
Sergei Bulgakov’s “Ivan Karamazov as a philosophical type” (1903). Yet this article does
not so much engage with that reception history but rather attempts to examine what kind
of philosophy Ivan Karamazov may express in The Brothers Karamazov and not least how
and where in the novel he does this. Here I propose to do something that other scholars
have paid little attention to in their readings: to demonstrate that there is a systematic
distinction in Dostoevsky’s novel between Ivan’s own philosophical statements and his
statements reported by others, and that the distinction between the two is also
thematically significant. The question this article explores is, what do we hear from Ivan’s
own mouth in the novel, and what do others attribute to him? And why is this difference
important?

The article will map Ivan’s most significant philosophical statements and examine the
pattern that emerges from the distribution and representation of different points of view
and even worldviews. I will show that the statements coming directly from Ivan possess a
positive ethical character, whereas those reported by others are of a more nihilistic and
hence negative kind. Different types of representation correspond to a conflict associated
with Ivan between rational egoism on the one hand and moral sensibility on the other,
which are the terms that Joseph Frank (2002, 597) uses to describe him. In The Brothers
Karamazov, thus, a distinction in content overlaps with a distinction in speech
representation. This, I will argue, gives meaning to the novel’s structure itself, however

loose in many respects (cf. Morson 1994, 137-47).

1. Methodological and theoretical preliminaries

What may count as a “philosophical statement” is surely debatable, but what I have in

mind here are articulations that seem to be informed by a particular worldview, be it

O
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atheism, nihilism, romanticism, orthodoxy, to mention the positions that are often
associated with the four brothers Karamazov (Miller 2008). Focusing on characters’
statements is one way a novel may be considered philosophical or read as philosophy, and
as for Ivan Karamazov, atheism and rationalism are cases in point. Given the tension
referred to above, it is necessary to reexamine what he actually says and what he
supposedly has said.

To examine the philosophical degree and meaning of statements may appear to imply
a focus on philosophy through literature, as opposed to philosophy in literature, to
introduce a distinction developed by Peter Lamarque and Stein Haugom Olsen.
“Philosophy through literature” typically means philosophical discussions by literary
characters in particular situations, but the story in which the discussions take place is not
necessarily related to them. By implication, “literary forms are used to communicate
philosophical content which has already been worked out” (Anthony Quinton, cited in
Lamarque and Olsen 1994, 391). “Philosophy in literature,” by contrast, means a literary,
narrative presentation of fictive characters with philosophical implications. It is when you
have a literary interpretation, an “imaginative world artistically constructed,” of a theme
also encountered in philosophical deliberation, but on equal terms (Lamarque and Olsen
1994, 391; see also Skilleds 2001, 136). In short, the literary form is not external to the
content.

“Philosophy in literature” is often associated with the approaches of Martha Nussbaum
(1990), Stanley Cavell (2003) and Richard Rorty (2010), or by Gary Saul Morson in Slavic
studies (1994; 1998). These scholars approach literature as something beyond mere
illustrations of philosophical issues. They see literary works as enabling perspectives on
philosophically significant topics that traditional philosophical discourses are unable to
provide. To take Cavell’s classic studies of Shakespeare as an example, Shakespeare’s
treatment of scepticism in the tragic form illuminates and exposes the sceptic attitude to
life, above all what it covers (unwillingness to accept certain truths). It enables us — as
readers or spectators — to reflect on the characters and their views of life in ways they
seem unable to do themselves. As Nussbaum emphasizes, the readers’ response and
reflection sparked by the style of a fictional work is crucial to philosophy “in” literature
(Nussbaum 1990, 5).

Lamarque and Olsen’s distinction suggests that “philosophy in literature”
acknowledges the literariness of a work, whereas “philosophy through literature” seems to
ignore the aesthetic dimension. Indeed, the classical readings of Dostoevsky-as-philosophy
have been characterized as reducing the complexity of the novels that express this
philosophy. Mikhail Bakhtin described the philosophical readings of Rozanov,
Merezhkovskii, Shestov and others as “the path of philosophical monologization” (1984,

9), as they force a plurality of consciousnesses into a single worldview. In a similar but
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complementary vein, Arne Ackermann (1998) has argued that “de-aestheticization”
(meacrermaarus) is typical of how Russian symbolism received The Brothers Karamazouv.
By contrast, I intend to show that a focus on utterances does not limit us to philosophical
“positions” that we may identify in them — one for each brother, so to speak — but that
their narrative representation puts them into perspective. Moreover, an analysis of so-
called philosophical statements need not be devoid of aesthetic sensitivity if it considers
the interaction of style and content.

To accomplish this task, I focus on speech representation. Speech representation is a
matter of distance (Lothe 2000, 45). Distance does not have to be distortive, but it arises
from the mediation through a different character (or narrator) for purposes that may differ
from the originator’s when s/he uttered them — as imagined by the reader but also at
times as suggested by the text. While Dostoevsky’s novels are certainly “about ideas as
much as about people” (Terras 1998, 9), the representation of ideas is also significant. A
primary reason is, as Robin Feuer Miller has argued, that in The Brothers Karamazouv,
“we see precisely how important it was to him [Dostoevsky] that characters express their
ideas in their own way” (2008, 18). This prompts the reader to “begin to differentiate
between the effects that the same truth has coming from the mouths of different
characters” (Miller 2008, 32). By implication, as Vladimir Kantor has pointed out in an
1lluminating reading of the novel, “Ivan Karamazov’s problem is the problem of a person’s
responsibility for a word uttered by him” (Kantor 2009, 219). My reading focuses on
situations when this “word” is passed on by someone else to a third person and even,
eventually, back to the originator, possibly with a new meaning.

A key point in Mikhail Bakhtin’s analysis of Dostoevsky is that ideas are incarnated
and that this incarnation makes both characters, ideas, and the relationship between
them dynamic. In the second chapter of Problems in Dostoevsky’s Poetics, Bakhtin
discusses the relationship between author and hero. He emphasizes that the hero’s self-
consciousness is “relatively free and independent” (from the author) and thus capable of
self-reflection and even, as I see it, self-transgression. What made the hero in the first
place a seemingly “completed image of reality” ultimately becomes “material of his self-
consciousness” (Bakhtin 1984, 51-52).

In the third chapter, “The Idea in Dostoevsky,” Bakhtin goes on to emphasize that

Dostoevsky was capable of representing someone else’s idea, preserving its full capacity
to signify as an idea, while at the same time also preserving a distance, neither

confirming the idea nor merging it with his own expressed ideology. The idea, in his
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work, becomes the subject of artistic representation, and Dostoevsky himself became a
great artist of the idea. (Bakhtin 1984, 85, italics in original)!

While this statement is first and foremost about the author’s relationship to others, it also
suggests that the artistic representation of ideas in Dostoevsky’s works has a truly
dynamic character. Persons do not only incarnate ideas; these persons have a reflexive
and even critical attitude to the ideas they otherwise seem to embody. This goes even for
the pious Alésha Karamazov, as we shall see in an example later. As Bakhtin puts it, “the
idea begins to live [...] only when it enters into genuine dialogic relationships with other
1deas, with the ideas of others” (Bakhtin 1984, 88).2 It is, therefore, problematic, as I see
it, to state, for instance, that Ivan “represents” rational egoism.

My argument is theoretically based in a well-known statement from Valentin
Voloshinov’s Marxism and the Philosophy of Language (1930) about “another’s speech” as
“reported speech,” uyskasa peun: “Reported speech is speech within speech, utterance
within utterance, but at the same time also speech about speech, utterance about
utterance” (Voloshinov 1930, 113, translation by Morson and Emerson 1990, 163). For
Voloshinov, reported speech creates a discourse characterized by active attitudes and
reactions to, and hence by a particular understanding of (cf. Morson and Emerson 1990,
163), the other whose speech is reported. It displays a dynamic, dialogical interaction
between two voices and their social contexts in a specific situation (Voloshinov 1930, 117).
From this starting point, Voloshinov develops a distinction between a “linear style” as
typical of the rendering of authoritative discourse, characterized by firm boundaries
between the reported and the reporter, and a “pictorial style,” which is more dialogical.
Given that Dostoevsky’s heroes rarely conform to stable positions and engage dialogically
with ideas, his works may be categorized within the pictorial style. However, Voloshinov
makes a further distinction within the pictorial style as to whether the discourse is
governed by the reporter or the reported. The former case is characterized by
humour/satire, enthusiasm or any other “modifier,” which may distort the original
message in various ways. When the reported speech takes control, or at least the lead, a
truly double-voiced discourse emerges, as Bakhtin would argue in his Dostoevsky book,
which was written in the same period as Marxism and the Philosophy of Language
(Morson and Emerson 1990, 166). In The Brothers Karamazov, as I will show in the next

sections, the reported speech of Ivan Karamazov seems to waver between these two modes.

1 Bakhtin’s discussion of this topic was significantly expanded in the revised 1963 version of the study as
compared to the first edition of 1929, one of the additions being an analysis of illustrative passages in The
Brothers Karamazov (compare Bakhtin 2000, 64 with Bakhtin 1984, 85-92).

2 As noted by Elena Namli in her reading of Bakhtin, there is no such thing as a “Dostoevsky’s idea” outside
of the concrete dialogical context, that is no message that should be associated with either Ivan or Alésha
(their statements’ “material content”); the meaning lies in the living dialogue between them (Namli 2009, 208).
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2. The first three encounters with Ivan

The Brothers Karamazov is a first-person narrative, and the narrator (“author”) identifies
Alésha as “his hero.” However, this narrator does not participate in the novel, “he” is
entirely external to it. We do not know how he has come to witness everything that
happens nor who has informed him. In effect, therefore, the novel functions as a third-
person narrative (Lothe 2000, 22); that is, the story is told predominantly in the third-
person mode by an external, “peripheral first-person narrator” (Oenning Thompson 1991,
28, 35). The narrator never vanishes completely, he resurfaces now and then with a
distinct voice, but he also reports things that he as a fictional character cannot have
observed, for instance, Liza whispering to Alésha (Oenning Thompson 1991, 37). By
implication, the first-person narrator of The Brothers Karamazov does not, with a few
exceptions, display the existential motivation that defines personal, first-person
narrators, according to Franz Stanzel (1986, 93). Even so, Diane Oenning Thompson
observes that the novel applies two types of narration: mimetic and indirect. The first type
consists of characters speaking “here and now” and is more immediate (or at least creates
an illusion of immediacy) and highly focused on speech. The second, indirect, type are the
parts where the narrator chronicles and reports and is, therefore, more visible or audible,
and revealing quite a few attitudes (Oenning Thompson 1991, 28-30). Thus, the narrator
adds an additional layer that may be considered but generally has little effect on the issues
that I raise here since these situations — with one exception — are reported by others, in
the mimetic mode. The diegetic level of the narrator will therefore be omitted in the
discussion below, where the focus is rather on the hypodiegetic level (Lothe 2000, 32—34),
that is, on reports about reports.

The reader’s first encounter with Ivan happens in the introductory chapter (Book One,
“A Nice Little Family”), where all the brothers, their father and their mothers are
introduced. Having completed his studies in the natural sciences, we learn that Ivan wrote
an article on quite a different topic: an ecclesiastical court and its jurisdiction. Thus, as
Miller has noted, “our first real encounter with Ivan occurs through the explication of a
text” (2008, 37). However, the narrator does not reveal what Ivan really had to say about
this topic, only that he explored various viewpoints before drawing some conclusion. This
conclusion, we are told, was “unexpected”: Several clerics found support for their own
views, but so did the atheists, while some questioned its sincerity altogether. Thus, we get
a vague indication that Ivan’s own opinions are at odds with those held by church
representatives but not unequivocally. As the novel proceeds, the reader has few if any
indications of what Ivan’s position on religious matters really is. Anticipating a significant
tendency in the novel, the narrator does not address the content directly; the focus is on

the responses to it.
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The second encounter with Ivan is a “real” encounter in the sense that the novel
describes a scene where he is present and participates. This happens in Book Two, which
takes place in Zosima’s monastery. The Karamazov family gathers in the elder’s cell, but
their relative Petr Miusov is also present, as are several clerics (Paisii, Iosif). While they
wait for Dmitrii to show up, the others begin discussing Ivan’s article. This time we hear
Ivan’s own voice, too: He is asked to present it, and although he is often interrupted by the
others who are present, we now become more familiar with the article as the author
himself lays it out. The article appears to be about the relationship between church and
state and presents the inevitable conclusion from a correct theological point of view. After
Ivan Zosima gives a long speech on the issue, where he expands on what Ivan has just said
(Zosima admits that he has not read the article, but his librarian has), Zosima seems to
fully subscribe to Ivan’s interpretation, and Ivan does not object. This conversation shows
that Ivan and Zosima are very much in line.

The next part represents a radical shift. Dmitrii finally arrives, with the usual fuzz that
his presence tends to create in this novel. Soon, however, the discussion returns to Ivan
and his opinions, but now to a completely different topic, seemingly unrelated to his
article. Miusov retells a conversation that took place five days earlier, where Ivan had

voiced a series of radical views:

— Boobitie aTy TeMy A OIATH IPOIIY II03BOJIEHUSA OCTABUTH, MoBTOpMI Ilerp Asexcan-
IPOBUY, — a BMECTO TOTO s BAM PACCKaKy, TOCIIOJA, APYroi aHeKJ0T o camoMm Bane
®enopoBrye, MHTEPECHEHINNH ¥ XapakTepHeimmuii. He masmee kax mHel OATh TOMY
HA3ad, B OJHOM 3JeIHeM, II0 MPEUMYIIEeCTBY TaMCKOM, OOIIECTBE OH TOPKECTBEHHO
3adBUJI B CIIOpE, YTO HA BCell 3eMJIe HeT PeITUTeIbHO HUYEro TaK0To, YTO OBl 3aCTaBJISIIIO
JIIosTeit JTI00uThE cebe MOMO0HBIX, YTO TAKOTO 3aKOHA IIPUPOJIBI: YTOOBI YeJIOBEK JIIOOMJI
YeJI0BEUYEeCTBO — He CYIIIECTBYEeT BOBCE, M YTO €CJIM eCTh M ObLIA 0 CHX IOp JIF00OBH Ha
3eMJIie, TO He OT 3aKOHA eCTeCTBEHHOI'0, a eJUHCTBEHHO ITOTOMY, UTO JIIOAY BepPOBAaJIA B
cBoe Oecemeptue. MBan @enoposud npubasust npu 3mom 8 cKobKax, YTo B 9TOM-TO U
COCTOUT BECh 3aKOH €CTECTBEHHBIM, TAK YTO YHUYTOMKHTE B UEJIOBEUECTBE BEPY B CBOE
OeccMmepTre, B HEM TOTYAC K€ HMCCAKHET He TOJIBKO JII0OOBb, HO M BCAKAS KUBAs CHJIA,
4TOOBI IPOJIOJIKATE MHUPOBYIO KU3HB. Masi0 moeo: Torma HuU4Yero y:xke He Oymer Oeas-
HPaBCTBEHHOTO, BCE OyIeT IO3BOJIEHO, dadce amTpomodarusi. Ho u amoeo masno, oH
3aKOHYMUJI yTBEPIKIEHHEM, YTO JJIS KAaKIO0T0 YACTHOTO JIMIIA, HAIIpHUMep KakK OBl MBI
Temnepb, He Bepylomiero Hu B bora, Hu B GeccMepTre CBOe, HpABCTBEHHBIN 3aKOH ITPUPOIBI
IOJIsKeH HeMeIJIeHHO U3MEHUTHCS B IOJTHYIO ITPOTUBOIIOIOKHOCTD IIPEKHEMY, PEJTUTH03-
HOMY, ¥ YTO 9TOM3M 0ad#ce J0 3JIOJEeNCTBA He TOJBKO JOJIKEH OBITH J03BOJIEH YeJIOBEKY,
HO Oaoice TIPU3HAH HEOOXOAUMBIM, CAMBIM Pa3yMHBIM W YyThb JIM He 0JIaropoIHEeRInM

HCXOJI0OM B €TI0 IIOJIOKEeHHUH. IIo TaKOMYy IIapaJaOoKCy MOKeTe 3aKJIIOUYUTDh, I'0CIIoaa, 1 O BCeEM
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OCTaJIHOM, YTO H3BOJIMT IIPOBO3IJIAIIATHL M YTO HAMEPEH ellle, MOYKeT ObITh, IIPOBO3-
TJIACUTDL HAIIl MIJIBIHA oKCIleHTpHEK u mmapamorcasuct Mean @emoposmda. (VII, 195-96,
italics added)?

There are several things to note in this passage. First and foremost, we do not hear Ivan
express these radical views himself; they are reported by someone else, by Miusov. In
Victor Terras’ apt description, “a major philosophical thesis is brought in through the back
door, as it were: it is introduced by a minor character [...] and as an extravagant notion,
not to be taken seriously” (Terras 1981, 155). As I will argue, this is not a coincidence but
part of a significant pattern in the novel. Ivan’s most radical views are reported by others,
never directly by himself. In addition, before arriving at Ivan’s views themselves, Miusov
noted that the context for his verbal action was a circle consisting “predominantly of
ladies.” Robert Louis Jackson (1993, 295) suggests that this information, in the context of
a nineteenth-century ideational novel, may indicate that Ivan mainly sought to amuse and
shock. The passage leaves it unclear how serious Ivan’s statements are meant.

Moreover, the passage displays a paradoxical combination of intensification and de-
intensification in rendering Ivan’s views or an intensification that is not logically
dissolved. This style can be characterized as “Gogolian”:* The narrator Miusov adds more
and more, postponing the main point (MaJo Toro [...] Ho u aToro mauo [...] mase, italicized
above), but yet it is as if the most important is said at the beginning (people’s love for one
another and belief in immortality as a habit) since the remaining part was “added
parenthetically.” In sum, Miusov’s account makes it unclear what the core of Ivan’s
argument really is. In the final sentence, he also indicates the possibility that Ivan no

longer holds these views.

3 Quotations are taken from Dostoevskii 2004 (volume and page numbers given in brackets), an edition based
on the classic Soviet academic edition that came out between 1972 and 1990 but with some principles of pre-
Soviet orthography restored, most notably the capitalization of words referring to God. Quotations are
furthermore provided in translation as well; I give page numbers only for references to Richard Pevear and
Larissa Volokhonsky’s translation (Dostoevsky 1990) in the footnotes. “‘Generally, again, I ask you permission
to drop the subject’, Pyotr Alexandrovich repeated, ‘and instead let me tell you another anecdote, gentlemen,
about Ivan Fyodorovich himself, a most typical and interesting one. No more than five days ago, at a local
gathering, predominantly of ladies, he solemnly announced in the discussion that there is decidedly nothing
in the whole world that would make men love their fellow men; that there exists no law of nature that man
should love mankind, and that if there is and has been any love on earth up to now, it has come not from
natural law but solely from people’s belief in their immortality. Ivan Fyodorovich added parenthetically that
that is what all natural law consists of, so that were mankind’s belief in its immortality to be destroyed, not
only love but also any living power to continue the life of the world would at once dry up in it. Not only that,
but then nothing would be immoral any longer, everything would be permitted, even anthropophagy. And even
that is not all: he ended with the assertion that for every separate person, like ourselves for instance, who
believes neither in God not in his own immortality, the moral law of nature ought to change immediately into
the exact opposite of the former religious law, and that egoism, even to the point of evildoing, should not only
be permitted to man but should even be acknowledged as the necessary, the most reasonable, and all but the
noblest results of his situation. From this paradox, gentlemen, you may deduce what else our dear eccentric
and paradoxalist Ivan Fyodorovich may be pleased to proclaim, and perhaps still intends to proclaim’.” (69,
italics and the final even added)

* In describing them as Gogolian, I rely on the two classic studies by Boris Eikhenbaum (1919, 158) and Dmitrij
Cyzevékyj (1937, 67—72), who both pointed to parodic intensification as one of Gogol’s main stylistic devices.
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To be sure, Ivan is present in the room and hears what Miusov reports. Confronted by
these radical views, he does not reject or renounce what Miusov renders, when Zosima

questions his views:

— Heysxenu BB qeiicTBUTEIEHO TAKOTO YOEMKICHUS O MIOCTIEACTBUSAX UCCIKHOBEHUS
y JIogei Bepel B OeccMepTHe OYINH MX? — capocus BOpyr crapel; Msama Demo-
poBmyYa.

— Jla, a aro yrBepsxaas. Her mobpomeresu, ecinn HeT beccMepTH.

— EJIa)KeHHBI BBI, KOJIKM TaK BepyeTe, UJIN Y¥e OU4eHb HquaCTHBI!

— Ilouemy mecuacren? — yneionyaca Usan OemopoBuy.

— Iloromy 4TO IO BCed BepOATHOCTH HE BepyeTe caMH HHU B OeccMepTue BaIei
IYIIH, HU Jase B TO, YTO HAITUCAJIH O IIEPKBHU U O IIEPKOBHOM BOIIPOCE.

— Mosxet OvITh, BI mpaBsll.. Ho Bcé ke 1 1 He coBceM IIIYyTHIL... — BAPYT CTPAHHO

pU3HAJICs, BIIpoueM ObICTpo mokpacHes, UBan ®emoposuy. (VII, 196)°

However, this is not merely a confirmation. In rephrasing himself (and Miusov), Ivan adds
the notion of “virtue” (mobpomeresns), which Miusov did not mention. That “there is no
virtue if there is no immortality” is, moreover, a view that is perfectly aligned with the
religious worldview of Zosima.® Judging from what we hear Ivan himself utter, his views
could be claimed for by opposite sides. Furthermore, we may note that he does not repeat
that “everything is permitted.” In sum, I would argue, given the active role other
characters play in this scene, Ivan may be said to confirm his previously expressed views,
but it is precisely a confirmation rather than an active, self-promoting act. In fact, Ivan
seems to hesitate slightly. That he “wasn’t quite joking” reads as a response to Miusov and
the latter’s reference to the provocative intention he may have had. This is a moment of
embarrassment and yet acceptance. Zosima concludes by describing Ivan’s thinking as
dialectical, while Ivan’s response is to accept his blessing, even by approaching him in
person. At this moment, the quarrel between Dmitrii and his father Fédor begins, leaving
Ivan’s views aside.

Thus, while Ivan’s ideas are rendered in indirect speech, Ivan himself appears both
reluctant and willing to take responsibility for his words. Moreover, he admits a certain

inconsistency when measured against his article, as observed by Zosima in the dialogue

5 “Can it be that you really hold this conviction about the consequences of the exhaustion of men’s faith in the
immortality of their souls? The elder suddenly asked Ivan Fyodorovich.

‘Yes, it was my contention. There is no virtue if there is no immortality’.

‘You are blessed if you believe so, or else most unhappy!”

‘Why unhappy? Ivan Fyodorovich smiled.

‘Because in all likelihood you yourself do not believe either in the immortality of your soul or even in what
have written about the Church and the Church question’.

‘Maybe you’re right ...! But still, I wasn’t quite joking either ..., Ivan Fyodorovich suddenly and strangely
confessed — by the way, with a quick blush.” (70)

6 As noted by Jackson (1993, 294), this would also be Dostoevsky’s own, personal view.
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cited above. His strongest defence is that he “wasn’t quite joking.” In contrast to the scene
reported by Miusov, Ivan is here the confronted, not the confronter. We do not hear him
advancing his position himself. This is a crucial point.

After the scene in Zosima’s cell, which ended with intense family quarrels, and Alésha
has followed Zosima to bed, Alésha runs into the seminarist Rakitin, who had also been
present. Rakitin starts an eager conversation with Alésha and brings up what others
reported Ivan as saying (and writing). Rakitin appears more engaged but also more
sarcastic and condemning than Miusov. The double-voicedness is here reduced to a
minimum in the sense that it is the reporter who clearly governs (cf. Voloshinov), while

very little of Ivan himself remains:

— Jlureparypuoe BopoBcTBO, Astemka. TrI crapita cBoero mepedpasuposai. Ik Beob
WBan Bam saragxy s3agaji! — ¢ aBHOI 3J10008 KpukHya Paxwtma. OH masme B Jjumile
HM3MEHWJICS, ¥ I'yOBI ero mepekocuyinch. — Jla u 3aragka-To riymas, OTragblBaTh Hevero.
ITomresenn mosramu — moiMernb. CTaThs ero cMeIIHa 1 HeJlella. A CJIbIIalI JaBeda ero
raynyio Teopuio: «Her Oeccmeptums mymm, Tak HeT W J00pojeTesd, 3HAUHUT, BCE
mo3BosieHo». (A Oparer-to MuTeHbKA, KCTATH, IIOMHHUIND, KaK KPUKHYJI: «3aII0MHIO!»)
CobrasHuTEIbHAS TEeOpus IMoAaJeram... §1 pyramochb, 9TO TJIYHO... He IOIJIellaM, a
IIKOJIBHBIM (paHGapoHaM ¢ «KHepa3peIInMo0 MIyOMHON MEICIe». XBACTYHUIIKA, 4 CYTh-
T0 Bea: «C 0QHOM CTOPOHEL, HEJIB3s He IPU3HAThCA, a C JPYroil — HeJIb3sd He CO3HATHCA!»
Best ero Teopusa — momsmoers! YemoBeuecTBo camo B cebe cuny HAMOET, YTOORI SKUTH IJIS
mobOpomerenu, gase U He Bepd B beccmeprue nymn! B m00Bu K cBoOOIE, K PABEHCTBY,

oparcrBy maiiger... (VII, 208)7

In contrast to Zosima, Raktin seems to make a connection between Ivan’s article on
ecclesiastical courts and the nihilism he just overheard, although we have no other
indications so far that they are directly connected. In any case, for the second time, Ivan’s
nihilistic worldview is presented to us and not least to Alésha by way of reported speech,
and now even filled with ironic comments and mockery of Ivan’s “theory,” seemingly from
a more secularist-idealist point of view — Rakitin believes that virtue is possible without
immortality. Moreover, Raktin’s rendering of Ivan is based on what Miusov reported Ivan

as saying — the latter possibly with the intention to provoke. Dmitrii’s commenting voice

7 “Literary theft, Alyoshka. You're paraphrasing your elder. Look what riddle Ivan has set you! Rakitin
shouted with obvious spite. He even lost countenance, and his lips twisted. ‘And the riddle is a stupid one,
there’s nothing to solve. Use your head and you’ll understand. His article is ridiculous and absurd. And did
you hear his stupid theory just now: “If there is no immortality of the soul, then there is no virtue and therefore
everything is permitted.” (And remember, by the way, how your brother Mitenka shouted, “I'll remember!”) A
tempting theory for scoundrels ... I'm being abusive, which is foolish ... not for scoundrels, but for boosting
schoolboys with “unresolved depths of thought.” He’s just a show-off, and all it amounts to is: “On the one hand
on can’t help admitting ..., on the other hand one can’t help confessing ...! His whole theory is squalid. Mankind
will find strength in itself to live for virtue, even without believing in the immortality of the soul! Find in it
the love of liberty equality, fraternity ...”” (81-82)



Kare Johan Mjor 63

is also heard (we did hear him shout “I'll remember” in the previous chapter). By
implication, Ivan does not represent any stable, meaningful reference in the novel thus
far.

In Book Three, we move to Fédor Karamazov’s house, where Fédor and his son Ivan
return after visiting the monastery. Alésha arrives later, having first had a long
conversation with Dmitrii, or rather having listened to his long romantic-style
monologues. The servant Smerdiakov is also present, and we learn that he has taken an
Iinterest in Ivan since he moved in, but we do not learn what the conversations between
Ivan and Smerdiakov were about. After dinner, the father brings up the question of
whether God exists. Ivan says that there is no God; Alésha that there is. Likewise, Ivan
says there is no immortality; Alésha that there is. Ivan adds, though, that without God,
as invented by humans, there would have been no civilization.

This is the closest we come to Ivan’s radical worldview as presented by himself, in direct
speech, though not without the acknowledgement of religion’s positive role. On the other
hand, we do not hear him say that there is no virtue and that everything is therefore
permitted; that is the most radical corollaries of his rational egoism, according to Miusov
and Rakitin’s reports. Alésha, on his part, returns to the theme early in Book Five, where
he confesses to Liza that he “might not even believe in God.” Similarly, in the same book,
as I will discuss below, Ivan, too, makes some amendments.

As Robert Belknap pointed out in The Structure of The Brothers Karamazov (1967), the
novel starts as Alésha’s story — not only because the narrator says so at the opening, but
because he is present in most of the scenes in the novel’s first 350 pages (Book One to
Four). “Ivan’s state of mind,” by contrast, is up until Book Five “presented either
behavioristically, or at second hand,” that is “externally, tending to become almost a token
of the passionately doubting intellect, a tomb, a riddle” (Belknap 1967, 82). As I have
shown so far, it is this part that introduces the most radical Ivan. Thus, for Ivan, there
seems to be a correlation between his radicalism and its external representation. More
specifically, we have encountered Ivan’s nihilistic-atheistic worldview three times at this
point in the novel. The two first presentations were most elaborate, suggesting a rational
egoism, but they were made by others and even third-hand (Rakitin referring to Miusov
referring to Ivan). In the third instance, we finally heard Ivan utter it himself, in a
conversation with his father and Alésha, but void of the conclusions of the rendered
versions, regarding, for instance, the question of virtue. Thus, the reader may recognize
Ivan as an atheist — he did also somewhat hesitantly confirm what Miusov said — but
these scenes taken together also prompt the reader to long for a more complete version
from Ivan himself. The stage is hereby set for the encounter between Ivan and Alésha in
Book Five. In this conversation, as opposed to the previous ones, Ivan plays an active part.

Here we will encounter “the workings of his mind” (Belknap 1967, 87). At the same time,
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we will hear little or nothing of Ivan’s alleged rational egoism here; the Ivan of direct

speech is someone else.

3. Pro et contra

In the famous fifth book of The Brothers Karamazov, named “Pro et Contra” and
containing the chapters “Rebellion” and “Grand Inquisitor,” it is Ivan who leads the
conversation. He is the most talkative at the café, whereas Alésha is mostly listening while
commenting now and then. Therefore, his role differs from earlier in the novel, where he
usually listens, including to what others have reported about him.

In Book Five, Ivan makes few references to what we so far know of his opinions, be it
to the article about ecclesiastical courts or “everything being permitted,” though the latter,
as we shall see, is brought up towards the very end. At the centre is the question of God’s
existence, which had also been the topic of conversation at their father’s place the day
before. Characteristically, we now hear a more nuanced Ivan. After reviewing claims about
God being “invented,” he famously ends up not rejecting God (God’s existence) but his
world order. Alésha responds by calling it “rebellion.” The conclusion of Ivan’s rebellion is
his “return of the ticket” to God. His main reason is children’s suffering, for which Ivan
provides an extensive catalogue and which God’s world order has not been able or willing
to eliminate. He manages to make Alésha go quite far in accepting his view as to the
unacceptability of this world order.

There 1s at least one more reference in Ivan’s talk to his earlier, radical articulations.
Quite early in “Rebellion,” Ivan admits he has never been able to love other people. Herein
lies a possible reference to Miusov’s report, wherein Ivan is claimed to have said that
“there is decidedly nothing in the whole world that would make men love their fellow men”
(cf. above). However, Ivan does not present it as a general, doctrinal statement, as Miusov
claimed he did. Rather, Ivan talks about himself as being unable to love. In what follows,
there is little to indicate that Ivan lacks the ability to feel compassion. Moreover, the
absence of love and compassion seems unrelated to his overall argument; I read his stories
about suffering children as a confirmation of his moral sensibility (Frank), despite the
1ronic tone that can be heard and may have an additional tormenting effect on Alésha. In
sum, Ivan’s reasoning in “Pro et Contra” does not disclose any form of nihilism — at least
not until Alésha brings up his earlier statements towards the very end, after Ivan’s story
about the Grand Inquisitor has been finished:

— OT0 4TOOHI «BCE 1T03BOJIEHO»? Beé mo3BosieHo, Tak Iu, TaK JIu?

WBan maxMypuicsa v BAPYT CTPAHHO KAK-TO IOOJIeIHET.

— A, 9T0 THI TOAXBATUJI BUEPATITHEE CJIOBII0, KOTOPHIM Tak o0umescss Muycos... 1 94To

Tak HAWBHO BBICKOYHJI U IIeperoBopm opat JImMuTpuii? — KpHUBO YyCMEXHYJICSI OH. —

Jla, mosxasyii: «<BCE TT03BOJIEHO», €CIIN YK CJIOBO ITpousHeceHo. He orpekarock. Jla u

penakisa MuTeHbKUHA HeIypHA.
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Anema Mosua rismest Ha Hero.
— d, 6par, yeasxast, mymaJli, YTO MMeI0 Ha BCEM CBETe XOTh TeOsS, — C HEOKNIAHHBIM
YyBCTBOM IIPOrOBOPHUJI BIpyr MBaH, — a Telephb BUIKY, YTO M B TBOEM Cep[Ille MHE HeT

MecTa, MOM MUJIBIA OoTIIeIbHUK. OT (pOpMYJIBI «BCE II03BOJIEHO» S HE OTPEKYCh, HY M UTO

sKe, 34 9TO THI OT MeHsd oTpevelnbesd, aa, ga? (VII, 392)8

Once more, it is via speech reported by others that Ivan’s alleged nihilistic worldview is
brought up. When confronted with the “everything is permitted” idea, we see Ivan again
reacts with embarrassment. Previously, he “blushed”; this time he “turns pale,” while
admitting having said so (ecyiz y3 CJIOBO IIpOM3HECEHO; 5 He oTpeKych). And again, we are
presented with multi-voiced reported speech: It is Dmitrii’s version of Miusov’s account
that is considered “not bad” (pemaxmusa MurenskuHa HegypHa), albeit “naive.” After the
initial embarrassment, Ivan offers an ironic, “crooked grin” (kpuBo ycmexuyJicst) and
accepts responsibility for what he said, leaving it unclear if it truly matters to him. In my
understanding of this passage, a certain distance between Ivan and rational egoism
remains.

Ivan still uses “everything is permitted” to challenge Alésha, asking if there still is a
place for him in Alésha’s heart, his statement notwithstanding. Alésha’s final kiss, which
imitates Christ in the story about the Grand Inquisitor that Ivan just told, suggest that
there is. This brings us to the Grand Inquisitor and the question of its meaning within the
novel, more specifically regarding the classical Dostoevskian theme of “the double”
(Cyievékyj 1931). Several commentators have identified Ivan with the Grand Inquisitor,

among them Victor Terras:

Ivan, who as the Grand Inquisitor professes a burning love of mankind, admits that he
cannot love his neighbor [...]. He cannot conceive of his humanist utopia in terms other
than despotic rule by an elite of wise men, which means that he sees mankind at large
as weak, vile and mutinous [...]. Ivan’s alienation from God has led to his alienation

from his fellow men. (Terras 1981, 51)

However, it is unclear where in the novel Ivan himself defends “despotic rule,” unless one

reads the Grand Inquisitor as his exact double. Terras does: in a later study, he claims

8 “You mean “everything is permitted”’? Everything is permitted, is that right, is it?’

Ivan frowned, and suddenly turned somehow strangely pale.

‘Ah, you caught that little remark yesterday, which offended Miusov so much ... and that brother Dmitri so
naively popped up and rephrased? he grinned crookedly. ‘Yes, perhaps “everything is permitted,” since the
world has already been spoken. I do not renounce it. And Mitenka’s version is not so bad.’

Alyosha was looking at him silently.

‘I thought, brother, that when I left here I'd have you, at least, in all the world’, Ivan suddenly spoke with
unexpected feeling, ‘but now I see that your heart, too there is no room for me, my dear hermit. The formula,
“everything is permitted,” I will not renounce, and what then? Will you renounce me for that? Will you?”” (263)
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that the Grand Inquisitor “is a projection of his own innermost thoughts, and so in a sense
his ‘double™ (Terras 1998, 114). However, I do not find Terras’ argument very convincing;
in my view, there is little textual evidence to suggest that the two overlap as much as he
suggests.? On the contrary, in “Rebellion,” Ivan emerged precisely as a defender of the
“weak, vile and mutinous.” Likewise, it is unclear to me where we see the “cold, enigmatic
[...] builder of systems” or the mind that “calculatingly ensnares” Smerdiakov
(Leatherbarrow 1992, 31, 34), unless, again, we identify Ivan with the Grand Inquisitor
or refer to events outside the novelistic universe.

I will suggest that Alésha was on point when interpreting Ivan’s story as a “defence” of
Christ, that is, the Christ figure as presented here. On the background of the catalogue of
suffering in “Rebellion,” the Grand Inquisitor’s “despotic rule” can be read as a
continuation of that catalogue. True, the inquisitor’s rule is presented as a solution to the
“burden of freedom” and a guarantor of happiness. And Ivan, too, presents the claim that
people themselves are to blame for misusing the freedom given to them (which Ivan’s
“Euclidian mind” 1is incapable of accepting), thereby anticipating the inquisitor’s

argument:

— [...] JIromu camu, sHauyuT, BUHOBATHL: UM JAH OLLI pai, OHU 3aXOTeJU CBOOOIBI
HOXUTHJIN OTOHb C He0eCH, CaMU 3HAS, UYTO CTAHYT HECUACTHEI, SHAUNT HEUEro X KaJIeTh.

[...] (VIL, 372)10

However, the inquisitor’s solution seems unacceptable to Ivan: According to Ivan’s
account, the earthly paradise that provides bread in terms of “miracle, mystery and
authority” is for the chosen ones, or rather for a majority, but not for all. Ivan begins his
story by describing Seville during the most terrible period of the inquisition with daily
executions (auto-da-fees). It is possibly these victims that the inquisitor refers to in the

following statement:

«[...] Bymer Thic UM MWUJITMOHOB CYACTIMBHIX MJIAIEHIIEB M CTO THICSY CTPAIAJIBIIER,
B3SIBIINX HA ce0sl MPOKJISATHE O3HAHUS J00pa 1 3y1a. TUX0 yMpPYyT OHU, TUXO YTACHYT BO
ums TBoe u 3a TpoOOM OOPAIILYT JIUIE cMePTh. HO MBI COXpaHUM CEeKpeT W AJIS UX IKe

cuacTud OyJeM MaHUTL UX HATPagor HebecHom u BeuHolo. [...]» (VII, 388)11

9 The Grand Inquisitor believes in “joining the clever people,” and according to Terras, this is also Ivan’s view.
Ivan even considers himself among the “clever people” (Terras 1998, 123). But Terras refers only to Ivan’s
father Fédor Pavlovich and Smerdiakov having uttered similar ideas, not Ivan himself (Terras 1998, 120, 122).
Later on in Book Five, we learn that Smerdiakov describes Ivan as umnyi chelovek (“a clever man”) and this
seems therefore to be another description of Ivan made by others, and not so much his own.

10 ““[,..] So people themselves are to blame: they were given paradise, they wanted freedom, and stole fire from
heaven, knowing that they would become unhappy — so why pity them? [...]"” (244)
11 %‘[,.] There will be thousands of millions of happy babes, and a hundred thousands sufferers who have taken

upon themselves the curse of the knowledge of good and evil. Peacefully they will die, peacefully they will
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According to the Grand Inquisitor, a minority of suffering souls is acceptable if it creates
harmony for the majority. This is precisely the kind of harmony that Ivan will never
accept: He xouy rapmonum, ms-za mwo0Bu K desioBedectBy He xouy (VII, 373).12 Thus, the
Grand Inquisitor story and its conversational frame suggest that Ivan has no other option
than “returning the ticket” due to a moral sensibility evident in the dialogue with Alésha.
His ethics cannot possibly permit that everything should be permitted, at least not without
violating the logic of his own “Euclidean mind.”

In general, the Grand Inquisitor story is difficult to map onto the novel’s characters,
not least due to all its literary qualities and ambiguities. Alésha’s kiss (and listening
attitude) makes him a double of Ivan’s Christ. But we cannot identify Ivan with the Grand
Inquisitor, at least not directly.® Ivan is no proponent of the idea that freedom causes evil,
despite his accounts of suffering. As Alésha’s response to the story suggests, it is a defence
of human freedom, and early interpreters of the “Legend” read it as a story founded on
“virtue” (Rozanov 1894; Bulgakov 1903). By the end of Book Five, then, we have two Ivans:
one radical nihilistic, who believes that God is dead, there is no virtue and that everything
1s permitted, meaning that human beings themselves must invent the yardstick. And we
have an ethical Ivan defending the vulnerable human being. In the remaining part of the

novel, it is the radical Ivan who is at stake, again based on statements reported by others.

4. Ivan’s “Stupid Ideas”

Ivan’s nihilistic worldview in the remaining part of the novel is portrayed through the
confrontations between Ivan and Smerdiakov in Book Eleven: the “three meetings with
Smerdiakov” that eventually triggers Ivan’s hallucinations, nightmares and conversation
with the Devil. Before this, Alésha visits the prison to see Dmitrii, who, in the meantime,
has been arrested for the murder of their father. They start talking about the seminarist
Rakitin, who is planning to write a book about Dmitrii’s case, whereby Ivan, too, becomes
a topic of their conversation, if only indirectly. The thought of Rakitin makes Dmitrii

furious:

expire in your name, and beyond the grave they will find only death. But we will keep the secret, and for their
own happiness we will entice them with a heavenly and eternal reward. [...]"” (259)

12 T don’t want harmony, for love of mankind I don’t want it. (245)

13 Vetlovskaia (1977, 90) sees Smerdiakov as the Grand Inquisitor’s double, which opens up for an
identification of Ivan with the Inquisitor via Smerdiakov. Kantor, meanwhile, claims that “the Grand
Inquisitor has no doubles” (2001, 198). A more recent reading that seems to identify Ivan with the Grand
Inquisitor quite directly has been offered by Rainer Griibel (2014), who on the basis of Ivan’s story refers to
“his ethical model”/“concept” and to the inquisitor as “his alter ego” (Griibel 2014, 190, 191, 194, my emphasis).
A more nuanced reading in this respect is, in my view, provided by Dirk Uffelmann in the same volume, who
points to Ivan’s self-distancing with regard to his story about the inquisitor as well as to the Christian
compassion that his ethical judgements after all are founded on (2014, 203, 213). Yet the parallels between
Christ and Alésha emerging from the latter’s imitation are obvious, be it Alésha’s kiss (cf. Griibel 2014, 193)
or his silence when listening to Ivan (Uffelmann 2014, 209-212).
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— [...] A e moout Bora PakuTun, yx me mobut! 910 y Hux camoe 60JIbHOE MecTo y Beex!
Ho ckpeisaror. JIryr. Ilpencrasisiorea. «UTd sxe, Oymelrs oTO IPOBOAUTL B OTHEICHUN
kputurn’» — crupamwusan. «Hy, sBHO-TO He gamy™, roBoput, cmeercs. — «ToIbKO KAk
e, CIIPAINBAI0, II0CJIe TOro YesioBek-To? bes Bora-to u 6e3 Oymytmeit skusun? Bens aro,
CTAJI0 OBITH, TEIlePhb BCE II03BOJIEHO, BCE MOKHO JeJIaTh? «A THI 1 He 3HAJI?» — TOBOPHUT.
CMmeercss. «YMHOMY, TOBOPHUT, YEJIOBEKY BCE MOKHO, YMHBIA UYeJIOBEK yMeeT PAKOB
JIOBUTH, HY 4 BOT THI, TOBOPUT, YOUJI M BJIOIIAJICA W B TIOpbMe rHueNIb» ITo 0H MHe-TO

rosoput. CBuubs ecrectBernas! [...] (VIII, 80)14

According to Dmitrii, Rakitin seems to have become more receptive to Ivan’s radical ideas
(contrary to the conversation with Alésha earlier), while Dmitrii, who has been described
as forthcoming several times earlier in the novel, now seems more sceptical. In this
passage, notably, there are no references to Ivan at all, which means that ideas earlier
attributed to him now circulate independently from its alleged originator, in this case,
between Rakitin and Dmitrii, who were both present in Zosima’s cell in Book Two.

A little later, we also hear that Dmitrii was rude to Ivan when Ivan, despite a certain

dislike for Dmitrii, came to see him after the murder and arrest:

Hapg cBuperenbcrsom ['puropus 06 oTBopeHHOM aBepu Juirh [JIMurpwuii] mpespuresibHO
CMesLJICA U YBEPSJI, UYTO 9TO «4epT OTBOPM/». Ho HUKAKUX CBA3HBIX O0BACHEHHUMN 3TOMY
daxry He mor mpencrasuth. OH gaske ycmes 0CKOPOUTH B 9TO ImepBoe cBumanue MBana
®emopoBrYa, pe3K0O CKA3aB €My, YTO He TeM ero II10/I03PeBaTh U JOIMPAIlNBATh, KOTOPHIE
caMu YyTBEPIKIAIOT, YTO «BCE mM03BOIeHO». Boobiie Ha aror pas ¢ Uramom DemopoBruem
ObLI oueHb Hempy:xeabeH. Cedac mocie aToro ceuganusa ¢ Mureit Misan @enoposuy u

"Hanpasuica torga ¥k Cmepasakosy. (VIII, 95)15

The narrator’s account says nothing about how Ivan reacted to Dmitrii’s provocative and
mocking confrontation with his radicalism. Instead, we get another description of how his
ideas circulate. The text then continues to the three encounters between Smerdiakov and

Ivan after the murder.

14 “T_..] And Rakitin doesn’t like God, oof, how he doesn’t! That’s the sore spot in all of them! But they conceal
it. They lie. They pretend. “What, are you going to push for that in the department of criticism?” I asked. “Well,
they won’t let me do it openly,” he said and laughed. “But,” I asked, “how will man be after that? Without God
and the future life? It means everything is permitted now, one can do anything?” “Didn’t you know?” he said.
And he laughed. “Everything is permitted to the clever man,” he said. “The intelligent man knows how to catch
crayfish but you killed and fouled it up, and now you're rotting in prison!” He said that to me. A natural-born
swine! [...]"”” (5689, adjusted)

15 “[Dmitry] merely laughed contemptuously at Grigory’s evidence about the open door, and insisted that it
was ‘the devil who opened it’. But he could not present any coherent explanation of this fact. He even managed
to insult Ivan Fyodorovich in this first meeting, telling him abruptly that he was not to be suspected or
questioned by those who themselves assert that ‘everything is permitted’. Generally on this occasion he was
very unfriendly to Ivan Fyodorovich. It was right after this meeting with Mitya that Ivan Fyodorovich went
to see Smerdyakov.” (604)
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Earlier in the novel, we heard that since Ivan came to stay with his father, Smerdiakov
took great interest in Ivan and, despite working as a servant, showed up during dinner
every day and remained in the room for a while (cf. Book Three, chapters vii and viii). We
were told that Smerdiakov listened attentively to what Ivan had to say, but, quite
significantly in my view, not what these conversations were about.

Of the “three meetings with Smerdiakov” in Book Eleven, only the last one is narrated
mimetically, whereas the others are flashbacks to earlier encounters. It is in the third and
last meeting that Ivan realizes that Smerdiakov may have been their father’s murder and,
moreover, that he has committed the crime based on what Ivan has thought him during

their earlier conversations. Again, Ivan is confronted with what he has previously said:

— Brura Takas mpeskHsS MBICJIB-C, UTO C TAKMMU JeHbIaMH KHU3Hb HadHy, B MoCKBe,
aJiM IyIle TOTO 3a TpaHuIiell, Takas MedTa ObLjIa-c, a IIyIe BCE IIOTOMY, YTO «BCE
IIO3BOJIEHO». OTO BBl BIPABIY MEHS YUYMJIK-C, KO0 MHOI'O BEI MHE TOT/IA 3TOI'0 TOBOPUJIN:
100 Ko Bora 6ecKOHEUYHOro HeT, TO ¥ HeT HUKAKON Mo0pomeTen, Ja U He HAamo0OHo ee
TOIZIa BOBCE. JTO BBI BIIpaBay. Tak g U paccymu.

— CBouM ymoMm Jo1iesi? — KpUBO yeMexHyJicsa BaH.

— Bammum pykoBoacTBOM-C.

— A Termeps, craJio ObITh, B Bora yBepoBaJi, KOJIM JeHbI'W HA3aJ OTIAeIlb?

— Her-c, He yBepoBas-c, — mpoitenraia CMepasaKos.

— Taxk 3auem oTHaemb?

— Tlonuore... Heyero-c! — maxHy1 onaTh CMepIsaKoB pyKoii. — BbI BoT camu Torma Beé
TOBOPWJIM, YTO BCE IIO3BOJIEHO, a4 TEIephb-TO II0UeMy TAaK BCTPEBOXKEHBI, CAMU-TO-C?
IlokaswiBaTh Ha cebs maske XOTHUTE HATH... T0JabK0 Hmuero Toro He Oymer! He moiimere

MOKAa3bIBATL! — TBepHo U yoesxmeHuo perrui oratb Cmepasaros. (VIII, 123-24)16

Ivan reacts at first with his “crooked grin” (cf. Book Five as cited above) but then, as
Smerdiakov’s continuation suggests, seemingly backs out facing the implications. When
the third conversation with Smerdiakov is over, Ivan’s hallucinations — for which the

narrator gives us medical explanations — conjure up the Devil. The Devil’s speech 1s full

16 ““There was such a former thought, sir, that I could begin a life on such money in Moscow, or even more so
abroad. I did have such a dream, sir, and even more so as “everything is permitted.” It was true what you
taught me, sir, because you told me a lot about that then: because if there’s no infinite God, then there’s no
virtue either, and no need of it at all. It was true. That’s how I reasoned’.

‘Did you figure it out for yourself? Ivan grinned crookedly.

‘With your guidance, sir’.

‘So now you’ve come to believe in God, since you’re giving back the money?’

‘No, sir, I haven’t come to believe, sir’, whispered Smerdyakov.

‘Why are you giving it back then?

‘Enough ... it’s no use, sir!” Smerdyakov again waved his hand. ‘You yourself kept saying then that everything
was permitted, so why are you so troubled now, you yourself, sir? You even want to go and give evidence
against yourself ... Only there will be nothing of the sort! You won’t go and give evidence!” Smerdyakov decided
again, firmly and with conviction.” (632)
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of irony and mockery, fragmentary without any coherent line of reasoning. The Devil
confronts Ivan — or Ivan confronts himself — with what he has written and said earlier,
most of which have not been presented in the novel thus far — the Devil introduces ideas
and texts that are new to the reader. An exception is one remark about the Grand
Inquisitor, which Ivan refuses to hear. We understand that this is one among several
essays by Ivan, but we never hear what the Devil thinks of it and its ideas about freedom
contra harmony. Instead, the Devil brings up another text, “The Geological Revolt” (Ivan
reacts furiously to the very reference), which seems to be where he proclaimed that
“everything is permitted.” The presentation remains fragmentary and ironic, and, in
contrast to the Grand Inquisitor, which we have read in full, it is also conspicuously short.
At one point, Ivan throws a glass at the Devil, who disappears, and then Alésha knocks on
the door, informing Ivan that Smerdiakov has hanged himself.

The Devil’s main objection to Ivan’s theory is that virtue can never be entirely absent:
If humans reject God, they will have to invent a moral (and immoral) substitute yardstick.
The Devil lays this out by imitating Ivan’s (“my young thinker”) mind and responding to

it (from Bcé aro ouens muito/“It’s all very nice”):

— Bompoc Temeps B ToM, AymMaJI MO IOHBIM MBICJIUTENb: BO3MOXKHO JIM, YTOOBI TAKOM
Iepuot HACTYINMJ KOrma-HuOymb Mad HeT! Kcam HACTyIHMT, TO BCEé peIleHo, H
YeJI0BEeYEeCTBO YCTPOUTCS OKOHYATEe bHO. Ho Tak Kak, BBUIY 3aKOPEHEJIOH TJIYIIOCTH
YeJIOBEUECKOM, 9TO, MOKAJIyH, ellle W B THICAYY JIET HE YCTPOUTCS, TO BCAKOMY,
CO3HAIOIIEMY ViK€ M Tellepb MCTHHY, [O3BOJIUTEIbHO YCTPOUTHCS COBEPIIEHHO KAK eMy
YIOIHO, HA HOBBIX Havasax. B aToM cMbIciIe emMy «Bcé mmo3BosieHo». MaJio Toro: ecitu maske
IIePUOJT 3TOT ¥ HUKOIIA He HACTYIIWT, HO TaK Kak Bora m GeccMepTHs BCE-TAKH HET, TO
HOBOMY Y€JIOBEKY II03BOJIUTEJILHO CTATH YEJIOBEKO0-00I0M, Iaske XOTA ObI OTHOMY B II€JIOM
MHpe, U, Y5 KOHEYHO, B HOBOM UHHE, C JIETKUM CEePJLIEM IIEPECKOYNTE BCAKYIO IIPEKHIOI0
HPABCTBEHHYIO IIperpajy IpeskHero paba-yesioBeKa, ecyiu oHo moHamobures. Jas Bora
He cymectByer 3axona! I'me cramer Bor — tam ysxe mecro Boskume! I'me cramy s, Tam
ceifuac sxe OyIer mepBoe MecTo... «BCE J03BOJIEHOY, U mabar! Beé aTo oueHb MUIIO; TOJTBKO
ecJIM 3aX0TeJI MOIIIEHHUYATh, 3aYeM OBl elle, Kamercs, caHkIms ucTuabl?! Ho yx TaxoB
HAIIl PYCCKUI COBPEMEHHEBIN YeJIoBeUeK: 0e3 CAHKIIMN M CMOIIEHHNYATL He PEIINTC, 10

TOrOo ys& ucTuHy Boadoomit... (VIII, 142)17

17 “““The question now,” my young thinker reflected, “is whether or not it is possible for such a period ever to
come. If it does, then everything will be resolved and mankind will finally be settled. But since, in view of
man’s inveterate stupidity, it may not be settled for another thousand years, anyone who already knows the
truth is permitted to settle things for himself, absolutely as he wishes, on the new principles. In this sense,
‘everything is permitted’ to him. Moreover, since God and immortality do not exist in any case, even if this
period should never come, the new man is allowed to become a man-god, though it be he alone in the whole
world, and of course, in this new rank, to jump lightheartedly over any former moral obstacle of the former
slave-man, if need be. There is no law for God! Where God stands — there is the place of God! Where I stand,
there at once will be the foremost place ... ‘everything is permitted’, and that’s that!” It’s all very nice; only if
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Here the Devil exposes, in a mocking fashion, the seemingly unforeseen implications of
Ivan’s radical ideas. What the readers have been offered after Book Five, then, are several
voices — those of Rakitin, Dmitrii, Smerdiakov, and the Devil — rendering Ivan, and they
do it in a predominantly ironic-sarcastic (Rakitin, the Devil) or increasingly rageful
manner (Dmitrii, Smerdiakov). What we never hear, however, is Ivan’s own attempt to
explain what he really meant by “everything being permitted” and why he said so in the
first place. What he manages to say in the conversation with the Devil is that the latter
has picked up his “bad” and “most stupid” thoughts (VIII, 130, 140; “stupid” was also how
Raktin described them to Alésha, cf. above). As The Brothers Karamazov reaches its
climax, Ivan has lost control over his most provocative thoughts, while his more serious
ideas, or what was meant as such, are no longer taken seriously.

The novel contains one final reference to Ivan’s nihilistic ideas, which again is another
character reporting Ivan’s speech. It takes place in court, in the case against Dmitrii,
where the prosecutor considers whether Smerdiakov may be guilty and whether it was

because of Ivan’s influence:

«[...] Bmech ymep Buepa, caMOyOMICTBOM, Ha Kpaio ropoja, OIMH 00JIe3HeHHBINA MINOT,
CHJIbHO IPUBJIEYEHHBIN K HACTOMAIIEMY JIeJIy, OBIBIIHI CJIyra KM, MOYKET OBITH, TOOOUHBII
cera Pemopa Ilasiaosuua, Cvepaskor. OH ¢ KCTEPUYECKUMU CJIe3aMU PACCKa3bIBaJI MHE
Ha IIpeJBapUTEJbHOM CJIEICTBHUH, Kak aToT Mosomoii Kapamasos, san ®emopoBuy,
VOKACHYJI €ro CBOMM JyXOBHOM Oe3ymiepskeM. ,,Bcé, meckaTs, mo-MXHEMY, ITI03BOJIEHO, UTO
HU €CThb B MHpe, X HIYEro BIIpedb He JOJKHO OBITh 3aIIpellleH0, — BOT OHU YeMY MEeHs
Bcé yumnn”. Kasercess, momor Ha aTOM Tearce, KOTOPOMY OOYUYMJIM €ro, M COIIEJI C yMa
OKOHYATEJIBbHO, XOTsI, KOHEYHO, IIOBJIMSAJIN HA YMCTBEHHOE PACCTPOMCTBO €ro U Iamydas

00JIe3HD, 1 BCS 9TA CTpAIIIHAs, Pa3pasuBIIasca B UX gome karacrpoda. [...]» (VIII, 189—

90)18

In this passage, we hear the prosecutor report what Smerdiakov, allegedly in a hysterical
manner, claimed Ivan had taught him. Moreover, Smerdiakov maintains that Ivan did so
without restraint (6esymepsxem). The prosecutor portrays a manipulative Ivan whom we

never encounter in the novel directly. True, the reader may have felt that Ivan, in

one wants to swindle, why, I wonder, should one also need the sanction of truth? But such is the modern little
Russian man: without such a sanction, he doesn’t even dare to swindle, so much does he love the truth’.” (649)
18 “[,..] Yesterday a certain sick idiot died here, on the outskirts of our town, by suicide; a person much involved
in the present case, the former servant and, perhaps, illegitimate son of Fyodor Pavlovich, Smerdyakov. In the
preliminary investigation he told me, with hysterical tears, how this young Karamazov, Ivan Fyodorovich, had
horrified him with his spiritual unrestraint. “Everything, according to him is permitted, whatever there is in
the world, and from now on nothing should be forbidden — that’s what he kept teaching me about.” It seems
that this thesis, which he was taught, ultimately caused the idiot to lose his mind, though, of course, his mental
disorder was also affected by his falling sickness, and by this whole terrible catastrophe that had broken out
in their house. [...]” (696-97)



72 Poljarnyj vestnik 24, 2021

“Rebellion,” went quite far in tormenting Alésha by describing suffering children, but it
was combined with an utmost sincere agenda of justice and dignity. By contrast, the
manipulative Ivan promoting rational egoism in an unrestrained manner is only known
to us via others, and mostly via more than one person, in a truly multi-layered,

heteroglossian and dialogical discourse.

5. Conclusion

The Brothers Karamazov contains several plotlines, and in this article, I have sought to
uncover one more: how ideas circulate within the novel, how they are expressed by Ivan,
but also how they are attributed to him, picked up, responded to and presented by others.
In the beginning, we proceed from one report of uttered nihilism and rational egoism to
another, before being offered, in Book Five, a direct encounter with Ivan, where it is rather
his moral sensibility, or “the depth of his ethical questioning” (Kantor 2001, 208) that is
at the forefront. In the remaining part of the novel, Ivan’s radicalism, and not least its
fatal consequences, are again in focus.

This otherwise loosely structured novel seems to be quite consistently organized in that
Ivan’s most radical views are never presented by himself, or at least not on his own
Initiative. It is always reported by others in an evaluative manner by those reporting,
whereby “speech in speech” becomes “speech about speech” (Voloshinov 1930). Therefore,
The Brothers Karamazov is not only about ideas and their consequences, but also about
their representation, circulation and, at times, “dubious report” (cf. Morson 1994, 136).

To be sure, Ivan does acknowledge his nihilistic utterances and sometimes (but not
always) takes responsibility for them. Still, my point is that we never hear him pronounce
them directly. This matters because Ivan takes a far more active part in other parts of the
novel, and in these situations, he prefers to bring forth something else. By implication, the
novel thematizes the issue of self-expression contra attribution by suggesting that Ivan’s
nihilism and rational egoism may be seen as more peripheral concerning him as a person
and yet crucial with respect to the crime committed in the novel. Thus, Ivan’s reported
nihilism turns out to matter more to other characters than to himself. Since we never learn
how and why it was uttered in the first place, the novel’s focus shifts to the consequences
ideas may have when they are passed on and uttered by others. Kantor has rightfully
pointed out that “Ivan was not able to predict how his word would echo or resound” (2001,
219), and in my view, it is by omitting the original scenes of this “word” and focusing
instead on its circulation that the novel so effectively draws the attention to the echo as
such.

Finally, from the patterns uncovered in the analysis above, it follows that moral
sensibility is, after all, more central to Ivan than nihilism and rational egoism, although
he ultimately fails to communicate it. This was also a point made by several readings in

the early, philosophical reception of Dostoevsky. Here I have in mind Vasilii Rozanov
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(1894) and Sergei Bulgakov (1903), who both saw Ivan as a deeply ethical character and a
critic of religion — but on a religious basis. These readers have later been criticized for not
understanding the novel correctly (Terras 1998, 6), but as Harriet Murav (2004) has
argued, they were quite on point in seeing Ivan as providing an absolute defence of the
“absolute singularity of the other.”!® His tragedy was that his surroundings did not see
this.
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